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1:	Green	—	What	Does	It	Mean?	
Central	 to	 any	discussion	of	 strategy	 is	 the	basic	 question	of	what	we	Greens	 are	 about.	 To	
some	extent,	 that	question	 is	answered	by	 the	Green	Party’s	constitution.	However,	 there	 is	
now	a	more	general	question	about	the	very	nature	of	Green	politics,	not	least	its	relationship	
to	the	conventional	left-right	classification	of	the	political	spectrum.	Current	debates	inside	the	
party	often	reflect	a	degree	of	uncertainty	about	the	very	essence	of	the	Green	worldview	and	
the	raison	d’être	of	the	party.	

Part	 of	 the	 confusion	 may	 have	 originated	 with	 the	 rise	 of	 Die	 Grünen,	 whose	
breakthrough	 in	 Germany	 encouraged	 the	 Ecology	 Party	 to	 change	 its	 name	 to	 Green.	 Die	
Grünen’s	 famous	 four	 pillars	 did	 include	 ‘ecology’	 but	 two	of	 the	 others,	 ‘social	 justice’	 and	
‘grassroots	 democracy’,	 begged	 questions	 about	 how	 they	 could	 be	 sustainably	 integrated	
with	a	coherent	politics	of	sustainable	common	good.		

Another	long	lasting	source	of	further	confusion	has	been	the	split	between	so-called	
‘Realos’	 and	 ‘Fundis’	 (realists	 versus	 fundamentalists).	 In	 the	 reality	 the	 realists	 looked	 for	
incremental	 reforms	within	 the	 existing	 socio-economic	 order	 (a	 bit	 like	 the	 socialist	 Fabian	
Society)	 while	 the	 Fundamentalists	 were	 more	 about	 radical	 anti-capitalism	 than	 deeply	
ecological.	[The	alternative	of	‘transitional	politics’	is	discussed	in	Part	4	of	these	papers]	

The	coalitions	that	have	emerged	in	recent	years	in	countries	such	as	the	Netherlands	
and	Finland	also	clouded	matters	(‘Green-Left’	alliances	and	‘Rainbow’	coalitions).	In	the	UK,	it	
frequently	 seems	 that	 Green	 Politics	 is	 some	 sort	 of	 radical	 social	 democracy	 or	 militant	
humanitarianism.	 Certainly	 this	 dominant	 discourse	 has	 had	 a	 decidedly	 anthropocentric	
orientation	 while	 the	 basis	 critique	 of	 ‘growthism’,	 let	 alone	 anthropocentrism,	 has	 been	
marginalised	as	Green	Party	demands	focussed	on	calls	fro	more	public	spending	and	greater	
state	 intervention.	 The	 influence	 of	 Identity	 Politics	 threatens	 to	 shred	 even	 further	 the	
greenery	of	Green	Party	politics.	

Perhaps	a	bit	of	history	might	be	in	order.	The	Green	Party	has	its	roots	in	a	desire	of	a	
few	 individuals	 to	 break	 free	 from	 the	 left-right	 spectrum	 and	 embrace	 the	 lessons	 of	 the	
‘Limits	 to	 Growth’	 Report	 and	 the	 ‘Blueprint	 for	 Survival’.	 Indeed	 a	 specific	 driver	 was	 an	
article	by	Paul	Ehrlich	on	the	threat	from	overpopulation	(an	 issue	about	which	there	 is	now	
deafening	silence	and	sometimes	downright	denial	in	some	‘green’	circles	as	if	numbers	do	not	
count).i		

Such	concerns	led	first	to	People!	Then	came	its	transformation	into	the	Ecology	Party,	
its	name	 suggestive	of	 the	 ‘ecopolitical’	 basis	of	 the	party.	 It	was	 followed	 in	due	 course	by	
rebranding	as	the	Green	Party	to	try	and	ride	the	wave	 launched	by	Die	Grünen	 in	Germany	
(their	slogan	was	of	course:	"We	are	neither	left	nor	right,	we	are	in	front.") 

Overall,	 it	 is	 quite	 clear	 that	 the	Green	 tradition	 transcended	 left-right	 conventions,	
though,	of	course,	it	also	and	quite	rightly	borrowed	from	both	and	from	many	other	sources	
(the	worldviews	of	tribal	people	was	one	source	of	inspiration).	ii	 It	is	the	essence	of	a	political	
current	 that	 counts,	 not	 particular	 bits	 and	 pieces	 it	 might	 share	 with	 others.	 There	 are	
elements	in	Green	thinking	that	are	really	distinctive,	ones	that	ought	to	guide	the	Green	Party	
in	developing	its	policies	and	strategy.		

So,	it	is	quite	facile	to	think	that	ideas	such	as	‘social	liberalism’,	‘equality’,	‘justice’	or	
‘empowerment’	can	simply	be	grafted	onto	the	main	body	of	Green	thought.	In	some	ways,	for	
example,	 former	 Conservative	 Prime	 Minister	 David	 Cameron	 could	 be	 said	 to	 be	 a	 ‘social	
liberal’	 (and	 an	 economic	 one,	 giving	 big	 business	 a	 freer	 hand).	 Social	 liberalism	 might	
plausibly	 be	 spun	 as	 a	 rationale	 for	 empowering	 consumers	 to	 have	 whatever	 they	 want.	
Daniel	Ben-Ami’s	vision	of	“Ferraris	for	All”	is	in	one	way	quite	‘just’	but	it	is	far	from	Green.	All	
such	ideas	have	to	be	sifted	to	see	if	they	can	add	good	grist	to	the	green	mill. 

In	teasing	out	the	Green	worldview,	it	is	important	to	stress	that	it	is	not	a	‘totalising’	
ideology.	 It	 does	 not	 seek	 to	 cover,	 let	 alone	 explain,	 everything.	 There	will	 be	 a	 good	 few	
issues	on	which	Greens	have	no	particular	stance.	Nor	do	Greens	offer	cures	for	every	evil.	In	a	
sustainable	 society,	 there	will	 still	be	 jealousies,	 rivalries,	 conflicting	priorities,	 sheer	bloody-
mindedness	and	so	forth,	all	in	need	of	(fully)	democratic	political	institutions	to	achieve	some	



sort	of	fair	compromise.	There	will	be	an	even	greater	need	for	a	mass	of	‘little	platoons’,	small	
local	and	 independent	civil	 society	bodies,	 reducing	 the	need	 for	an	overlarge	and	 therefore	
undemocratic	and	indeed	menacing	central	state.	

Yes,	Greens	do	offer	a	vision	of	not	only	a	safer	but	also	more	satisfying	way	of	living	
than	the	status	quo.	Furthermore,	Green	thinking	can	still	yield	some	insights	on	a	surprising	
number	 of	 matters,	 from	 literature	 to	 social	 work. iii 	Yet	 it	 remains	 deeply	 suspicious	 of	
worldviews	that	presume	to	explain	every	event	in	history,	each	movement	of	the	economy	or	
why	 people	 behave	 the	 way	 they	 do.	 Moreover,	 ‘total’	 theories	 do	 have	 a	 nasty	 habit	 of	
producing	totalitarian	politics.	That	is	not	the	Green	way.	

Nor	do	Greens	have	some	Giant	Blueprint	for	some	future	Utopia,	though	it	is	already	
possible	to	point	to	exciting	exemplars	of	a	better	way	in	various	parts	of	the	world	(some	are	
listed	 in	 Part	 4).	 It	 is	 more	 a	 matter	 of,	 as	Warren	 Johnson	 “muddling”	 through,iv	trying	 to	
reduce	suffering	and	despoliation	where	possible.	Big	Plans	tend	to	backfire	big	time.		

Yet	the	green	worldview	has	strong	conservative	(ie	conserving)	elements	and	stresses	
caution	about	revolutionary	changes,	not	 least	their	propensity	to	backfire.	Here	 is	a	terrible	
paradox	 for	 Greens.	 Society	 now	 face	 so	 many	 serious	 threats,	 some	 threatening	 the	 very	
future	of	any	civilised	living,	that	really	radical,	big	and	fast	changes	are	necessary.	There	is	no	
easy	resolution	of	that	paradox.	At	least	we	can	be	clearer	about	what	it	means	to	be	‘Green’.	

Unlike	other	parties,	Greens	recognise	that	the	multiple	crises	society	face	are	about	
our	basic	values	and	culture,	not	just	this	economic	policy	or	that	technological	development.	
Greens	have	a	distinctive	take	on	most	aspects	of	‘everyday’	living,	from	the	food	we	eat	and	
the	clothes	we	wear	to	the	jobs	we	do,	how	we	travel	about	and	the	use	of	our	leisure	time.	It	
is	 not	 just	 about	 the	 right	 mix	 of	 public	 and	 private	 ownership,	 more	 refined	 ‘cost-benefit	
analysis,	 improved	 ways	 to	 measure	 the	 economy,	 raised	 productivity,	 or	 some	 extra	
‘quantitative	easing’.	 It	 is	not	about	making	things	more	‘efficient’	or	 just	sharing	out	current	
economic	spoils	more	fairly.	

The	 very	 name	 of	 the	 first	 national	 Green	 Party,	 New	 Zealand’s	Values	 Party,	 itself	
suggested	that	Green	politics	 is	about	what	we	think	 is	 inherently	 important	and	worthy.	All	
the	time,	then,	Greens	need	to	be	seeking	to	‘reframe’	matters,	encouraging	different	ways	of	
perceiving,	valuing,	and	doings.	Obviously	successful	election	campaigns	are	vitally	 important	
but	the	fundamental	strategy	must	be	one	of	helping	to	change	consciousness	across	society.	

In	a	sense,	bodies	such	as	the	Green	Party	can	be	the	transmission	belt	between	that	
overall	 vision,	 to	 which	 all	 sorts	 of	 independent	 thinkers,	 writers,	 researchers	 and	 others	
contribute,	 and	 the	 development	 of	 related	 policies	 that	 can	 be	 taken	 to	 the	 public	 in	 the	
course	of	electoral	and	other	campaigning.	But	a	coherent	platform	of	values	and	goals	must	
underpin	those	policies	or	else	campaigning	must	lose	its	focus	and	policies	their	thread.	



	

	



The	core	elements	of	‘Green-ness’	include:	
• Limits	to	growth	and	steady-state	economics,		
The	 'liberal'	 John	Stuart	Mill	 pioneered	 the	 idea	of	 the	 steady-state	economy	 in	1848	at	 the	
same	 time	 'red'	 Karl	 Marx	 was	 dreaming	 of	 cornucopia-for-all.	 This	 is	 the	 kernel	 of	 green	
analysis.v	Alongside	sit	 the	related	concepts	of	carrying	capacity	and	ecological	 footprinting.vi	
In	 terms	of	 immediate	 policies	 and	 campaigns,	 it	 is	 the	 phenomenon	of	 general	 ‘overshoot’	
that	will	most	decisively	shape	the	context	in	which	we	operate.vii	

The	 concept	 of	 ‘limits’	 is	 not	 limited	 to	 ecological	 impact.	 It	 applies	 just	 as	much	 to	
population	 levels,	 institutional	 size	 (schools,	 hospitals,	 units	 of	 governance,	 business	
enterprises,	etc),	the	volume	of	communications,	the	capacity	to	anticipate,	respond	and	plan,	
commercial	turnover,	efficiency	gains,viii	and	technological	complexity	as	well	as	the	tolerances	
and	rhythms	of	human	physiology	and	psychology.	Often	 it	 is	 sheer	 time	to	which	 limits	can	
most	sharply	apply.	

In	all	systems,	then,	from	the	human	body,	growth	must,	at	some	stage,	cease,	giving	
way	 to	 a	mature	 and	 comparatively	 stable	 state.	 There	must	 also	 be	 some	 sort	 of	 balance	
between	 the	 various	 components	 of	 any	 given	 entity.	 A	 human	 body	 would	 be	 rather	
unsustainable	if,	say,	one	arm	were	to	grow	out	of	all	proportion	to	everything	else.	As	the	title	
of	an	essay	by	the	scientist	J.B.S.	Haldane	once	put,	it	is	all	a	question	of	“being	the	right	size”.	
Or,	 as	 Kirkpatrick	 Sale	 put	 it:	 ‘for	 every	 animal,	 object,	 institution,	 there	 is	 an	 optimal	 limit	
beyond	which	it	ought	not	to	grow’.	

• Human	scale	
If	we	 look	purely	 at	human	 institutional	 arrangements	 (eg	 size	of	polities)	 and	 technological	
structure	 (eg	 design	 of	 the	 built	 environment),	 further	 distinctive	 standpoints	 reveal	
themselves.	Contrast	the	works	of,	say	the	socialist	architects	such	as	Le	Corbusier	with	those	
under	the	umbrella	of	‘eco-architecture’	(including,	arguably,	Gaudi	and	Hundertwasser).	Key	
thinkers	 in	 the	 green	 tradition	 include	 Lewis	Mumford,	 Leopold	 Kohr	 and	 Fritz	 Schumacher,	
with	a	useful	set	of	examples	in	Kirk	Sale’s	tome	‘Human	Scale’.ix	Revealingly	totalitarian	states	
have	routinely	gone	for	‘giantism’	in	town	planning	and	architecture.	Clearly	there	might	be	a	
case	 for	 some	 special	 edifices	 beyond	 normal	 scale	 (eg	 commemorate	monuments)	 but	 the	
point	 is	 that	 they	 should	 be	 the	 exception	 not	 the	 rule,	 unlike	 cities	 dominated	 by	 giant	
skyscrapers,	 deserted	 underpasses	 and	 huge	 motorways.	 The	 notion	 of	 the	 20-minute	 city	
ticks	several	human	scale	boxes	(see	references	in	Part	4).	

• Bioregionalism	
Another	 aspect	 of	 distinctive	 green	 thought	 concerns	 the	 relationship	 between	 human	
political-administrative	boundaries	and	the	underpinning	biogeophysical	patterns	of	our	home,	
planet	 Earth.	 See	 the	 works	 of	 Raymond	 Dasmann	 and	 Peter	 Berg,	 though	 Jane	 Jacobs	
straddles	 a	 number	 of	 these	 fields.	 [Whether	 bioregionalism	 is	 practicable	 in	 our	
overpopulated	world	 is	another	matter:	 the	 issue	 is	how	we	 look	at	 things	 ie	 the	underlying	
biogeophysical	 ‘provinces’	of	the	world	cf	human-made	boundaries].x	This	perspective	 is	very	
pertinent	when	it	comes	to	the	alternatives	we	pose	not	just	to	the	EU	but	also	schemes	such	
as	the	‘Northern	Powerhouse’.	

• Appropriate	technology	
Left	 and	 Right	 governments	 and	 movements	 have	 striven	 to	 maximise	 technological	
power,	courtesy	of	either	planning	or	of	market	forces.	Any	failings	in	science	and	technology	
have	 been	 blamed	 on	 its	 misuse	 in	 the	 wrong	 hands.	 Greens,	 by	 contrast,	 have	 uniquely	
stressed	 the	inherent	limits	 of	 technology	 as	 well	 as	 the	 dangers	 of	 reductionist	 and	
mechanistic	science.xi		

Again,	 there	 are	 few	 if	 any	 parallels	 to	 such	 work	 in	 other	 political	 traditions.	
Repeatedly,	 such	 thinkers	 stress	 that	 the	 critical	 issue	 is	 not	 form	 (public	 ownership	 versus	
privatisation)	but	scale	and	content.	These	perspectives	give	us	a	pole	position	from	which	to	



create	a	powerful	narrative	about	‘mega-technologies’	such	as	gene	editing,	nanotechnology,	
‘thinking’	robots,	‘smart’	machines	and	artificial	intelligence,	all	of	which	are	being	pushed	not	
just	for	private	profit	(eg	‘Big	Data’)	but	also	as	the	expression	of	a	certain	human	hubris	and	
acceptance	of	‘technological	determinism’	(if	we	can	invent	it,	we	must	deploy	it).	To	be	noted	
here	is	the	threat	from	the	so-called		 ‘ecomodernist’	movement	(Stewart	Brand,	Mark	Lynas,	
Ted	Nordhaus,	etc)xii	

So,	 Greens	 support	 the	 precautionary	 principle	 when	 it	 comes	 to	 technological	
innovation	 and	 for	 that	 matter	 top-down	 social	 engineering.	 In	 particular,	 research	 and	
development	should	concentrate	on	technologies	not	dependent	on	impossibly	high	‘fail-safe’	
standards	but	whose	failure	can	be	tolerated.	Compare	a	raging	fire	on	a	wind	turbine	to	one	
in	a	nuclear	power	plant.	On	top	of	 ‘failure-tolerance’,	 there	ought	 to	be	options	 for	change	
and	safe	lines	of	retreat	as	opposed	to	being	dangerously	locked	into	technological	cul-de-sacs	
(not	least	ones	dependent	on	reliable	supplies	of	cheap	oil	and/or	scarce	rare	earths)	

Land	 uses	 are	 as	 much	 a	 ‘technology’	 as	 individual	 buildings,	 machines,	 factory	
production	 lines	 and	 their	 products.	 In	 this	 case,	 Green	 thinking	 homes	 in	 on	 the	 notion	 of	
‘design	 with	 nature’,	 one	 of	 the	 key	 exponents	 being	 the	 Scottish-American	 planner	 Ian	
McHarg,xiii	and	 following	 what	 Christopher	 Alexander	 called	 a	 “pattern	 language”.xiv	Clearly	
concepts	of	an	eco-forestry	and	wildlife-friendly	farming	are	part	of	appropriate	technology.xv	
There	are	also	many	examples	in	the	field	of	product	‘eco-design’.xvi	

• Voluntary	simplicity		
Mainstream	 political	 currents	 have	 vied	 in	 promises	 to	 raise	 living	 standards	 (physical	
consumption)	ever	higher.	Though	many	religions	have	recognised	that	 it	 is	possible	 to	have	
(in	the	words	of	John	Sparrow)	"too	much	of	a	good	thing',	it	is	only	Greens	that	have	tried	to	
take	that	idea	into	the	realm	of	politics.	On	one	side	is	a	critique	of	consumerism	("Affluenza"	
etc).	xvii	Such	perspectives	could	give	us	powerful	tools	with	which	to	reach	out	to	those	who	
recognize	how	mainstream	living	is	not	just	unhealthy	but	robbing	us	of	real	satisfaction	in	life.	

A	 narrative	 of	 “no	 cuts,	 no	 job	 losses”	 scarcely	 gets	 to	 grips	 with	 the	 physical	 and	
psychological	ailments	of	modern	society.	Many	people	do	feel	that	there	is	something	wrong	
with	the	way	we	live	and	we	ought	to	address	their	sense	of	dis-ease	and	dislocation.	Some	of	
these	dissatisfactions	apply	particularly	to	the	‘world	of	work’.		It	is	revealing	that	many	trade	
unions	 fights	 against	 redundancies	 collapse	 since	 so	 many	 workers	 just	 want	 to	 get	 out.	
George	Monbiot	has	also	been	rightly	spotlighting	the	epidemic	of	 loneliness,	for	 instance.xviii	
Many	 also	 feel	 that	 society	 will	 be	 better	 if	 we	 regenerate	 convivial	 and	 resilient	 local	
communities.	Again	our	strategy	ought	to	position	us	as	the	party	that	stands	for	community	
rebuilding.xix	

• ‘Planetarianism’	
The	first	part	of	the	slogan	‘think	globally,	act	globally’	points	to	another	core	element	of	green	
thinking:	an	internationalist	spirit.	We	certainly	have	to	care	about	our	own	backyards	but	we	
also	have	 to	help,	 if	we	can,	others	care	 for	 theirs,	even	 if	 they	are	on	 the	other	side	of	 the	
world.	 Peter	 Berg’s	 term	 ‘planetarianism’	 is	 helpful	 because	 it	 separates	 Greens	 from	 other	
‘internationalists’.	There	are,	of	course,	the	apostles	of	globalisation,	unlimited	migration,	and	
universal	 free	 trade,	 the	 opposite	 of	 ecological	 economics.	 Then	 they	 are	 those	
‘cosmopolitans’	who	disdain	local	cultures	(in	practice,	Americanisation	of	all	else,	for	the	most	
part)	and	who	forswear	any	attachment	to	any	particular	places.	

On	various	parts	of	the	conventional	political	spectrum,	there	has	been	a	hankering	for	
‘world	 government’,	 as	 opposed	 to	 green	 ideas	 about	 subsidiarity	 and	 regionalisation	 (the	
latter	usually	dismissed	as	‘Balkanisation’).	Following	from	the	perspective	of	limits	to	growth,	
Greens	recognise	the	bigger	the	unit,	the	less	power	each	individual	citizen	will	have	(and,	 in	
practice,	when	big	states	go	‘bad’,	they	do	far	more	harm	than	small	ones)	

Green	 ‘planetarianism’	 does	 not	 endorse	 ‘cultural	 relativism’,	 however.	 There	 are	
some	 universal	 values	 and	 standards,	 not	 least	 regarding	 abuse	 of	 human	 rights	 (eg	 non-
tolerance	of,	say	female	genital	mutilation	or	slavery),	war	crimes	and	crime	against	the	rest	of	



nature	 	 (the	 latter	 sometimes	 justified	 on	 the	 grounds	 it	 is	 our	 land	 to	 ‘exploit’	 or	 local	
tradition	to	slaughter	certain	animals).	

That	 said,	 other	 Green	 principles,	 not	 least	 that	 about	 precaution,	 advise	 due	
carefulness	when	attempting	to	interfere	in	complex	situations	in	other	lands.	It	is	reasonable	
to	tie	aid	to	certain	conditions	(environmental	protection,	prioritisation	of	basic	needs	etc)	but	
more	 radical	 interventions,	most	of	all	 the	use	of	military	 force,	are	highly	 likely	 to	backfire,	
leaving	bad	situations	even	worse.	For	that	reason	Greens	favour	as	far	as	possible	collective	
efforts	through	the	United	Nations.	

This	 matter	 is,	 of	 course,	 grossly	 complicated	 by	 the	 scale	 of	 not	 just	 present	 but	
especially	coming	refugee	problems.	There	is	an	undeniable	tension	between	conservation	of	
local	carrying	capacity	in	regions	to	which	people	are	seeking	to	move	on	the	one	hand	and,	on	
the	 other,	 due	 compassion	 towards	 those	 driven	 from	 their	 homelands.	 Here	 the	 only	
sustainable	 answer	 in	 the	 form	 of	 the	 ‘right	 not	 to	 have	 to	move’,	 with	 generously	 funded	
international	 efforts	 devoted	 to	 environmental	 protection,	 peace	 promotion	 and	 general	
rehabilitation	of	degraded	lands.	That	said,	there	is	a	huge	grey	area	between	‘pure’	refugees	
and	economic	migrants,	many	of	the	former	becoming	the	latter.	There	are	no	easy	answers,	
with	 the	 likelihood	 of	 backlashes	 in	 countries	 receiving	 large	 numbers	 of	 either	 as	 in,	 for	
example,	Germany.	

• Intergenerational	Equity	
Some	 religions	 have	 emphasised	 the	 concept	 of	 stewardship.	 But,	 in	 politics,	 it	 is	 again	 the	
Greens	 who	 have	 distinctively	 stressed	 the	 need	 to	 cherish	 the	 good	 things	 we	 inherit	
(compare	 with	 modernism’s	 cult	 of	 the	 new	 and	 futurism’s	 fetish	 of	 the	 machine),	 with	 a	
concomitant	requirement	to	pass	on	that	inheritance,	in	the	best	condition	possible,	to	those	
who	come	after	us.	Thus,	other	political	tendencies	may	argue	about	the	economics	of	nuclear	
power.	 But	 they	 seldom	 engage	 with	 the	 moral	 issue	 of	 dumping	 unsolved	 (unsolvable?)	
problems	of	radioactive	waste	on	future	generations	(and	it	would	indeed	be	a	huge	problem	
if	 we	 were	 to	 expand	 massively	 this	 blighted	 energy	 source	 in	 pursuit	 of	 some	 misguided	
'decarbonisation'	strategy)	

• Intrinsic	value	of	non-human	species	
Here	we	come	to	perhaps	the	most	distinctive	element	of	Green	thought.	It	has	few	counter-
parts	 in	 any	 other	 political	 tradition,	 though	 again	 one	might	 trace	 some	 religious	 roots	 in	
Taoism	and	Buddhism,	with	a	mention	for	St	Cuthbert	 (founder	of	the	first	nature	reserve	 in	
England)	and	St	Francis	of	Assisi.	To	be	sure,	there	are	mainstream	thinkers	who	recognise	the	
utilitarian	 benefits	 of	 non-human	nature	 (eg	 plants	 for	 new	drugs).	Of	 course	 they	 do	 exist.	
Mainstream	thinking	is	mired	in	'resourcism',	treating	non-human	life	as	just	mere	'stuff',	there	
to	 be	 exploited	 for	 open-ended	 and	 indiscriminate	 human	 wants.	 Even	 in	 its	 own	 terms,	
'resourcism'	is	not	a	sufficient	condition	for	valuing	non-human	nature.	Thus	technology	might	
always	 throw	 up	 some	 new	 substance	 that	will	 'allow'	 us	 to	 dispense	with	 such-and-such	 a	
species.	Thus	another	bit	bites	 the	dust.	The	Green	tradition	goes	beyond	utilitarianism	and,	
furthermore,	 it	accepts	that	the	sustenance	of	non-human	life	will	set	 limits	to	the	scale	and	
form	of	human	activities.	It	is	ecocentric,	not	egocentric	and	anthropocentric.xx	

The	Green	 Party	 has	 somewhat	 lost	 its	way	 regarding	 that	 foundational	 principle	 of	
ecocentrism.	Pragmatically,	 it	 costs	us	badly	 in	 terms	of	potential	 support,	 large	numbers	of	
people	 in	one	way	or	another	devote	a	great	deal	of	 time,	money	and	energy	 in	defence	of	
non-human	 nature	 and	 in	 rehabilitating	 damaged	 habitats.	 Here	 in	 Newcastle	 the	 numbers	
who	turned	out	on	a	march	whose	focus	was	defence	of	a	local	nature	reserve	dwarfed	those	
on	 most	 local	 protests	 against	 public	 spending	 cuts.	 Indeed	 there	 are	 many	 people	 who	
campaign	 for	wildlife	on	 the	other	 side	of	 the	world,	 for	 creatures	 that	 they	will	never	even	
see.	 These	 are	 powerful	 impulses	 (E.	O.	Wilson	 calls	 it	 ‘Biophilia’).	 Any	 useful	 strategy	must	
consider	how	to	tap	it.	

Both	 the	 perspective	 of	 ‘’limits’	 and	 of	 ‘intrinsic	 value’	 stand	 in	 sharp	 opposition	 to	
notions	 such	 as	 ‘sustainable	 growth’,	 green	 growth’	 and,	 in	 most	 of	 its	 applications’,	



‘sustainable	 development’.	 These	 ideas	 have	 roots	 in	 the	 concept	 of	 ‘sustained	 yield’,	
pioneered	by	the	American	Forestry	Service	under	Gifford	Pinchot.	Critically	this	was	about	the	
efficient	harnessing	of	non-human	nature	to	satisfy	still	indiscriminate	and	open-ended	human	
whims.	 If	 necessary	 (and	 routinely	 in	 practice),	 ‘useless’	 species	 and	 habitats	 would	 be	
destroyed	 to	 make	 way	 for	 human-made	 systems	 that	 would	 deliver	 desired	 goods	 and	
services.	 The	 environment	 was	 perceived	 as	 a	 lifeless	 resource,	 devoid	 of	 intrinsic	 value,	 a	
wasteful,	indeed	disorderly	bitch,	to	be	tamed	and	put	to	work.	xxi	

Perhaps	its	icon	is	the	reservoir	barrage	and	hydroelectric	dam,	bringing	‘wild’	rivers	to	
heel.	Indeed	first	battle	over	this	new	style	‘efficient’	resource	development	took	place	in	1912	
over	 the	damming	of	Hetch	Hetchy	 in	Yosemite,	 ferociously	contested	by	 true	 friends	of	 the	
Earth,	 notably	 John	 Muir.	 This	 perspective	 achieved	 international	 status	 via	 the	 World	
Commission	on	Environment	 and	Development,	 especially	 the	 so-called	 ‘Brundtland	Report’.	
Its	 notion	 of	 ‘more	 from	 less’	 is	 of	 course,	 a	 thermodynamic	 impossibility.	 The	 fact	 that	 its	
definition	of	sustainable	developments	talked	only	of	future	generations	highlight	that	 it	was	
still	stuck	in	an	anthropocentric	discourse.	
	

Not	either-or	but	balance	
All	political	entities	will	share	something	in	common	with	rival	ones	in	some	respects.	So	it	 is	
indeed	the	case	that	we	Greens	favour	rail	re-nationalisation	as	does	the	mainstream	left	(and	
indeed	large	sections	of	the	public).	We	share	a	common	antipathy	to	many	measures	by	the	
current	government.	 There	again,	on	a	 few	matters,	 such	as	protecting	 the	Green	Belt	 from	
urban	sprawl,	we	may	be	closer	 to	some	grassroots	Tories	and	Liberals	 than	 the	Labour	and	
Hard	Left.	 There	are	no	Chinese	Walls	 in	politics.	Political	parties	 rightly	pick	and	choose,	as	
appropriate,	policies	from	all	sorts	of	sources.	

To	some	extent,	 the	Green	approach	 is	 ‘collectivist’	and,	 to	that	extent,	Greens	have	
some	things	in	common	with	some	varieties	of	socialism,	not	least	the	critique	of	the	‘magic	of	
the	market’.	But	we	should	not	be	blind	to	the	difficulties	encountered	by	past	nationalisation	
programmes	and	state	economic	planning.	There	have	been	parallel	problems	in	attempts	at	
communal	living	and,	more	specifically,	the	abolition	of	pay	scales	and	other	hierarchies.	The	
most	 extended	 experiment	 has	 been	 Israel	 kibbutzim	 but	 they	 have	 hit	 several	 brick	 walls	
(apart	 from	 the	 fact	 that	 they	 took	 someone	 else’s	 land!).	 The	 ‘free	 loader’	 problem,	 for	
example,	is	a	real	one,	with	individuals	not	pulling	their	weight	and	generally	sponging	off	the	
efforts	of	others.xxii	We	have	to	honest	about	such	problems.	

	So	we	can	borrow	some	ideas	from	the	old	‘Left’.	Yet	some	Green	thinking	has	been	
shaped	 by	 ideas	 from	 what	 some	 might	 call	 the	 ‘right’. xxiii 	The	 most	 obvious	 is	 the	
precautionary	 principle	 whose	 roots	 can	 be	 traced	 back	 to	 Edmund	 Burke.	 Contrary	 to	 the	
left’s	 traditional	 enthusiasm	 for	 political	 centralisation	 (including	 very	 top-down	 models	 of	
nationalisation),	many	on	the	so-called	right	have	supported	limits	on	central	state	power	and	
systems	of	 checks	 and	balances.	 Joseph	Chamberlain,	 for	 example,	was	noted	 for	his	 strong	
advocacy	of	action	at	a	municipal	level.	An	early	advocate	of	market	regulation	was	none	other	
than	Adam	Smith.	He	was	not	the	‘market	fundamentalist’	of	legend.	The	otherwise	appalling	
Nicholas	 Sarkozy	 did	 more	 for	 climate	 action,	 promotion	 of	 organic	 farming	 and	 wildlife	
protection	 than	 his	 left-wing	 successor,	 Francois	 Hollande.	 Sad	 to	 say,	 one	 of	 the	 best	
programmes	for	animal	welfare	was	advocated	by	the	Mosleyites	in	the	1930s.	That	does	not	
mean	we	ought	to	reject	those	ideas	if	they	can	be	integrated	with	other	parts	of	one	holistic	
Green	programme.xxiv	

To	 win	 what	 later	 will	 be	 called	 the	 ‘battle	 for	 hegemony,	 we	 will	 need	 maximum	
clarity	in	our	ideas	as	well	as	practicable	policies	and	persuasive	communications.	The	dearth	
of	political	 education	 inside	 the	Green	Party	does	not	help	 in	 this	 respect	nor	do	 the	 rather	
truncated	debates	at	conference.	

	



	



2:	 Ecology,	Equality	&	Social	Justice	
Green	 politics	 was	 founded	 on	 the	 idea	 that	 we	 (all	 peoples	 alive	 today,	 all	 future	 human	
generations,	and	all	other	species)	are	all	co-dependents	on	a	wondrous	but	finite	and,	beyond	
a	 certain	 level	 of	 resilience,	 fragile	 planet	 called	 Earth.	Green	politics	 is	 the	politics	 of	 Earth	
citizens.	 A	 healthy	 ecology	 is	 necessary	 to	 'bake'	 any	 economic	 cake.	Only	 then	 can	we	 talk	
about	its	distribution.	A	healthy	ecology	will	also	cater	for	only	limited	demands.		The	Earth	is	
also	 shared	with	other	 species.	 Catering	 for	 their	 needs	necessarily	will	 reduce	what	will	 be	
available	for	people.	

Contrary	to	certain	red	herrings,	Greens	have	long	addressed	the	issue	of	fair	relations	
with	human	society.	They	are	there	 in	the	activities	and	writings	of	 individuals	and	groups	 in	
that	 Green	 tradition.	 Thus,	 the	 famous	 campaigner	 and	 writer	 John	 Muir	 also	 positively	
responded	 to	 issues	 relating	 to	 the	 then	 nascent	 women’s	 movement.	 Between	 the	 world	
wars,	 Paul	 Sears	 addressed	 ‘predatory	 farming’	 both	with	 respect	 to	 environmental	 impacts	
and	on	 the	 rural	poor.	The	Wilderness	Society	 (founded	1935)	also	addressed	 issues	such	as	
workplace	 pollution,	 not	 just	 wildlife	 habitat.	 Leading	 figures	 such	 as	 Benton	Mackaye	 and	
Robert	Marshall	argued	that	everyone	should	have	a	“good	place	to	live”.	

Later,	 E.	 J.	 Mishan’s	 ‘Costs	 of	 Economic	 Growth’	 (1967)	 spotlighted	 how	 “external	
diseconomies’”	 (eg	 pollution,	 noise,	 congestion,	 etc)	 are	 dumped	 primarily	 on	 the	 poor	 and	
politically	weak.	 Similarly,	 ‘How	 to	be	a	 Survivor:	A	Plan	 for	 Spaceship	Earth’	by	Paul	Ehrlich	
and	Richard	Harriman	(1971)	had	a	major	chapter	on	what	it	calls	‘conditions	in	the	steerage’	
(intolerable!).	 Social	 issues	 have	 a	 big	 appendix	 of	 their	 own	 in	 the	 famous	 'Blueprint	 for	
Survival'	 (1972),	 a	 publication	 that	 encouraged	 the	 formation	 of	 People!,	 forerunner	 of	 the	
Green	Party.	One	last	example	comes	from	1973.	It	is	Herman	Daly’s	‘Steady-State	economics’,	
in	which	one	of	 the	 three	pillars	of	 sustainability	 is	a	 “limit	 to	differentials”.	The	notion	 that	
Green	politics	 has	had	no	 ‘social’	 dimension	 and	 is	merely	 a	 ‘single	 issue’	 entity	 is,	 then,	 an	
absurdity,	one	dispelled	by	modest	study	of	the	history	of	the	movement.xxv	

Such	 people	 all	 recognised	 that	 oppression	 and	 exploitation	 all	 create	 tensions	 and	
conflicts,	necessarily	reducing	overall	sustainability.	Even	at	a	crude	level,	social	exclusion	is	a	
waste	 of	 resources	 since	 it	 squanders	 so	 many	 talents	 and	 skills	 society	 needs.	 The	 most	
extreme	cases	are,	of	course,	destructive	civil	wars	and	‘resource	wars’	between	countries.	At	
the	same	time,	the	construction	of	a	sustainable	society	can	only	happen	if	the	vast	majority	of	
people	feel	that	they	have	a	stake	in	it,	something	strongly	argued	in	Jonathan	Porritt’s	‘Seeing	
Green’	(1984),	a	book	which	ranged	across	many	issues,	not	just	narrow	‘environmental’	ones.	
If	 the	 economy	 can	 sustainably	 ‘bake‘	 a	 limited	 economic	 cake,	 then	 it	must	 be	divided	out	
fairly	if	it	is	to	be	politically	palatable.	

	

To	propose	social	justice	without	ecological	sustainability	
is	to	advocate	the	equality	of	the	grave.	

	
However,	 terms	 such	 as	 equality	 and	 social	 justice	 do	 remain	 problematic.	 Equality	

poses	problems	about	 ‘opportunities’	 versus	 ‘outcomes'.	 There	are	also	all	 too	 real	 tensions	
between	‘equality’	and	’freedom’.	Freedom	itself	has	 its	own	possibly	conflicting	dimensions,	
‘freedom	from…	‘	versus	‘freedom	to…’	As	Michael	Young	brilliantly	demonstrated	years	ago,	
‘meritocracy’	might	sound	just’	but	it	could	create	new	forms	of	discrimination	and	exclusion.	
Giving	everyone	a	typical	Californian	living	standard	might	be	‘socially	just’	but	it	would	requite	
several	more	planets	than	the	one	we	have.	Any	attempt	to	pursue	such	equality	would	be	a	
recipe	 for	 a	massacre	of	wildlife	 in	 the	 short	 term	with	probably	 fatal	 consequences	 for	 the	
entire	human	race	in	the	longer	term.	Thus,	it	would	only	lead	to	the	equality	of	the	grave	for	
one	and	all	since	it	would	destroy	the	Earth’s	life-support	systems.	

Equality	has	also	been	used	to	try	and	defy	ecology	by	attempting	to	equalise	regions	
and	 communities	 that	 are,	 in	 biogeophysical	 terms,	 inherently	 different.	 Thus	 EU	 policy	 has	
routinely	 attempt	 this	 in	 its	 regional	 development	 programmes,	 usually	 at	 unsustainable	



ecological	cost.	Marx	and	Engels	went	so	far	as	to	propose	the	'abolition'	of	town	and	country	
in	the	'Communist	Manifesto',	the	logic	of	which	would	be	continuous	urban	sprawl	(Engels	in	
particular	denied	that	there	could	ever	be	any	problem	regarding	the	number	of	inhabitants	of	
that	land) 

Meanwhile,	 Gandhi’s	 famous	 statement	 “there	 is	 enough	 everyone’s	 need	 but	 not	
enough	for	everyone’s	greed”	is	often	repeated	as	a	self-evident	truth.	 It	certainly	has	a	nice	
ring	to	it,	hence	its	popularity.	It	can	even	be	seen	printed	on	T-shirts.	Yet	the	statement	as	it	
stands	 is	meaningless.	 The	 reason	 is	 that	no	numbers	are	attached	 to	 that	word	 ‘everyone’.	
Without	such	quantification,	it	becomes	an	empty	fantasy.xxvi	

It	 might	 be	 added	 that	 while	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 identify	 certain	 basis	 needs	 (things	
without	 which	 people	 die),	 the	 distinction	 between	 reasonable	 material	 expectations	 and	
‘greed’	is	not	so	easily	done.	I	consider	music	one	of	my	basic	needs	and	to	that	end	has	a	CD	
player,	amplifier,	 loudspeakers,	 lots	of	CDs,	and	regularly	goes	 to	gigs	and	concerts.	 In	other	
words,	many	things	do	bring	real	pleasures.	There	is,	however,	an	unavoidable	trade-off,	on	a	
finite	planet,	between	the	number	of	such	things	and	the	number	of	people.	Quoting	Gandhi	
does	nothing	to	clarify	such	choices.	

	So,	Greens	 cannot	 go	 along	with	 some	definitions/assumptions	 that	 float	 around	 in	
the	debate	about	equality	and	social	justice.	In	particular:	

a) An	open-ended	list	of	entitlements	for	an	unlimited	number	of	people	and	
b) Acceptance	of	every	demand	 from	all	 allegedly	marginalised	groups	 (including,	 it	

sometimes	seems,	trade	unions,	as	if	the	‘workers’	are	always	right)	as,	ipso	facto,	
legitimate	and	to	be	met	by	society.	

The	 notion	 of	 ‘environmental	 justice	 is	more	 complicated.	 To	 some	 extent	 it	 rightly	
spotlights	 the	 problems	 that,	 as	 mentioned	 above,	 E.	 J.	 Mishan	 noted	 in	 the	 1960s	 (some	
anticipated	 by	 the	 German	 economist	 K.W.	 Kapp	 in	 is	 his	 writings	 on	 the	 social	 costs	 of	
business	 enterprise). xxvii 	Thus	 in	 the	 USA	 poor	 Afro-American	 communities	 suffer	
disproportionately	in	terms	of	the	siting	of	toxic	waste	dumps	and	so	forth.	It	is	only	right	and	
proper	to	end	such	practices.xxviii	Yet	the	 linkage	of	environment	and	 justice	has	a	way	of	yet	
again	 marginalising	 environmental	 concerns.	 Thus	 a	 leading	 American	 advocate	 of	 social	
justice	environmentalism	Mark	Dowie	revealingly	calls	wilderness	preservation	“a	worthy…but	
overemphasised	value”.	Such	politics	can	also	create	major	strategic	and	tactical	problems	in	
practice.xxix.	

It	might	also	be	remembered	that	social	justice’	has	also	been	the	slogan	of	decidedly	
nasty	movements	such	the	National	Union	for	Social	Justice	in	the	US.xxx	There	was	also	a	solid	
strand	of	egalitarianism	amongst	some	elements	of	Germany’s	Nazis	(National	Socialists),	not	
least	Ernst	Röhm’s	grouping.	That	said,	such	social	justice	came	with	racist	strings,	something	
that	,	to	be	fair,	most	advocates	of	equality	and	social	justice	strive	to	transcend.	

In	line	with	broad	egalitarian	rhetoric,	a	lot	of	Green	Party	literature	and	speechifying	
appends	the	words	“for	all”	and	“for	everyone”.	At	one	level	that	is	quite	reasonable.	Fairness	
appeals	 to	 a	 widespread	 sense	 of	 what	 is	 right	 and	 proper.	 As	 noted	 above,	 no	 policy	 is	
sustainable	 if	 it	 is	 ‘generalisable’	 (ie	 it	 cold	 cover	 everyone	 on	 the	 planet	 could,	 in	 theory,	
without	 destroying	 the	 Earth’s	 life-support	 systems).	 A	 good	 policy	 will	 only	 function	 for	
anyone	only	if	most	people	find	it	beneficial	or	at	the	very	least	tolerable.	

	Yet	 'everyone'	 is	 a	 pretty	meaningless	word	unless	 numbers	 are	 attached	 to	 it.	 The	
world's	total	population	has	now	shoot	past	7	billion	and	is	still	rising,	with	some	of	the	fastest	
growth	actually	taking	place	in	the	richest	countries.	In	parts	of	Africa,	it	is	indeed	a	veritable	
population	explosion.	Let's	make	the	optimistic	assumption	that	overall	growth	might	stabilise	
at,	say,	11	billion.	

Now	 let	 us	 take	 one	 desideratum	 mentioned	 in	 party	 literature:	 	 “travel	
opportunities”.	What	does	that	goal	mean	in	the	context	of	11	billion	all	enjoying	similar	travel	
patterns	as	now	common	in	countries	such	as	the	UK?	But	that	is	only	one	goal	amongst	many,	
with	all	sorts	of	rights	commonly	listed	from	‘educational	opportunities’	to	‘decent’	housing’’.	
All	 require	 resources	 yet	 the	 Earth’s	 capacity	 to	 deliver	 them	 and	 absorb	 the	 negative	 and	
unavoidable	 side	 effects	 of	 their	 production	 and	 use	 on	 the	 required	 scale	 is	 declining.	



Sustainable	 strategy	 cannot	 be	 the	 politics	 of	 Aladdin's	 Lamp,	 wishing	 into	 existence	
everything	we	might	want.	

Redistribution	would	 certainly	 help.	 But	 there	 is	 considerable	 public	 resistance	 to	 it.	
Witness	 the	 widespread	 hostility	 to	 benefit	 claimants	 and	 the	 support	 for	 the	 Tories	 over	
inheritance	tax.	For	sure,	w	should	argue	against	such	views	but	 let	us	be	realistic	about	the	
mountain	we	have	to	climb.	On	a	global	scale,	redistribution	(e.g.	sharing	of	world	food	supply)	
tends	 to	 descend	 into	 empty	 rhetoric,	 with	 seriously	 inadequate	 consideration	 of	 transport	
costs,	 storage	 facilities,	 local	 dietary	 preferences,	 negative	 impacts	 on	 the	markets	 for	 local	
farmers,	and	so	forth.	

Taking	from	the	rich	could	help	in	the	short	term.	But	total	pressures	on	local,	regional	
and	 intercontinental	 air,	water	 and	 land	 systems	 stem	 from	 total	 demand,	most	 of	which	 is	
generated	not	by	the	super-rich	but	by	the	sheer	number	of	'ordinary'	consumers.	The	rise	of	
the	 so-called	 new	middle	 class	 across	 the	BRIC,	MINT	 and	other	 such	 countries	 /	 regions	 is,	
arguably,	 the	 straw	 that	 is	now	breaking	 the	Earth's	back.xxxi	Many	commentators	argue	 it	 is	
only	 just	 that	 people	 in	 other	 countries	 should	 be	 able	 to	 live	 like	 ‘we’	 in	 the	 comfortable	
‘west’	do.	Greens,	however,	cannot	accept	a	 ‘justice’	 that	 threatens	collective	 ruination.	Nor	
can	we	accept	the	perverse	logic	that	argues	that,	since	‘we’	cut	down	all	our	trees	centuries	
ago,	we	have	no	right	to	criticise	others	who	do	so	today.	One	wrong	does	not	make	another	
right.	

One	can	of	course	divide	up	totals	of	this	or	that	resource	on	paper	but	it	is	harder	to	
bring	about	their	actual	distribution	in	reality.	Most	rationing	systems,	for	example,	have	been	
riddled	 with	 abuse	 and	 inefficiency	 even	 at	 a	 local	 level	 (eg	 Britain	 in	 40s).	 Planning	might	
reduce	some	of	the	distortions	of	the	‘free	market’	(eg	use	of	land	to	produce	luxury	foodstuff	
and	other	such	goods).	Yet	it	is	no	panacea,	as	discussed	in	Appendix	3.		

Green	democracy	
Similarly,	 the	 Green	 tradition	 has	 long	 been	 concerned	 about	 real	 democracy,	 from	 the	
writings	 of	 Leopold	 Kohr	 onwards. xxxii 	Put	 crudely,	 democracy	 (including	 proportional	
representation,	 transparency	and	the	power	of	recall)	 is	 the	equivalent	of	all	 those	feedback	
loops	 in	 ecosystems	 that	 help	 to	 maintain	 overall	 stability	 and	 resilience	 (there	 is	 a	 good	
explanation	in	G.	Tyler	Miller’s	 ‘Living	in	the	Environment’).	Furthermore,	 if	the	total	number	
of	voters	goes	up,	the	democratic	‘weight’	of	each	individual	voter	goes	down.	

It	 is	 indeed	hard	to	 imagine	the	old	New	England	‘town	hall’	meetingsxxxiii	functioning	
very	well	in	a	conurbation	with	a	population	with	many,	many	thousands	of	inhabitants	(and	a	
fast	 increasing	number	with	many	millions).	 The	very	 size	of	 the	EU	makes	 the	chances	of	a	
‘democratic	 Europe’	 impossible.	 Similarly,	 a	 ‘world	 government’	 could	 never	 be	 remotely	
democratic.	

‘Popular	 planning’	 and	 ‘participatory	 budget-making	 may	 have	 much	 to	 commend	
themselves	 as	 ideas	 (albeit	 in	 a	 society	with	 changed	values	 and	goals)	 but,	 even	 in	 an	new	
cultural	context,	there	are	limits	to	how	many	citizens	could	physically	take	part.	After	all,	it	is	
widely	 recognised	 that	 once	 a	 committee	 expands	 beyond	 a	 maximum	 of	 11	 members,	
participation	and	overall	effectiveness	decline.	Once	again,	numbers	count!xxxiv	Yet	 this	 is	 the	
one	dimension	that	most	advocates	of	‘social	justice’	militantly	deny.	

Similarly	 there	 are	 issues	 about	 complexity	 that	 limit	 just	 how	 participatory	 some	
decision-making	 can	 be	 (seen,	 for	 example,	 in	 the	 problem	 of	 jury	 trials	 in	 complicated	
financial	cases).	Perhaps	too	there	is	a	limit	to	the	number	of	people	who	have	the	stomach	to	
keep	 on	 participating.	 A	 peak	 of	 some	 40,000	 citizens	 of	 Porto	 Alegre	 a	 city	 of	 1.3	 million	
inhabitants,	 participated	 in	 public	 meetings	 to	 allocate	 about	 half	 the	 city	 budget	 in	 1999,	
according	 to	 World,	 Bank	 studies.	 Part	 of	 the	 problem	 seem	 to	 be	 that	 people	 stop	
participating	 once	 their	 own	 particular	 demands	 are	met.	 To	 be	 fair	 there	 is	 evidence	 that	
there	were	significant	improvements	brought	about	by	redirected	investment	into	clean	water	
projects	 in	 poorer	 parts	 of	 the	 city	 so	 the	 system	 did	 bring	 about	 greater	 fairness	 in	 some	
respects.	



The	argument	here	is	that	Greens	have	to	be	very	sanguine	about	‘direct	democracy’	
and	 ‘empowerment’.	 They	 are	 very	 much	 two-edged	 swords,	 a	 point	 developed	 in	 a	 later	
appendix.	 The	 actual	 workings	 of	 participatory	 bodies	 can	 be	 corrupted	 by	 the	 actions	 of	
cliques	 and	 demagogues.	 Thus,	 at	 some	 trade	 union	 ‘mass’	meetings	 (to	 which	 the	masses	
often	 do	 not	 come),	 an	 open	 show	 of	 hands	 can	 open	 the	 door	 to	 intimidation	 by	 certain	
aggressive	 elements.	 There	 is	 something	 to	 be	 said	 for	 representative	 forms	 of	 democracy,	
albeit	ones	very	much	changed	from	today’s	deeply	flawed	parliamentary	and	council	systems.	

Perhaps	Greens	would	be	better	to	focus	on	more	immediate	changes.	Certainly	there	
is	 a	 lot	 of	 disquiet	 about	 the	 present	 political	 structures.	Often	 its	 shortcomings	 are	 tied	 to	
issue	 of	 fairness.	 One	 instance	 is	 local	 government	 financial	 settlements	 that	 favour	 the	
‘wealthy	 shires’	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 those	 in	 real	 need.	 Another	 is	 national	 infrastructure	
investment	that,	in	2015,	was	some	£45bn	in	London,	or	£5,305	for	each	person	in	the	capital,	
compared	to	compares	£414	per	head	in	the	North	East.	

Meanwhile	the	process	of	centralisation	is	excluding	even	ordinary	councillors	from	a	
meaningful	 role	 such	are	 the	workings	of	 ‘cabinet’	 systems	 in	 local	government.	 Indeed	 that	
tendency	 is	getting	worse	under	deals	 for	 ‘combined	authorities’,	bodies	that	are	even	more	
remote,	devoid	of	any	real	underpinning	unity,	and	highly	vulnerability	 to	control	by	cliques.	
For	example,	just	three	people	(sic)	would	run	a	meaningless	entity	called	‘North	of	the	Tyne’	
proposed	 for	 Newcastle,	 North	 Tyneside	 and	 Northumberland,	 a	 very	 far-flung	 and	 diverse	
area.	The	various	would-be	‘Powerhouses’	are	tied	to	the	whole	project	of	what	elsewhere	has	
been	‘growthism’	and	similarly	lack	proper	democratic	control.		 

All	the	while,	big	money	not	just	talks	in	politics	but,	as	Dylan,	once	wrote,	it	positively	
swears.	The	machinations	of	millionaires	such	as	the	Koch	brothers	rightly	attract	a	lot	of	flak	
but	they	are	only	the	tip	of	an	iceberg	of	corrupt	influence.	So,	over	33%	of	the	‘Sunday	Times’	
Rich	List	are	Conservative	donors,	 some	big	 time.	But	 it	has	 to	be	said	 the	 trade	union	have	
also	been	buying	influence	over	the	Labour	Party	over	the	years.	The	ease	with	which	ex-	MPs	
slide	 into	plum	 jobs	 in	big	business	 and	quangoes	 is	of	 course	 just	 as	 rotten.	 Tory	 cases	are	
probably	more	notorious	but	many	Labour	politicians	do	just	the	same	and	not	only	the	likes	
of	Tony	Blair	and	Alan	Milburn.xxxv 

On	 top	 of	 all	 these	 democratic	 deficits,	 there	 is,	 of	 course,	 that	 of	 the	 distortions	
caused	by	‘first-part-the-post’	electoral	system.	In	effect,	the	preferences	of	many	millions	of	
voters	 count	 for	 little,	 with	 comparatively	 small	 groups	 of	 ‘swing	 voters’	 having	 a	
disproportionate	 impact	on	overall	outcomes.	Furthermore,	political	boundaries	seldom	bear	
any	relationship	to	either	everyday	living	(travel	to	work	etc)	or	to	underlying	biogeographical	
patterns.	 Sometimes,	 the	 very	 centres	 of	 local	 communities	 (eg	 local	 high	 streets)	 are	 split	
between	 different	 wards	 and	 constituencies,	 often	 thanks	 to	 a	 fetish	 of	 using	 roads	 as	
boundaries.	Add	all	this	together	and	it	is	a	perfect	recipe	for	public	apathy	and	alienation	as	
well	as	corruption.		So,	Greens	have	a	role	in	arguing	for	not	just	democratic	renewal	or	as	one	
pressure	 group	puts	 it,	 unlocking	of	democracyxxxvi.	 They	 can	also	be	 the	 source	of	 visionary	
ideas	for	new	boundaries	and	for	real	subsidiarity,	a	radical	devolution	of	power	to	the	lowest	
practicable	level,	with	the	bioregional	dimension	firmly	in	mind.xxxvii	

In	sum,	a	sustainable	society	cannot,	 then	be	created	without	everyone	having	a	 fair	
stake	 in	 it.	 So	 fairness	 is	 part	 of	 the	 sustainability	 agenda.	 Democracy	 too	 is	 part	 of	 the	
sustainability	 agenda.	 It	 is	 the	 human	 equivalent	 of	 all	 those	 feedback	 loops	 that	 give	
ecosystems	 their	 stability	 and	 resilience.	 Planning	 too	 can	 eliminate	 unnecessary	 product	
differentiation,	reduce	the	production	of	unnecessary	and/or	wasteful	goods	and	services	and	
concentrate	resources	where	they	are	most	needed.	But	all	three	—	fairness,	democracy,	and	
planning	—	must	be	developed	and	applied	within	ecological	parameters.	

	



	



	3:	 Greens	&	the	‘State’	
As	 well	 as	 a	 more	 nuanced	 approach	 to	 government	 spending	 cutbacks	 (ie	 not	 unqualified	
opposition),	we	also	need	a	genuinely	greener	stance	on	state	planning,	public	ownership,	and	
the	 private	 sector.	 As	 elsewhere,	we	 seem	 to	 have	 fallen	 into	 an	 either-or	 trap,	 uncritically	
defending	 the	 pubic	 sector	 as	 was	 (ie	 before	 Thatcher’s	 and	 post-Thatcher	 policies	 for	
outsourcing	and	outright	privatisation)	while	 implicitly	 treating	 the	private	sector	as	 if	 it	and	
related	 ‘market’	 policies	 as	 ipso	 facto	 a	 bad	 thing.	We	must	 avoid	 crude	 ‘bring	 back…’	 style	
slogans	as	much	as	blanket	‘no	cuts’	ones.xxxviii	

Our	stances	have	somewhat	implied	that	everything	was	fine	or	at	 least	much	better	
than	before	privatisation.	In	reality,	the	public	sector	of	old	was	often	heavily	bureaucratised,	
centralised,	 secretive	 and	 unresponsive.	 It	 covered	 many	 activities	 that	 were	 inherently	
unsustainable,	 not	 least	 many	 military	 facilities,	 drainage	 boards	 and	 public	 motorway	
construction.	Some	of	this	activity	was	indeed	to	underwrite	the	private	sector	and	its	profits	
but	much	of	it	was	driven	by	other	goals,	generally	economic	growth	and	‘modernisation’.	To	
be	 fair,	 some	aims	were	quite	 laudable	such	as	slum	clearance,	public	health	promotion	and	
job	creation,	even	if	the	execution	was	frequently	 less	praiseworthy.xxxix	The	point	here	is	the	
complexity	 of	 the	 picture,	 something	 not	 caught	 in	 cheap	 sloganeering	 about	 private	 profit	
versus	social	provision.		

Particular	 parts	 of	 the	 public	 sector	 had/have	 their	 own	 specific	 failings.	 Thus	
Government	 town	 planning	 and	 publicly	 funded	 urban	 ‘regeneration’	 schemes	 caused	more	
destruction	of	fine	old	buildings	and	streets	than	that	wrought	by	the	Luftwaffe.xl	Sometimes	
the	 destruction	was	 in	 service	 of	 developers’	 profits	 but	 often	 a	 bigger	 factor	was	 a	 cult	 of	
modernity.	[Some	of	the	worst	town	planning	was	actually	in	the	Soviet	Bloc	where	there	were	
no	private	developers	and	in	the	work	of	socialist	architects	such	as	Le	Corbusier]	

Council	management	 of	 its	 own	 housing	 stock	was	 often	 very	 inflexible,	 with	much	
insensitivity	about	the	specific	needs	of	individual	occupants.	It	might	be	noted	here	that	the	
party	 often	 seems	 to	 see	 problem	 in	 the	 private	 rented	 sector	 as	 simply	 one	 of	 rapacious	
landlords	 as	 if	 tenants	 themselves	 simply	 victims	 and	 never	 bothered	 to	 care	 for	 their	
accommodation	and	surroundings.	

The	 old	NHS	 also	 had	many	 shortcomings.	 Greens	 have	 long	 had	 a	 deep	 critique	 of	
what	 they	 saw	 as	 primarily	 a	 ‘national	 illness	 service’.	 The	 traditional	 green	 programme	
correctly	called	for	far	more	emphasis	preventative	care	(as	with	famous	Peckham	experiment	
in	1940s),	with	less	emphasis	on	mega-hospitals	as	well	as	on	drug	regimes	and	very	invasive	
surgery,	 except	where	 really	 necessary.	 You	 don’t	 need	 to	 be	 a	 disciple	 of	 Ivan	 Illich	 to	 see	
that.xli.		

Too	 often	 our	 propaganda	 has	 been	 about	 form	 and	 not	 content	 (ie	 ownership	 and	
control,	not	what	actually	goes	on).	In	the	case	of	education,	for	example,	we	need	to	look	at	
‘human	 scale’	 schools	 and	 colleges,	with	 an	 emphasis	 on	 the	 knowledge	 and	 skills	 that	will	
needed	 to	 build	 and	 operate	 a	 sustainable	 society.	 There	 is	 too	 much	 dependence	 on	
computers	in	the	classroom	and	on	a	phoney	aims	and	objective	curriculum.	Indeed	the	whole	
curriculum	is	overloaded,	with,	furthermore,	too	much	assessment	too	soon.	

The	problems	in	the	education	go	far	deeper	than	just	the	level	of	public	expenditure	
on	 education,	 the	 ‘academies’	 programme	 swindle,	 tuition	 fees,	 the	 scam	 of	 private	 school	
charitable	status,	or	fat	cat	vice	chancellors.	There	might,	for	example,	be	a	strong	green	case	
for	 slimming	 down	 the	 university	 sector	 and	 transferring	 the	 money	 saved	 into	 attractive	
apprenticeship	schemes	 in	energy	conservation,	waste	management	and	broader	sustainable	
technology	fields.	

There	 is,	 of	 course,	 some	 interaction	 between	 what	 above	 was	 called	 ‘form’	 and	
‘content’.	Certainly	some	‘forms’	facilitate	more	appropriate	deployment	and	operation.	Thus	
it	makes	sense	to	bring	inherent	‘unities’,	not	least	water,	railways,	grids	and	cable	networks,	
under	 one	 management	 system.	 In	 such	 cases	 it	 is	 better	 to	 entrust	 that	 control	 of	
democratically	 controlled	 institutions	 not	 operating	 for	 the	 profit	 of	 comparatively	 small	
numbers	 of	 private	 investors.	 The	 big	 point	 is	 that	 Greens	 should	 not	 make	 ‘a	 priori’	



judgements	but	judge	options	on	a	case-by-case	basis.	We	are	for	a	very	mixed	economy	and	
especially	one	where	no	‘player’	is	too	big	to	fail.	We	also	favour	diversification.xlii	

There	 is	 in	 fact	 a	 richer	 range	 of	 possibilities	 than	 a	 crude	 private/state	 dichotomy.	
Furthermore,	regulated	markets	can	at	times	be	good	tools	for	making	things	happen	quickly.	
Thus,	 charging	 for	 plastic	 bags	 has	 dramatically	 reduced	 their	 use.	 Denmark	 has	 cut	 carbon	
emissions	more	than	most	countries,	not	because	of	wind	power	(some	80%	of	consumption	
remains	 fossil	 fuel)	but	because	comparatively	 costly	energy	prices	have	 stimulated	 reduced	
energy	consumption.	Similarly	motoring	is	very	expensive	and	this	has	got	lots	of	people	out	of	
their	 cars.	 Of	 course,	 alternatives	 such	 as	 cycle	 paths	 and	 good	 public	 transport	 must	 be	
provided	 by	 state	action.	 But	 it	 is	 wrong	 to	 dismiss	 the	 potentially	 positive	 role	 of	 market	
forces	in	certain	circumstances.	Again,	we	need	open	minds,	ones	able	to	weigh	up	rationally	
the	positive	and	negative	aspects	of	market-driven	systems.xliii	

Some	 technologies	 are	 unsustainable	 and	 dangerous	 whether	 in	 private	 or	 public	
hands.	 Population	 growth	 often	 owes	 more	 to	 cultural	 mores	 than	 economics,	 market	 or	
otherwise	 (indeed	 many	 states	 are	 pro-actively	 trying	 to	 encourage	 more	 and	 some	
governments	are	trying	to	ban	abortion	and	even	sex	education).	Similarly,	wildlife	is	routinely	
destroyed	 for	 non-economic	 reasons	 eg	 massacre	 of	 passing	 birds	 in	 Southern	 Europe	 and	
animal	body	parts	trade	in	East	Asia.	It	is	wrong	to	blame	every,	even	most,	environmental	or	
social	ill	on	the	market.		

More	generally,	should	avoid	a	false	picture	of	reduced	state	power	as	if	governments	
have	 stopped	 governing.	 Governments	 remain	 highly	 pro-active	 in	 many	 ways	 (as	 well	 as	
shedding	 other	 responsibilities	 to	 greedy	 and	 often	 very	 incompetent	 private	 providers).	
Governments	 have	 been	 very	 pro-active,	 for	 example,	 in	 bailing	 out	 the	 banks	 and	 other	
private	 firms	and	on	a	massive	scale.	They	bankroll	 'spectacle	events'	 such	as	 the	bread	and	
circuses	of	 the	Olympic	Games.	 The	government	has	enforced	 changes	 to	 land	use	planning	
(NPPF)	and	routinely	ministers	personally	intervene	to	bulldoze	through	developers'	schemes.	
The	 market	 plays	 next	 to	 no	 role	 in	 several	 key	 areas,	 not	 least	 defence	 contracting.	
Governments	have	been	actively	governing	to	reduce	civil	liberties.	Generally	they	have	been	
active	in	making	the	rich	richer	and	the	poor	poorer	while	blocking	action	to	prevent	ecological	
catastrophe.	Governments	have	not	stopped	governing.	

We	should	also	not	be	blind	to	the	difficulties	encountered	by	past	economic	planning,	
be	 it	 ‘War	 Communism’,	 the	 Soviet	 5	 Year	 Plans,	 French	 ‘dirigisme’	 or	 George	 Brown’s	
Economic	 Plan	 under	 the	 1964-70	 Labour	 government.	 There	 were	 real	 problems	 with	
bureaucratic	unresponsiveness	and	incompetence	as	well	as	general	inefficiencies.	‘Revisionist’	
economists	like	Oscar	Lange	did	not	advocate	‘market	socialism’	because	they	were	‘capitalist	
running	dogs’.	They	did	so	because	there	were	real	difficulties	with	the	operation	of	a	planned	
economy.	Clearly	Stalinist	tyranny	and	foreign	hostility	made	the	problems	worse	in	the	case	
of	the	Soviet	Bloc	but	they	were	intrinsic	problems	too.	

Indeed,	 the	 world’s	 worst	 environmental	 problems	 are	 in	 countries	 where	 state	
planners,	 not	 laissez-faire	market	 systems,	 have	 shaped	 decision-making.	 The	 only	 recorded	
instance,	 for	example,	of	an	organised	campaign	 to	wipe	out	birds	was	 in	Communist	China.	
This	 track	 record	 cannot	 be	 blamed	 solely	 on	 external	 pressures	 from	world	market	 forces	
since	such	régimes	created	comparatively	insulated	economies.	The	problem	is	not	confined	to	
the	Communist	economies.	In	the	USA,	Roosevelt’s	‘New	Deal’	programme	and	developments	
under	bodies	such	as	 the	Tennessee	Valley	Authority	caused	great	ecological	damage,	whilst	
not	delivering	their	proclaimed	social	and	economic	goals	on	a	sustainable	basis.	The	federal	
US	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	has	been	 responsible	 for	major	environmental	destruction,	acts	
that	 often	 made	 problems	 worse,	 not	 least	 flood-related	 projects,	 many	 of	 them	 sheer	
boondoggles.	

Even	when	there	is	almost	total	unanimity	and	an	energetic	focus	on	the	task	to	hand,	
things	go	wrong.	Thus	allied	wartime	committees	still	made	terrible	mistakes.	For	example,	the	
British	Cromwell	tank,	first	used	in	1944,	was	a	complete	disaster,	its	production	team	learning	
nothing	from	the	experience	of	past	tank	warfare.	Routinely	government	ministers,	regardless	
of	 party	 affiliation,	 blunder	 along,	 the	 problem	 often	 being	 one	 of	 mindset,	 tunnel	 vision,	



vanity	 and	 pig-headedness,	 not	 malign	 corporate	 influence.xliv	Thus,	 public	 officials	 in	 fields	
such	 as	 transport	 planning,	 food,	 water	 and	 energy	 production	 have	 perceived	 problems	
primarily	 in	 terms	 of	 shortages	 of	 supply	 (as	 opposed	 to	 ‘longages’	 of	 demand)	 and,	
correspondingly,	 set	 about	 generating	 more	 production	 capacity	 (the	 predict-and-provide	
model).	Sometimes	they	also	like	to	leave	big	monuments	to	themselves.	

Britain’s	monocultural	coniferous	plantation	programme,	for	example,	stemmed	from	
a	 desire	 for	 greater	 self-sufficiency,	 which,	 in	 turn,	 partly	 reflected	 fears	 about	 future	
submarine	blockades	of	timber	supply.	The	fracking	boom	is	partly	fuelled	by	political	concerns	
about	 ‘energy	 security’	 (sometimes	 overriding	 economic	 costs	 and	 poor	 energy	 return	 on	
energy	invested).		

So,	 sometimes,	 more	 market-based	 systems	 do	 produce	 better	 answers	 than,	 say,	
state	planners.	Of	course,	 they	too	perpetrate	great	crimes	as	well	 (Ford	Pinto,	Thalidomide,	
etc.)	 as	 well	 as	 a	 deluge	 of	 unnecessary	 goods	 and	 product	 variation.	 Once	 again,	 Greens	
should	avoid	false	either/or	blanket	options	such	as	the	private	market	versus	state	planning.	



	4:	 Limits	of	‘Anti-Austerity’		
The	 Green	 Party’s	 analytical	 shortcomings	 were	 sharply	 revealed	 in	 the	matter	 of	 so-called	
‘austerity’.	 It	 frequently	 fell	 into	 the	 trap	 of	 inane	 slogans	 about	 ‘no	 job	 losses’	 /	 ‘no	 cuts’	
(trade	union	leader	Mark	Serwotka	is	one	notable	example	of	such	a	stance,	one	devoid	of	any	
nuance).	 At	 the	 same	 time	 the	party	 frequently	 seems	 to	 be	 simply	 endorsing	 the	public	 as	
was,	ie	prior	cutbacks	(as	in	the	slogan	“bring	back…”).	Overall	it	failed	to	project	a	distinct	and	
compelling	 green	 ‘take’	 on	 the	 issue.	 Yet	 anti-austerity	 is	 not	 the	 same	 thing	 as	 pro-
sustainability	while	the	public	sector,	both	past	and	present	has	many	unsustainable	features.	

We	 should	 have	 critiqued	 the	whole	myth	 of	 ‘Austerity	 Britain’,	 spotlighting	 that,	 in	
essence,	what	has	been	happening	 is	 a	 radical	 redistribution	of	wealth	 and	power.	 It	 is	 one	
that	really	accelerated	first	in	some	ways	under	Labour	(PFIs,	embrace	of	big	business,	etc)	and	
then	 speeded	up	even	 faster	by	 the	 coalition	government	and	now	Theresa	May.	 There	has	
been	no	 all-embracing	 ‘austerity’.	 Contrary	 to	 the	picture	painted	 in,	 say,	 ‘Socialist	Worker’,	
there	 has	 been	 no	 mass	 immiseration.	 To	 be	 sure,	 some	 people	 are	 being	 ground	 down.	
Certainly,	 more	 people	 are	 experiencing	 ‘precarity’.	 But	 many	 others	 are	 still	 quite	
comfortable,	 cushioned	 perhaps	 by	 professional	 pensions	 and/or	wealth	 inherited	 from	 the	
sale	of	parental	property.	And	a	fair	few	are	doing	very,	very	well	indeed.	They	grossly	gained	
in	wealth	 and	power.	 Indeed,	Britain	has	nearly	 a	million	millionaires.	 ‘Austerity	Britain’	 is	 a	
term	that	rather	suggests	we	are	all	in	the	same	boat.	Not	so!xlv	

Meanwhile,	 while	 government	 spending	 has	 indeed	 been	 reduced	 in	 some	 areas	
(essentially	 shifting	 certain	 costs	 from	 the	 public	 to	 the	 private	 purse	 eg	 reducing	 publicly	
funded	 social	 care	 to	 basic	 minimum),	 elsewhere,	 government	 borrowing	 and	 expenditure	
have	 rocketed.	 The	 Green	 Party	 should	 have	 argued	 that	 such-and-such	 a	 set	 of	 cuts	 are	
punitive	 and	 /	 or	 counter-productive	 but	 we	 do	 need	 cuts	 to	 assorted	 subsidies,	 grants,	
boondoggles,	 a	 rich	 range	of	 ‘rip-offs’,	xlvi	all	 coupled	 to	 a	dramatic	 reduction	across	 a	whole	
range	wasteful,	depleting	and	divisive	 things	done	by	government,	often	 in	cahoots	with	big	
business.xlvii	They	 range	 from	 Hinckley	 C	 and	 HS2	 to	 Heathrow	 and	 assorted	 road-building	
schemes.	 They	 include	 the	 enormously	 expensive	 feather-bedding	 of	 the	 whole	 fossil	 fuel	
sector	 and	 the	 systematic	 fleecing	 of	 the	 public	 sector	 by	 private	 firms,	 and	 so-called	
‘management	consultants’.xlviii	

We	also	have	to	allow	for	different	perceptions	of	debt.	Many	younger	people	seem	to	
worry	 less	 about	debt	 than,	 say,	 their	 grandparents	 generally	do.	 Then	 there	are	 those	who	
like	 zero	 hour	 contracts	 for	 their	 very	 flexibility	 (I	 know	 a	 number	 of	 individuals	 in	 the	 HE	
sector	 who	 feel	 that	 way),	 even	 if	 most	 people	 understandably	 dislike	 the	 insecurity	 and	
blatant	exploitation	of	the	‘gig	economy’.	There	is	also	a	difficult	barrier	when	people	know	no	
different	(many	younger	people	have	no	experience	of	trade	unionism,	for	example).	We	have	
to	take	such	differing	perceptions	and	experiences	into	account.	

A	more	nuanced	approach	would	avoid	the	inanity	of	slogans	such	as	1%	v	99%.	It	is	a	
transparently	daft	representation.	 It	captures	neither	national	nor	 international	reality.xlix	The	
argument	here	is	that	a	crude,	excessively	broad	brush	sloganeering	lacks	the	necessary	power	
to	win	over	the	unpersuaded.	The	fact	that	millions	of	people	have	voted	for	parties	linked	to	
‘austerity’	 suggests	 that	 a	 lot	 of	 anti-austerity	 campaigning	 has	 failed	 to	 reach	 beyond	 the	
ranks	of	those	already	predisposed	to	agree.			

An	unqualified	 ‘no	cuts’	positioning	prevents	 such	nuances	as	well	as,	more	broadly,	
the	posing	of	the	critical	task	of	downsizing	from	our	current	unsustainable	3-planet	economy.	
Such	a	reduction	will	necessarily	reduce	available	economic	wherewithal	to	underwrite	public	
spending.	 So	 we	 need	 a	 ‘negative’	 shopping	 list	 of	 ‘green	 scissors’,	 plus	 a	 positive	 one	
spotlighting	 where	 our	 ecologically	 limited	 resources	 should	 be	 invested	 to	 the	 best	 effect	
(overall	 resilience,	 general	 community	 wellbeing,	 healthier	 living,	 jobs	 for	 the	 unemployed,	
lifting	people	out	of	grinding	poverty…).		

Certainly	 Greens	 ought	 to	 attack	 what	 are	 rightly	 ‘cruel	 cuts’.	 There	 can	 be	 no	
sustainable	 cake	 unless	 everyone	 gets	 a	 fair	 share	 of	 it.	 Thus	 the	 transition	 to	 sustainability	
cannot	be	based	on	selective	and	punitive	measures	against	the	poorest	and	most	vulnerable	



sections	 of	 society.	 Arguments	 about	 the	 inherent	 flaws	 of	 means	 testing	 (plus	 other	
assessments	about	 ‘fitness	 to	work’)	and	of	 the	need	 instead	 for	a	 citizens	basic	 income	are	
relevant	here.	We	should	focus	on	the	sheer	unfairness	of	government	‘cuts’.	

	

	
	
But	Greens	cannot	shy	away	from	the	need	to	give	the	economy	a	'green	haircut'.	Debt	

could	be	curbed	by	restraint	of	unsustainable	 lending,	cuts	all	the	perverse	subsidies,	and	an	
end	to	tax	evasion.	l	Above	all,	we	must	call	 for	the	phasing	out	harmful/wasteful	production	
and	 consumption.li	Again,	 there	 is	 much	 here	 that	 can	 appeal	 to	 the	 sense	 of	 fairness	 still	
strong	in	many	people.	

	

We	should	not	confuse	anti-austerity	with	pro-sustainability	
	



5.	 Grotty	Strategy	
Recent	debate	in	the	Green	Party	has	been	dominated	by	the	notion	of	a	‘Progressive	Alliance’	
strategy.	Essentially,	it	is	a	variant	of	GROT	politics	(“get	rid	of	‘them’”,	‘they’	being	whichever	
party	 or	 individual	 politician	 is	most	 disliked),	 with	 attendant	 calls	 for	 tactical	 voting,	 if	 not	
formal	 alliances.	 The	 party	 has	 been	 here	 before.	 Some	may	 remember	 the	 call	 by	 former	
Ecology	Party	co-chair	Paul	Ekins	for	the	party	to	embark	on	a	campaign	for	tactical	voting.	It	
certainly	caused	major	internal	problems.lii	Externally,	it	came	to	nothing.	Much	more	recently,	
there	are	been	the	troubled	events	during	the	Witney	and	Richmond	Park	by-elections	as	well	
as	the	problems	noted	above	during	the	2017	General	Election.	liii		

	Advocacy	 of	 tactical	 voting	 or	 formal	 alliances	 is	 intimately	 linked	 to	 the	 notion	 of	
some	 	 ‘lesser	 evilism’,	 ie	 the	 strategy	 of	 supporting	 an	 apparently	 ‘lesser’	 evil,	 worthy	 of	
support	against	an	apparently	worse	one.liv	It	can	be	readily	seen	in	that	rather	well	worn	old	
slogan	of	 “kick	out	 the	Tories”	as	 if	 the	 root	of	 all	 political	 evil	 is	 primarily	 the	Conservative	
Party.	 In	 the	 USA	 the	 equivalent	 position	 is,	 of	 course,	 the	 call	 for	 a	 rallying	 behind	 the	
Democrat	Party	against	 the	Republicans.	 In	France,	 it	most	recently	took	the	form	of	calls	 to	
back	Macron	against	Marine	Le	Pen	of	the	National	front.	

There	are	several	flaws	with	any	version	of	a	GROT	strategy.	It	assumes,	for	example,	
that	voters	are	like	soldiers	who	can	be	‘commanded’	or	relied	upon	to	act	in	this	way	or	that.	
It	 is	 all	 too	 easy	 to	 fall	 into	 the	 trap	 of	 behaving	 like	 armchair	 generals	 manoeuvring	 non-
existent	armies	on	unpredictable	 terrain.	 It	 can	all	 look	good	on	paper	but	 in	practice	 things	
tend	 not	 to	 work	 out	 as	 expected.	 Tribal	 loyalties	 play	 a	 part	 while	 voter	 preferences	 for	
individual	candidates	also	prevent	the	necessary	disciplined	action	in	the	vote.	

Indeed,	tactical	voting	often	delivers	outcomes	different	to	the	hopes	of	its	advocates.	
Back	 in	 1933,	 lots	 of	 people	 of	 people	 voted	 for	 Hindenburg	 to	 keep	 out	 Hitler	 only	 for	
Hindenburg	 to	 hand	 the	 keys	 of	 office	 to	 none	 other	 than	Hitler.	 In	 the	UK,	 the	 2010-2015	
Coalition	was	 an	 outcome	 few	 voters	 actively	 sought.	More	 recently,	 there	was	 a	 case	 that	
Hillary	Clinton,	not	Donald	Trump,	was	the	candidate	who	would	most	risk	a	war	with	Russia	as	
well	 as	maintain	 the	pro-corporate	agenda	 (Trump	 is,	 of	 course,	 so	 rotten	 in	 so	many	other	
ways!).	 In	this	case,	Bernie	Sanders	arguably	had	a	better	chance	of	winning	over	those	who	
had	rallied	to	Trump	yet	he	too	succumbed	to	the	Democrat	machine.		

There	will,	of	course,	always	be	some	‘greater	evil’.	Logically	the	fight	against	it	would	
lead	 to	 a	 very	 crude	 politics	 of	 triangulation,	 snuggling	 as	 close	 as	 possible	 the	 ideas	 and	
policies	of	 the	enemy	 in	order	 to	 steal	as	many	votes	as	possible	 from	the	said	 foe,	 thereby	
vanquishing	 the	evil.	 By	 that	 logic,	 there	would	be	no	 independent	 role	 for	 the	Green	Party	
since	it	would	regularly	not	stand	candidates	for	fear	of	letting	in	the	‘baddies’.	It	might	as	well	
as	dissolve	into	the	Labour	Party	(as	proposed	by	some).lv		Alternatively	Greens	could	become	
just	another	pressure	group	or	think	tank	like	the	Fabian	Society.	

Reality	 is	 frequently	 more	 complicated	 than	 some	 straightforward	 and	 obvious	 evil	
whose	 defeat	must	 come	 above	 all	 else.	 To	 a	 considerable	 extent	 in	 the	 UK,	 it	 has	 been	 a	
choice	of	Tweedledum	and	Tweedledee	between	Labour	and	Conservatives	 for	most	periods	
of	modern	electoral	history.	 In	several	ways,	the	Tories	are	 indeed	much	worse	but,	 in	some	
cases,	 Labour	 can	 pose	 a	 bigger	 threat	 to	 the	 sustainable	 common	 good.lvi	Furthermore,	
Labour	routinely	so	disappoints	its	supporters	and	creates	more	general	dismay	that,	in	effect,	
it	opens	the	door	to	another	round	of	Tory	government.lvii	Indeed,	Labour	has	done	things	(not	
least	under	Blair	and	Brown)	that	the	Tories	might	never	have	dared	to	attempt	for	feat	of	the	
backlash.	

None	 of	 this	 is	 to	 deny	 that	 there	 could	 indeed	 be	 some	 terrible	 evil	 against	which	
unity	must	be	sought.	Despite	Hindenburg’s	shameful	behaviour	in	1933,	it	was	still	right	to	try	
and	form	a	front	against	Hitler.	The	point	here	is	the	need	to	consider	calmly	the	options,	not	
just	 specific	 threats	but	also	which	strategy	best	 serves	 the	 long-term	cause.	 It	also	helps	 to	
recognise	that	the	influence	of	a	party	the	size	of	the	Greens	is	not	necessarily	going	to	make	
that	much	difference	anyway.	In	2017,	the	main	architect	of	Tory	failure	was	none	other	than	
Theresa	May!	



Progressive	Alliance	
During	the	2017	General	Election,	the	de	facto	Green	Party	strategy	was	that	of	a	‘progressive	
alliance’.lviii	This	had	been	pushed	at	special	events	at	previous	conferences	and	in	papers	from	
bodies	 such	 as	 Compass	 and	 the	 Green	 House	 ‘think	 tanks’. lix	Certain	 columnists	 in	 the	
‘Guardian’	also	pushed	the	idea.	Before	that	election,	the	strategy	had	been	the	basis	of	a	non-
candidature	 during	 the	 Richmond	 Park	 by-election,	 with,	 it	 must	 said,	 considerable	 dismay	
over	not	just	the	strategy	itself	but	the	way	it	had	been	implemented.	A	similar	positioning	was	
evident	 in	 the	way	 the	 party	 adopted	quite	 uncritical	 stances	 over	 issues	 such	 as	 ‘austerity’	
and	public	service	cutbacks,	as	discussed	elsewhere	in	this	paper.	

Overall,	 this	 led	 Green	 Party	 to	 sell	 short	 rather	 than	 built	 upon	 the	 core	 green	
worldview.lx	In	 particular,	 the	 party	 collectively	 failed	 to	 respond	 the	 rise	 of	 Jeremy	 Corbyn	
(see	 below	 for	 more	 on	 Corbynism).	 Our	 positioning	 as	 some	 sort	 of	 greenish	 shadow	 of	
Labour	 may	 explain,	 in	 part	 at	 least,	 why	 the	 Green	 Surge	 turned	 into	 a	 Green	 Drain.	 Not	
surprisingly,	many	members	and	voters	concluded	that	they	might	as	well	support	the	bigger	
party	if	there	were	few	critical	differences	between	Greens	and	‘Red’	Labour.	A	focus	on	Green	
basics	 should	 have	 been	 our	 response.lxi	Instead	 the	 PA	 strategy	 effectively	 accepts	 the	 old	
political	spectrum	of	Left	versus	Right	(as	opposed	to	green	versus	grey,	with	a	small	‘g’	since	
there	are	many	genuine	greens	not	in	the	Green	Party).	

Recent	strategies,	explicit	or	otherwise,	have,	 then,	somewhat	sold	short	our	deeper	
politics	as	well	as	led	us	to	become	rather	lost	in	the	crowd.	This	also	happened	in	the	manner	
of	our	participation	 in	 the	 ‘anti-austerity’	movement.	Simple	demands	to	restore	a	 ‘pre-cuts’	
status	quo	or	 just	 ‘spend	more’	are	a	very	poor	expression	of	green	politics.	 In	one	case,	the	
anti-war	coalition,	some	of	our	‘bedfellows’	embraced	quite	toxic	positions.	Fortunately,	in	this	
particular	case,	Caroline	Lucas	made	the	right	decision	to	step	down.lxii	As	the	old	saying	goes,	
“if	you	sleep	with	dogs,	you	catch	fleas”.	

A	 ‘green	 differentiation’	 strategy	 certainly	 does	 not	 mean	 a	 turn	 to	 sectarianism.	
Greens	 worked	 with	 others,	 for	 example,	 in	 the	 (to	 date)	 successful	 campaign	 to	 stop	 the	
proposed	national	forest	sell-off	in	the	UK.	They	did	not	demand	that	the	campaign	endorse	a	
full-blown	 policy	 for	 ‘ecoforestry’.	 But	 participation	 in	 the	 campaign	 creates	 the	 chances	 to	
discuss	 with	 new	 audiences	 such	 longer-term	 goals.	 Similarly,	 Greens	 have	 worked	 with	
supporters	 of	 civil	 nuclear	 energy	 against	 the	 nuclear	 weapons	 programme.	 In	 both	 cases,	
Greens	accept	that	there	is	a	need	to	present	a	common	face	to	unconverted	sections	of	the	
public,	whilst	reserve	the	right	to	raise	within	such	movements	green	ideas	such	as	the	end	of	
the	nuclear	energy	programme.		

Productive	areas	for	collaboration	are,	however,	more	likely	to	be	found	in	the	field	of	
extra-Parliamentary	 campaigns	 rather	 than	 in	 electoral	 pacts,	 though	 every	 avenue	 should	
indeed	 be	 explored.	 In	 respect	 to	 political	 pacts,	 strong	 organisation	 and	 a	 tight	 political	
programme	 are	 vital	 or	 else	 deals	will	 yield	 little	 of	 value.	 Agreements	 about	 policies	 to	 be	
pursued	 are,	 perhaps,	 more	 likely	 to	 be	 productive	 than	 ones	 about	 individuals	 getting	
particular	 posts.	 The	 latter	 route	 is	more	 open	 to	 sell-outs,	 both	 at	 a	 personal	 level	 and	 in	
terms	of	policy.	The	tragic	history	of	the	Eire	‘Green’	Party	is	revealing	here.lxiii	Certainly,	tight	
organisation,	with	robust	systems	of	internal	accountability,	are	vital	to	reduce	the	dangers	of	
councillors	and	MPs	elected	in	the	name	of	a	party	going	‘astray’.	

The	 issue	 is	not	one	about	 ‘purity’	and	a	 refusal	 to	ever	compromise.	 It	 is	about	 the	
maintenance	 of	 a	 forward	 and	 continuing	 progress	 towards	 ultimate	 goals.	 This	 is	 the	 only	
thing	 that	 makes	 all	 the	 time,	 money	 and	 energy	 devoted	 to	 politics	 both	 a	 worthy	 and	
worthwhile	activity.	Otherwise	nothing	is	left	except	egotistic	ambition.	

The	challenge	then	is	a	reassertion	of	our	‘brand’	identity,	something	that,	it	must	be	
strongly	 stressed	 again,	 does	 not	 preclude	 the	 very	 necessary	 cooperation	 on	 all	 sorts	 of	
issues,	especially	at	grassroots	 level	over	specific	matters	of	 significant	public	concern.	What	
we	 should	 be	 promoting	 are	 genuine	 united	 fronts,	 ideally	 ones	 that	 mobilise	 significant	
numbers	of	politically	uncommitted	people	as	well	members	of	other	parties.	Within	them,	we	
should	 work	 to	 promote	 the	 good	 of	 the	 particular,	 earning	 respect	 by	 doing	 so.	 It	 most	



certainly	must	not	mimic	 the	 ‘raiding	 jobs’	practiced	by	groups	such	as	 the	SWP	or	resort	 to	
fake	unity	campaigns.lxiv	

But,	generally,	our	work	out	there	 in	broad	campaignslxv	seems	somewhat	haphazard	
and	not	very	well	 coordinated.	 Instead	we	 try	 to	 launch	campaigns	of	our	own,	ones	almost	
predestined	 to	 go	 nowhere,	 instead	 of	working	 in	 genuinely	 broader	movements	where	we	
can	make	 new	 friends	 and	 influence	more	 people.	 An	 example	 is	 the	 general	 failure	 of	 the	
party	 to	 respond	 in	 a	 concerted	 way	 to	 intervene	 in	 the	 various	 local	 battles,	 including	
participation	as	a	party	 in	planning	 inquiries	as	well	as	public	protests,	 to	protect	Green	Belt	
and	 other	 key	 green	 spaces	 from	 developers	 following	 the	 introduction	 of	 the	 NPPF	 and	
Growth	and	 Infrastructure	Act.lxvi	The	party	nationally	 also	 seems	 to	have	missed	out	on	 the	
significance	of	 the	whole	 ‘animal	 rights’	 issue	with,	 it	 seemed,	 little	evident	planning	 for	 the	
big	demonstration	over	fox	hunting	in	May	2017.lxvii	

The	work	being	done	of	the	fracking	issue	shows	where	we	ought	to	be	going	in	terms	
of	 coordinated	 party	 activity:	where	 the	 ‘energy’	 is	 (significant	 numbers	 of	 people	 involved,	
especially	layers	beyond	the	‘usual	suspects’),	where	we	have	something	distinctive	to	add	and	
where	the	issue	is	of	intrinsic	importance.	As	well	as	working	with	others	where	appropriate,	
we	clearly	need	to	 learn	 from	their	 successes	and	 failures,	 right	down	to	 techniques	such	as	
membership	management	and	canvassing	software.lxviii	

There	will	be	times	when	formal	pacts	are	the	order	of	the	day.	Critical	 is	defence	of	
democracy.	 Without	 it,	 the	 chances	 of	 making	 the	 transition	 to	 a	 sustainable	 society	 are	
grossly	 diminished.	 Perhaps	 the	 most	 disastrous	 political	 act	 of	 the	 twentieth	 century,	 for	
example,	was	the	behaviour	of	the	various	Communist	Parties,	who,	dancing	to	Stalin’s	tune,	
refused	to	co-operate	with	Social	Democrats	and	others	against	the	Nazi	threat.	Instead,	they	
stupidly	attacked	potential	allies	as	‘social	fascists’,	and	thereby,	in	Germany,	helped	to	open	
the	 door	 to	 the	 horrors	 of	 Hitlerism.	 [To	 be	 fair,	 the	 Social	 democrats	were	 almost	 as	 bad,	
refusing	all	cooperation].	

Today,	 the	 rise	 of	 loutish	 demagogues	 such	 as	 Donald	 Trump	 and	 Vladimir	 Putin	 is	
opening	 the	 door	 to	 a	 new	 authoritarianism.	 All	 dissent,	 not	 least	 Green	 opposition	 to	 the	
projects	 they	 seek	 to	 promote,	would	 be	 crushed	 and	 chances	 of	 campaigning	 amongst	 the	
public	grossly	 restricted.	So	 it	 is	 reasonable	 to	consider	 the	best	 tactics	at	specific	moments.	
What	 should	 never	 happen	 is	 the	 entertaining	 of	 any	 illusions	 about	mainstream	politicians	
such	as	Hillary	Clinton	who	proffer	themselves	as	some	‘lesser	evil’.	The	work	of	proselytising	
the	 core	 Green	 message	 must	 go	 on,	 undiminished,	 whatever	 short-term	 deals	 might	 be	
struck.	

	
	



6.	 Progress	or	Really	Regress?	
There	is	a	bigger	issue	lurking	beneath	strategy	options	such	as	a	‘progressive	alliance’.	It	is	the	
very	 nature	 of	 ‘progress’	 and	 therefore	 ‘progressive	 politics’.	 The	 dominant	 notions	 of	
'progress'	have	often	based	on	 the	 illusion	of	never-ending	 improvement	based	open-ended	
physical	 expansion,	 a	 cornucopian	 fantasy.	 The	 ideology	of	 ‘progress’	 see	 advances	 in	 terms	
such	as	bigger,	faster,	newer,	more	powerful,	and	most	powerful,	more	control,	over	nature,	
including	human	nature.	lxix	

That	 version	 of	 progress	 has	 often	 been	 on	 show	 at	 the	 series	 of	world	 exhibitions,	
'expositions'	and	fairs	and	in	popular	culture.	Advertisers	milk	it	too	(‘believe	in	better’	and	the	
‘power	 of	 dreams’).	 Apologists	 for	 the	 status	 quo	 will	 quickly	 point	 out	 “you	 can’t	 stop	
progress”	or	“you	can’t	make	an	omelette	without	breaking	eggs”	 (often	the	omelette	never	
appears	or	it	is	much	smaller	than	promised	and	rather	smelly,	as	in	what	the	Webbs	called	the	
‘new	civilisation’	of	Stalin’s	Russia)	

The	sustainable	common	good	depends	instead	on	ecologically	grounded	visions,	ones	
based,	as	argued	throughout	this	paper,	on	notions	such	as	limits	to	growth,	carrying	capacity,	
human	 scale,	 and	 adequate	 space	 and	 resources	 for	 wildlife.	 Oh	 yes,	 we	 must	 add	 on	 the	
precautionary	principle	and	a	bit	 less	hubris	about	human	creativity	and	 infallibility.	lxx	To	be	
sure,	we	must	 avoid	 false	 nostalgia,	 striving	 for	 genuine	 improvements.	 But	what	 is	 usually	
called	 ‘progress’	 can	often	mean	 all	 sorts	 of	 regress.	 Pursuit	 of	 the	 desired	maximum	 is	 the	
enemy	of	the	sustainable	optimum.	As	the	title	of	a	book	by	John	Sparrow	once	put	it,	it	is	all	
too	possible	to	have	“too	much	of	a	good	thing”.	

The	Green	tradition	 is	very	much	at	odds	with	that	associated	with	the	worldview	of	
conventionally	 defined	 progress.	 The	 history	 of	 such	 progress	 (basically	 the	 Enlightenment	
onwards)	 is	 littered	with	examples	of	how	the	notion	led	to	grievous	harm	being	 inflicted	on	
the	Earth	and	the	human	community.lxxi	Revealingly,	a	frequent	symbol	of	what	is	sometimes	
called	 ‘development’	 (technological	 manipulation	 of	 environmental	 systems	 for	 the	 sake	 of	
open-ended	and	indiscriminate	human	wants)	is	the	big	dam.lxxii	But	it	is	only	one	of	many	such	
monuments.	

Politically,	 this	 view	 of	 Progress	 led	 many	 socialists	 and	 other	 radical	 critics	 of	 the	
status	 quo	 to	 embrace	 such	 decidedly	 bad	 ideas	 such	 ‘socialist	 colonialism’	 (to	 lift	 up	
‘backward	 people’)	 and	 eugenics	 (quite	 strong	 in	 Scandinavian	 social	 democracylxxiii).	 It	 was	
foundational	 for	 Marxism,	 the	 loudest	 paean	 to	 progress	 being	 the	 1948	 Communist	
Manifesto.lxxiv	It	 also	 explains	 why	 the	 Left	 reacted	 so	 negatively	 to	 the	 ‘Limits	 to	 Growth	
Report’	and	the	‘Blueprint	for	Survival’	in	the	early	1970s.	

Today,	 left-wing	writers	 follow	the	same	tradition	of	seeing	restrictions	on	economic	
growth	and	human	‘potential’	as	simply	artificial	fetters	created	by	the	Establishment	to	keep	
the	 rich	 man	 in	 his	 castle	 and	 the	 poor	 man	 at	 is	 gate.	 Thus	 Guardian	 writer	 and	 Labour	
supporter	Owen	 Jones	writes	 of	 “our	 huge	wealth	 (to	 be	 used)	 to	 solve	 our	 problems”.	 No	
sense	of	an	unsustainable	three-planet	economy	there! 

Revealingly,	 the	 cult	 of	 modern	 technology	 and	 the	 machine	 age	 was	 central	 to	
Fascism,	 alongside	 all	 the	 nonsense	 of	 some	 glorious	 past.	 It	 was	 nowhere	 more	 strongly	
voiced	than	by	the	so-called	Futurists,	elements	of	which	became,	in	turn,	a	building	block	of	
Italian	Fascism.	Hitler	too	was	an	enthusiastic	fan	of	unbridled	technological	 innovation,	be	it	
autobahn	 construction,	 agricultural	 mechanisation,	 or	 proto-computerisation	 (the	 Hollerith	
punch-card	used	to	record	and	track	down	Jews	during	the	Holocaust).		

So	the	ideology	of	progress	poses	real	problems.	Yet	this	is	not	a	sectarian	argument	to	
simply	write	off	all	 those	who	think	that	way.	 It	 is	possible	to	find	particular	 issues	on	which	
joint	work	will	still	be	perfectly	possible.		

	



	



7.	 Corbynism:	Far	from	Green	
Most	 advocates	 of	 a	 ‘progressive	 alliance’	 tend	 to	 see	 at	 its	 heart	 some	 sort	 of	 coalition	 at	
whose	heart	is	the	Labour	Party.	This	attitude	was	of	course	really	strengthened	by	the	ascent	
of	veteran	left-winger	and	serial	parliamentary	rebel	Jeremy	Corbyn	to	the	Labour	leadership,	
coupled	to	the	rapid	growth	in	party	membership	in	its	wake.	Facebook	pages	of	Green	Party	
members	reflect	a	parallel	enthusiasm	for	‘Corbynism’.	Indeed	it	is	easy	to	find	party	members	
who	 think	 there	 is	 now	 little	 difference	 between	 Corbyn’s	 stances	 and	 Green	 Party	 policy.	
Some	seem	to	think	that	essentially	Corbyn	and	his	associates	have	simply	helped	themselves	
to	the	party’s	locker	of	ideas.	

These	positive	 views	of	 changes	 in	 the	 Labour	 Party	 duly	 affected	 the	Green	Party’s	
approach	during	the	2107	General	Election.	Leading	party	figures	made	no	serious	critique	of	
Corbynism	while	 the	 party’s	main	 election	 broadcast	 failed	 to	 land	 any	 political	 blows.	 The	
dominant	theme	was	about	the	wickedness	of	the	Tory	government	(and	Ukip),	with	little	said	
about	the	shortcomings	of	the	other	main	parties.lxxv	

	The	failure	to	critique	Labour,	using	instead	on	a	‘bash-the-Tories’	line,	was	in	reality	a	
major	 mistake.	 Labour	 is	 committed	 to	 implement	 more	 nuclear	 power	 (Hinkley	 Point,	
Moorside,	Wylfa…),	a	bigger	HS2	network,	more	airport	expansion	and	more	grossly	expensive	
boondoggles	 such	as	Crossrail.	Overall,	 the	2017	Labour	manifesto	promised	as	 its	 core	goal	
"faster	economic	growth",	the	very	opposite	of	Green	thinking	about	an	already	unsustainable	
'three-planet	economy'. 

What	 was	 called	 'the	 environment'	 only	 made	 its	 first	 appearance	 on	 p93	 of	 its	
Manifesto	and	for	only	two	short	pages.	It	falls	within	a	section	entitled	"Leading	Richer	Lives".	
This	treats	the	environment	as	some	sort	of	luxury	choice,	an	optional	bolt	on,	once	the	'more	
important'	 things	 have	 been	 sorted	 out.	 Yet	 a	 'healthy'	 ecology	 is	 the	 precondition	 for	 a	
durable	economy.lxxvi 

In	his	foreword	to	the	Manifesto,	Labour	leader	Jeremy	Corbyn	did	not	mention	even	
once	climate	change,	the	biggest,	the	most	urgent	and	the	overriding	issue	of	our	era.	Naomi	
Klein's	book	argued	that	the	climate	crisis	"changes everything".	Well,	it	clearly	has	not	deeply	
changed	Corbyn's	Labour	Party.	 It	 is	too	mired	in	the	politics	of	the	past.	Of	course,	 it	makes	
some	 genuflections	 about	 'decarbonisation'	 and	 Corbyn	 will	 now	 include	 references	 to	 the	
issue	 in	 speeches	 (as	at	 the	UN)	but,	otherwise,	 totally	 fails	 to	 see	 the	 significance	of	global	
overwarming	and	indeed	a	multiplicity	of	other	crises.lxxvii	

Beyond	 promises	 of	 "faster	 economic	 growth",	 Labour	 also	 advocated	 more	
international	 trade	 (p30).	 Yet	 there	 is,	 again,	 abundant	 evidence	 of	 the	 environmental	 and	
social	 harm	 it	 is	 wreaking.	 Arguably,	 the	 Brexit	 vote	 was	 in	 part	 a	 protest	 against	 the	
dislocation	 and	 marginalisation	 caused	 by	 the	 'global	 casino'	 that	 is	 the	 world	 economy.	
Labour	now	seems	committed	 to	some	sort	of	Trident	 rearmament	package.	 Labour's	global	
trade	policies	are	a	million	miles	from	the	Green	vision.lxxviii	With	regards	to	the	EU,	Labour	has	
veered	between	being	‘Left	Little	Englanders’lxxix	and	uncritical	enthusiasts	for	‘free’	trade.lxxx	

On	these	grounds	alone,	 it	 is	amazing	that	anyone	could	think	that	 the	gap	between	
Labour	and	Green	thinking	is	now	only	paper-thin.	For	example,	some	say	that	Labour	has	now	
‘stolen’	our	social	policies	and	only	environmental	ones	distinguish	the	parties.	This	 is	simply	
not	 true.	 Take	 housing.	 The	 issue	 is	 not	 just	 the	 scale	 of	 new	 build,	 the	 cost	 of	 buying	 or	
renting	 property	 or	 the	 balance	 of	 social	 and	 non-social	 houses.	 There	 are	 far	 more	 issues	
about	 which	 Labour	 has	 little	 not	 say	 and	 indeed	 on	 which	 developments	 under	 Labour	
councils	score	badly.lxxxi	

Take	health.	Defence	of	the	NHS	against	privatisation	and	spending	to	plug	gaps	in	its	
provision	are	clearly	necessary.	But,	again,	there	are	bigger	issues	about	the	nature	of	health	
and	 its	promotion	 in	 society	as	well	 as	 the	 location	and	management	of	 facilities.lxxxii	Greens	
are	for	the	integrated	health	and	social	care	approach	at	a	local	level,	one	exemplified	by	the	
famous	Peckham	experiment	 (which	 the	NHS	 shut	 down!).	Greens	 also	 recognise	 that	 there	
are	limits	to	government	spending	on	any	part	of	the	public	sector	not	least	burgeoning	health	



care	costs.lxxxiii	Then	there	are	terribly	difficult	matters	about	‘good	dying’	as	well	as	promoting	
healthy	living.	Again,	Labour	says	little.	There	is	also	the	small	matter	of	Citizens	Basic	Income!	

Corbyn	and	his	allies	have	also	denied	or	excused	the	violently	reactionary	character	of	
some	 of	 the	 forces	 abroad	 with	 whom	 he	 has	 expressed	 'solidarity'.lxxxiv	His	 line	 in	 foreign	
policy	seems	to	be	the	bankrupt	politics	of	'my-enemy's-enemy-is-my-friend'.	Thus	Corbyn	and	
his	allies	have	variously	denied,	evaded	or	excused	the	values	and	actions	of	various	terrorist	
groups	and	tyrants	from	the	IRA	to	Vladimir	Putin.	lxxxv		

Nick	 Cohen,	 the	 Observer	 columnist	 and	 author	 of	 ‘What's	 Left:	 How	 Liberals	 Lost	
Their	Way’,	has	regularly	documented	how	they	have	defended,	if	not	actively	associated	with,	
forces	 in	 the	Middle	East	 that	are	viciously	 sexist	and,	 in	 some	cases,	 virulently	anti-Semitic.	
These	 very	 same	 regimes	 and	 movements	 also	 repress	 groups	 striving	 for	 national	 self-
determination	such	as	the	Kurds	as	well	as	 imprison	or	execute	trade	unionists.	Corbyn	even	
seems	 to	 have	 smeared	 the	 opposition	 to	 the	 vicious	 Libyan	 tyrant	 Colonel	 Gadhafi	 at	 one	
point.lxxxvi	Indeed	there	 is	a	deep	tendency	to	authoritarianism	in	Corbyn’s	circles,	despite	his	
own	benign	image.lxxxvii	

Many	 of	 these	 shortcomings	 predate	 ‘New	 Labour’	 yet	 discussion	 inside	 the	 Green	
Party	seems	to	focus	solely	on	the	“evil”	Blairites.	Indeed	most	posts	on	Facebook	pages	and	
blogs	of	party	members	as	well	as	on	the	members’	website	see	any	challenge	against	Jeremy	
Corbyn	as	a	conspiracy	by	the	Labour	‘Right’.	They	resolutely	failed	to	recognise	‘non-Blairite’	
opposition	to	Corbyn’s	leadership	shortcomings.		

In	many	fields,	‘Labourism’	in	all	its	varieties,	from	Bevanism	to	Gaitskellism	and	from	
Bennism	 to	 Blairism	 with,	 now,	 Corbynism,	 is	 part	 of	 the	 problem,	 sometimes	 a	 major	
element.lxxxviii	Indeed	 there	 seems	 to	 be	 widespread	 ignorance	 or	 evasion	 of	 the	 historical	
record	of	just	about	every	variety	of	socialism	from	the	perspective	of	the	sustainable	common	
good.lxxxix	

Part	of	 the	 folly	of	any	 ‘left	positioning’	 is	 that	 the	shortcomings	of	 left	wing	 leaders	
are	 all	 too	 real	 (real	monsters	 such	 as	 Stalin	 apart).	 Take	 the	 late	 Tony	 Benn,	 for	 example,	
seemingly	 a	 widely	 admired	 figure	 across	 the	 broad	 green	 movements.	 Many	 of	 his	
standpoints	were	downright	wrong.	 For	example,	he	once	 called	Chairman	Mao	 "one	of	 the	
greatest	–	if	not	the	greatest	–	figures	of	the	20th	century.”	Yet	Mao	was	a	mass	murderer	on	
an	 industrial	 scale,	as	documented	by	many	experts	 such	as	Frank	Dikköter,	 Jung	Chang	and	
Jon	Halliday.	Later,	Benn	argued	that	“the	development	of	the	(Chinese)	countryside	and	so	on	
was	 very	 sensible.”	 That	 'development'	 starved	 millions	 of	 people	 and	 caused	 colossal	
environmental	 damage.xc	Tony	 Benn	 also	 paid	 court	 to	 Saddam	 Hussein	 in	 a	 quite	 hideous	
interview.	 It	 is	 a	 politics	 that	 Ken	 Livingstone	 continues	 today.xci	It	 is	 revealing	 that	 over	 the	
policy	of	covering	London	with	ghastly	skyscrapers,	Livingstone	and	Boris	Johnson	were	as	one.	

It	 might	 be	 argued	 that	 ‘this	 time’	 is	 different	 and	 that	 Corbyn	 really	 is	 changing	
Labour.	 Well,	 it	 would	 be	 rash	 to	 deny	 the	 possibility.	 Yet	 history	 teaches	 that	 the	 Labour	
leopard	 steadfastly	will	 not	 change	 its	 spots.	 Every	 ‘reform’	movement	 has	 failed,	 from	 the	
days	of	the	ILP	to	groups	such	as	Keep	Left,	the	Bevanites,	Tribune,	Militant	and	the	Bennites.	
Perhaps	there	is	a	little	history	lesson	here.	xcii	

None	of	this	is	to	argue	that	there	is	no	difference	between	the	main	parties,	least	of	
all	 Labour	 and	Tories.	On	 some	 things,	 Labour	 is	 indeed	much	better.	 Yet	 Labour	 is	 trapped	
both	by	its	traditions	and	its	structures	as	well	as	anti-ecological	baggage.	The	Tories	have,	of	
course,	 long	 stereotyped	 Labour	 as	 but	 a	 monkey	 dancing	 to	 the	 tune	 of	 the	 trade	 union	
‘barons’.	Yet	it	does	indeed	now	represent	the	public	services	trade	unions,	a	vested	interest	
likely	to	resist	any	reforms	to	that	sector	that	might	reduce	their	power	base	and	income.	

It	is	only	fair	to	recognise	how	remarkable	Corbyn’s	success	has	been.	He	has	attracted	
huge	 crowds	 and,	 in	 2017,	 even	 had	 his	 own	 ‘Christmas	 Annual’.	 He	 certainly	 touches	 a	
yearning	 for	politicians	 free	 from	pretence	and,	 instead,	plain	speaking	unlike	the	sleazy	and	
self-seeking	 creatures	 that	 infest	 parliament	 and	 council	 chambers.	 He	 feels	 ‘different’	 and	
something	‘new’.	But	a	lot	of	the	dirty	work	continues	but	it	 is	being	done	by	Momentum	so	
Corbyn’s	hands	appear	to	be	clean.	Some	of	Corbyn’s	success	also	owes	much	to	trade	union	



machinations,	 with	 old-fashioned	 arm-twisting	 and	 string	 pulling.	 Promising	 to	 let	 up	 on	
student	fees	probably	bought	a	few	votes	as	well.xciii	

It	 is	 indeed	perfectly	 sensible	 to	engage	 in	honest	 co-operation	with	Corbyn	and	his	
allies	 on	 specific	 issues,	 providing	 that	 the	 price	 is	 not	 silence	 when	 it	 comes	 to	 legitimate	
criticism	of	their	politics.	There	is	plenty	of	scope	for	joint	work	on,	for	example,	privatisation	
scams	and	tax	evasion	(though	we	should	not	take	the	odd	passing	expression	of	 interest	by	
this	or	that	Labour	figure	are	the	same	thing	as	serious	commitment	to,	say,	PR	or	CBI!).xciv	

But	it	would	be	a	betrayal	of	the	Green	Party's	roots	and	raison	d'être	not	to	say	what	
needs	to	be	forcefully	said	about	Corbyn's	notions	about	'reformed'	economic	growth	and	his	
other	shortcomings.	Otherwise,	the	Green	Party	ought	to	shut	up	shop.	Most	of	all,	it	ought	to	
be	arguing	that	‘left’	versus	‘right’	is	not	the	key	divide	in	terms	of	society’s	best	prospects.xcv	

A	short	note	on	trade	unions	
We	also	 need	 a	 sober	 assessment	 of	 the	wider	 labour	movement.	 It	might	 be	 remembered	
that	leading	trade	union	figures	militantly	back	airport	expansion,	more	roads,	high-speed	rail	
links	and	major	construction	work	on	Green	belt	land.	Some	even	support	Hinckley	Point	C.	For	
all	 the	 many	 benefits	 they	 bring,	 trade	 unions	 are,	 first	 and	 foremost,	 sectionalist	 interest	
groups,	serving	the	short-term	interests	of	those	who	pay	their	membership	fees	(and	also	the	
particular	self-interest	of	the	trade	union	bureaucracy).	

It	is	one	reason	why	‘red’	unions	and,	more	broadly,	syndicalism	have	usually	come	to	
nothing.	 People	 primarily	 join	 trade	 unions	 for	 immediate	 benefits	 such	 as	 wage	 increases,	
better	conditions	at	work	and	job	protection.	They	are	not	looking	for	something	with	broader	
aims	such	as	the	mass	strike	to	topple	the	powers-to-be.	It	is	naïve,	then,	to	expect	too	much	
from	trade	unions.	They	are	not	vehicles	for	radical	change.		

Of	course	we	need	to	build	support	within	the	trade	union	movement	for	green	ideas.	
But	 we	must	 beware	 the	 tendency	 therein	 towards	 ‘resolutionary’	 politics,	 ie	 fine-sounded	
resolutions	 are	 passed	 but	 nothing	 is	 then	 done	 about	 them.	 But	 every	 little	 step	 forward	
helps,	 even	 if	 it	 is	 just	 of	 declaration	 of	 support.	 	 For	 all	 start,	 trade	 unions	 still	 attract	 the	
loyalty	of	hundreds	of	thousands	of	people.	We	therefore	have	to	be	engaged	 in	that	scene.	
We	certainly	have	some	positive	messages	to	offer,	most	of	all	about	sustainable	job	creation,	
even	if	our	policies	do	threaten	certain	vested	trade	union	interests	in	particular	sectors	such	
as	central	power	generation,	aviation	and	road	transport.	



8.	 	Digression	on	the	SNP	
The	Scottish	National	Party	certainly	an	impressive	operation	and	can	cleverly	tap	the	popular	
mood.	Yet	all	that	glisters	is	not	gold.	The	SNP	certainly	sees	lots	of	black	gold,	all	that	gas	and	
oil	 just	waiting	 to	be	 taken	 from	under	 the	waters	of	 the	North	 Sea.	 It	 paints	 a	picture	of	 a	
stronger	 Scotland,	with	 everyone	 basking	 in	 fossil-fuelled	 prosperity.xcvi	The	 SNP	 ignores	 the	
many	unsustainable	social	and	environmental	costs	of	the	hydrocarbon	revolution.xcvii	

In	one	field	after	another,	the	SNP	is	far	from	a	truly	progressive	force.	Just	look	at	the	
number	of	fields	where	it	is	doing	nothing	or	doing	the	wrong	thing.	For	example,	there	is	its	
long-standing	support	for	the	very	destructive	caged	fish	industry.xcviii	Then	there	was	that	little	
matter	of	the	SNP	and	Donald	Trump.	In	such	matters	the	SNP	connections	often	seem	fishy.xcix	

The	SNP	is	an	enthusiastic	road	builder,	including	the	giant	boondoggle	that	is	the	new	
Forth	road	bridge.c	The	SNP	supports	HS2	'rocket-on-rails'	and	has	called	for	devolution	of	Air	
Passenger	Duty	with	a	view	to	its	removal	from	flights	form	Scotland	(i.e.	aviation	expansion).	
It	 is	also	an	advocate	of	development	plans	 that	can	only	destroy	green	belt	 land,	especially	
around	Edinburgh.	

Just	like	Labour,	the	SNP	now	seems	to	be	watering	its	previous	opposition	to	nuclear	
power.ci	Some	 of	 its	 progressive	 stances	 are	 actually	moratoria	 (which	might	 easily	 change)	
rather	than	principled	opposition.	 Its	budget	and	borrowing	policies	also	look	shaky	and	now	
just	because	of	falling	oil	revenues.	It	has	fallen	for	the	fool's	gold	of	'private	finance'.cii	Overall	
the	SNP	 is	 a	 conventional	economic	growth	party	 in	an	age	with	economic	growth	 failing	 to	
deliver	even	in	its	own	terms,	let	alone	be	sustainable.	

The	SNP	has	 long	been	an	umbrella	for	diverse	political	tendencies,	from	the	phoney	
old	'Tartanry'	to	a	healthy	'anti-Establishment'	politics.	It	can	advocate	some	good	policies,	not	
least	 its	strong	opposition	to	the	utter	folly	of	Trident	nuclear	weaponry.	This	same	umbrella	
can	 also	 cover	 some	 deep	 cracks.	 Thus	 the	 party	 has	 taken	 good	 steps	 on	 the	 road	 to	 land	
reform	yet	some	leading	elements	seem	to	want	to	pull	back.ciii	

What	 holds	 the	 SNP	 together	 is,	 of	 course,	 one	 issue	 above	 all	 else,	 the	 cause	 of	
Scottish	 independence.	 The	 question	 of	 whether	 current	 Scottish	 boundaries	 actually	
constitute	 a	meaningful	 framework	 for	 sustainable	 governance	 is	 left	 unquestioned.	 Clearly,	
there	are	many	in	the	outer-lying	areas	who	think	that	rule	from	Edinburgh	(or	Glasgow)	is	not	
necessarily	 any	 the	 better	 than	 rule	 from	 London.	We	may	 need	 to	 think	 and	 govern	more	
'bioregionally'.civ	The	 vision	 of	 that	 independent	 Scotland	 under	 the	 SNP	 smacks	 more	 of	
business-as-usual,	 but	with	a	different	 accent,	 than	anything	genuinely	 sustainable.	 The	SNP	
has	been	fantastic	at	selling	itself.	But	we	ought	to	question	what	exactly	it	is	selling	and	what	
kind	of	pacts	we	could	usefully	make	it	as	well	as	Labour.cv	



9.	 The	Perils	of	Populism	
There	is	a	bad	thread	running	much	discussion	of	strategy:	populism.	Thus	the	party	has	talked	
of	“giving	people	a	genuine	voice	locally	and	nationally”	and	being	”most	relevant	to	voters”.	It	
is	 indeed	 right	 and	 proper	 to	 flag	 up	 the	 ‘democratic	 deficit’	 in	 society.	 Democracy	 is	 the	
political	 equivalent	 of	 all	 the	 feedback	 loops	 that	 keep	 ecosystems	 healthy.	 However,	 we	
should	 not	 position	 the	 party	 as	 some	 sort	 of	 transmission	mechanism	 simply	 there	 to	 get	
people	whatever	 they	want.	 Similarly	we	ought	not	 to	play	 the	populist	 game	of	pretending	
that	 there	 are	 simple	 solutions	 to	 what	 are	 in	 reality	 complex	 problems.	 Nor	 should	 we	
caricature	politics.cvi	

In	all	sorts	of	ways,	large	numbers	of	the	people	‘vote’	against	the	values	and	goals	we	
represent.	 Look	 at	 how	 people	 spend	 a	 typical	 Bank	 Holiday.	 Look	 at	 the	 popularity	 of	 car	
driving	or	the	number	of	SUVs	on	the	road.	Look	at	how	many	people	cannot	be	bothered	to	
make	local	recycling	schemes	work	(by	not	separating	waste	etc,	or	by	simply	not	participating	
at	 all).	 Look	 at	 all	 the	 incidents	 of	 racism.	 Look	 at	 the	 number	 of	 people	who	 follow	 blood	
sports.	 No	 one	 is	 forced	 to	 buy	 plasma	 TVs,	 home	 gyms,	 Air	 Jordan	 trainers,	 designer	
handbags,	 Apple	watches…	Burger	 joints	may	 be	 cheap	 but	 they	 are	 also	 genuinely	 popular	
(see	the	film	'Supersize	Me').	

It	is	not	just	that	people	don’t	‘know’.	It	is	that,	often,	many	don’t	care	to	know.	Such	
anti-green	values	are	why	referenda	constantly	deliver	outcomes	we	could	not	support.	Thus	
the	voters	of	Oregon	rolled	back	some	of	the	best	land	use	controls	in	the	world.	The	voters	of	
California	brought	back	more	 regressive	 taxation.	Those	 in	Switzerland	 threw	out	a	proposal	
for	 Basic	 Income	 scheme.	 Voters	 in	 Greater	 Manchester	 rejected	 congestion	 charges	 even	
though,	in	the	short	term,	they	can	help	reduce	traffic	problemscvii.	

So,	 we	 must	 look	 at	 society	 as	 is,	 warts	 and	 all,	 rather	 than	 simply	 indulge	 in	
grandstanding	about	being	on	the	side	of	the	People.	We	need	a	nuanced	analysis	than	absurd	
caricatures	 of	 a	 99%	 versus	 1%.cviii	Similarly	we	must	 face	 the	willing	 and	 indeed	 frequently	
wilful	part	played	by	millions	of	ordinary	citizens	in	the	problems	we	Greens	bemoan.	We	will	
only	surmount	the	above	social	and	cultural	hurdles	if	we	recognise	that	they	are	there.	

Such	 evidence	 notwithstanding,	 we	 play	 around	 with	 rhetoric	 about	 “direct	
democracy”	 and	 “empowerment”.	 Most	 recently,	 we	 seem	 to	 have	 infatuated	 with	 ‘digital	
democracy’,	 including	proposals	on	those	 lines	for	 internal	Green	Party	decision-making.	Yet,	
as	noted	above,	there	is	a	powerful	body	of	work	on	why	‘digital	democracy’	is	an	oxymoron.cix	
William	Ophuls	in	particular	has	teased	out	in	a	remarkable	series	of	books	how	and	why	direct	
democracy	in	any	form	beyond	small-scale	face-to-face	township-type	meetings	is	likely	to	be	
anti-sustainability.cx	

The	reason	is	that	direct	democracy	in	mass	society	is	a	direct	conduit	for	what	some	
call	 the	 ‘tyranny	 of	 small	 decisions’.	 A	 myriad	 of	 isolated	 individuals	 thus	 make	 choices,	
perhaps	 for	what	 they	 rightly	 (or	wrongly!)	 perceive	 to	 be	 in	 their	 own	 immediate	 interest,	
that	 inexorably	 lead	to	bad	outcomes	for	collective	well	being.	 It	privileges	the	personal,	 the	
short-term,	 the	 selfish,	 the	 ill-informed,	 the	 rash,	 the	 hasty,	 and	 so	 forth,	 over	 calm	 and,	 if	
necessary,	 lengthy	 consideration,	 accumulated	 and	 varied	 experience,	 and	 the	 privileging	 of	
the	long	term	public	good	over	narrower	and	more	immediate	considerations.cxi	

The	 slogan	 ‘take	 back	 control’	 is	 a	 potentially	 dangerous	 one	 in	 such	 a	 social	
landscape.	It	has	been	used	with	seemingly	little	thought	about	its	implications	to	exploit	the	
feelings	of	 ‘lost	 control’	 (as	was	evidenced	by	 the	Brexit	 vote,	 for	example).	 Thus	 the	Green	
Party	played	with	the	idea	of	trying	to	use	the	‘taking	back	control’	idea	against	those	who	so	
shamelessly	misused	 it	 (Farage,	 Johnson,	et	al,	may	differ	but	 they	are	still	part	of	 the	same	
‘Establishment’,	one	determined	that	ordinary	people	should	have	no	control	whatsoever	over	
their	destiny).	

Yet	this	issue	really	does	epitomise	the	dangers	of	‘be	careful	what	you	wish	for’,	such	
are	the	unsustainable	and	unworthy	things	for	which	large	sections	of	today’s	public	would	use	
‘control’,	 including	even	tougher	treatment	of	‘welfare	scroungers’.cxii	Surely,	we	do	not	want	
‘petrolheads’	 to	 drive	 transport	 policy!cxiii	This	 is	 not	 an	 argument	 against	 democracy	 but	



simply	a	plea	for	greater	realism	about	the	current	balance	of	forces	as	well	as	for	more	care	
about	demands	we	make.	

At	this	point,	it	may	be	worth	a	little	digression	on	the	simplistic	politics	of	blaming	the	
’baddies’	 (the	 media	 has	 been	 discussed	 above).	 The	 analysis	 we	 present	 (‘Green	 World’,	
websites,	 TV	 appearances,	 press	 statements,	 conference	 speeches,	 media	 appearances	 etc)	
still	 tends,	 however,	 towards	 a	 certain	 facile	 blaming	of	 ‘them’.	 Frequently,	 there	 is	 shallow	
sloganeering	 framed	 in	 terms	 of	 a	 few	 vested	 interests	 (‘bad	 bankers’,	 ‘corporate	 fat	 cats’,	
‘neo-liberal’	élites,	etc).	Indeed	there	is	a	marked	economic	determinism,	reducing	everything	
to	a	matter	of	economics	(eg	‘anti-capitalism’),	with	other	non-economic	variables,	specifically	
social	 and	 cultural	 aspects,	 largely	 ignored	 (gender,	 religion	 and	 regionality	 being	 obvious	
examples)	

Critically,	 little	 recognition	 is	 given	 to	 the	 dynamic	 of	 what	 is	 sometimes	 called	 the	
‘tyranny	of	small	decisions’	(big	bad	effects	resulting	from	a	myriad	of	micro-decisions,	made	
for	 a	 variety	 of	 reasons,	 often	 with	 no	 ill	 intent,	 within	 open	 access	 but	 inherently	 finite	
systems).cxiv	Ironically	 the	 most	 powerful	 argument	 against	 purely	 or	 largely	 market-driven	
economic	 systems,	 namely	 that	 the	 actions	 by	 individual	 economic	 ‘actors’	 do	 not	 in	 fact	
produce	outcomes	for	the	best	collective	good,	is	the	one	least	articulated.cxv	It	is	a	compelling	
argument	for	some	form	of	regulatory	framework.cxvi	

This	 disjunction	 between	 the	 micro	 and	 macro	 also	 poses	 major	 problems	 when	 it	
comes	to	schemes	for	mass	participatory	budget	making	and,	more	generally,	rule	by	regular	
referenda.	 Participants	 are	 often	 likely	 to	 discount	 that	 which	 is	 not	 obvious,	 easily	
understood,	immediate,	palpable	and	personal.	Not	surprisingly,	participation	is	often	small	or	
then	starts	high	but	then	fall	away.	Some	things	remain	technically	challenging,	a	reason	why,	
for	example,	‘ordinary’	juries	are	sometimes	not	appropriate	for	complex	financial	cases.	

Turning	to	the	Excluded	and	Dispossessed?	
It	might	be	noted	here	that	political	strategies	based	on	mobilising	the	socially	excluded	and	
victimised	groups	 inside	and	especially	outside	the	heartlands	of	 industrialism	have	routinely	
failed.	 Russia’s	 Narodniks	 were	 but	 one	 example.	 In	 the	 1960s,	 thinkers	 such	 as	 Herbert	
Marcuse	 and	 Régis	 Debray	 deemed	 ordinary	 citizens	 in	 the	 ‘West’	 to	 be	 ‘bought	 off’	 via	
‘embourgeoisement’.	 They	 argued	 the	 means	 to	 change	 society	 lay	 in	 those	 ‘outside’	 the	
system	such	Third	World’	peasants,	black	power	groups,	 the	women’s	 liberation	movement,	
the	 unemployed,	 rebellious	 students,	 déclassé	 intellectuals,	 and	 so	 forth.	 It	 didn’t	 happen.	
More	 recently,	 various	 ‘autonomist’	 thinkers	 and	 groups	 came	 to	 embody	 the	 ‘movement-
building’	strategy.	Michael	Hardt	and	Toni	Negri,	for	example,	argued	that	we	faced	an	enemy	
in	 the	 form	 of	 an	 “Empire”,	 the	 antidote	 to	 which	 was	 the	 “multitude”	 (basically	 1%	 v	 the	
99%).	

In	 reality,	 comparatively	 privileged	 and	 better-educated	 groups	 have	 driven	 most	
political	 change.	 The	 Levellers	 and	 Sans	 Culottes	 of,	 respectively,	 English	 and	 French	
Revolutions,	 for	 example,	were	 not	 the	 truly	 downtrodden	masses	 of	 their	 time	 but	 a	 layer	
above	 (artisans	 etc).	 Individual	workers	 from	 ‘privileged’	 groups	 such	 as	 engineers	 built	 the	
trade	unions,	not	the	unskilled	(including	unions	for	the	unskilled).	The	Bolshevik	activists	were	
not	poor	peasants	but	more	a	mix	of	déclassé	and	skilled	workers,	plus,	by	1917,	many	junior	
officers	and	NCOs	but	proportionately	fewer	privates.[	It	might	be	noted	in	passing	that	those	
who	 shout	most	 about	 the	People	and	 the	 class	 struggle	are	usually	not	horny-handed	 sons	
and	daughters	of	toil.]	

Of	course	we	need	to	reach	out	to	all	sections	of	society.	To	be	sure,	the	Green	Party	is	
badly	underrepresented	regarding	number	of	social	groups.	That	is	a	real	problem	in	need	of	
some	pro-active	measures.	But	it	does	not	change	the	fact	that	the	‘vanguard’	of	social	change	
is	 to	 be	 found	 amongst	 the	 dissident	 sections	 of	 the	 better	 educated	 and	 economically	
reasonably	secure	(just	look	at	the	social	profile	of	our	seasoned	activists!)	



10.	“People	know	about	our	
environmental	message	so…”	
Somehow	it	has	become	widely	perceived	that	the	public	‘knows’	where	the	Greens	stand	on	
environmental	 matters.	 It	 is	 then	 asserted	 we	 must	 therefore	 flag	 up	 our	 social	 policies,	
campaigning	accordingly,	thereby	showing	we	are	not	a	single-issue	party	and	care	for	people	
as	well	as	the	birds	and	bees.	The	resultant	‘social-justice-first’	agenda	has	emphasised	what	it	
sees	 as	 social	 exclusion,	 disempowerment	 and	 inequality.	 Issues	 within	 society	 are	 thus	
privileged	 over	 the	 once	 fundamental	 matter	 of	 the	 human	 relationship	 with	 the	 rest	 of	
Nature.	

Most	of	our	 fellow	citizens	 sadly	do	not	 know	and	 some	do	not	 care	 to	 know	much	
about	 the	environment.	 The	 job	of	persuading	 them	has	not	been	done.	Moreover,	 there	 is	
still	a	huge	confusion	between	‘environment’	(which	is	often	taken	to	mean	anything	around	
an	 individual	such	as	home	circumstances)	and	 ‘ecology’,	 the	 latter	 fundamentally	about	 the	
means	by	which	life	on	Earth	can	continue).	

Even	in	our	own	propaganda,	ecological	concerns	are	treated	as	a	‘single	issue’.	True,	
they	 are	 not	 dismissed:	 they	 simply	 become	one	 concern	 amongst	many	 and	not	 given	due	
priority.	Indeed	it	is	simply	assumed	that	the	creation	of	a	‘just’	/	‘fair’	society	will,	ipso	facto,	
cure	environmental	 ills.cxvii	The	result	 is	a	severe	–	and,	 if	 it	goes	on,	crippling	–	loss	of	clarity	
and	focus	over	what	needs	to	be	done	to	build	a	sustainable	society.	Big	news	about	climate	
change,	water	shortages,	air	pollution,	disappearing	species	and	more	pass	without	comment	
on	our	party’s	national	website.	

The	most	 serious	 side	 effect	 of	 this	 strategy	 has	 been	 the	marginalisation	 the	 really	
green	message.	It	has	not	only	failed	to	win	more	support,	not	least	because	rival	parties	can	
always	 appear	 to	 ‘outbid’	 us	 in	 their	 promises	 on	 social	 and	 economic	 matters.	 It	 is	 their	
natural	terrain.	It	has	also	alienated	what	could	and	should	be	some	of	our	core	support.	This	
became	embarrassingly	evident	in	2015	General	Election.cxviii	

The	risk	is	that	our	programme	just	becomes	a	mish	mash	of	demands,	with	all	sorts	of	
perceived	 desiderata	 flung	 into	 our	 policy	 portfolio	 and	 resulting	 manifestos.	 It	 is	 neither	
coherent	 nor	 robust.	 In	 practice,	 this	 agenda	 is	 often	 taken	 to	 mean	 greater	 individual	
entitlements,	 ones	 underwritten	 by	 society,	 rather	 than	 a	 sustainable	 balance	 of	 rights	 and	
responsibilities.	Difficult	questions	about	how	an	end	to	government-imposed	austerity	could	
be	 reconciled	 with	 the	 deep	 cuts	 necessary	 to	 avoid	 disastrous	 climate	 change	 and	 more	
generally	live	within	the	planet’s	means	are	just	dumped	on	one	side.cxix	

There	 is	 perhaps	 another	 reason	 why	 the	 core	 ecological	 message	 has	 been	
marginalised.	It	is	fear	that	propaganda	about	a	coming	catastrophe	may	turn	off	recipients	of	
that	‘scary’	message.	There	is	some	truth	in	that	perception.	After	all,	if	the	impression	given	is	
that	we	are	all	doomed,	it	is	quite	logical	to	conclude	that	one	might	as	well	eat,	drink	and	be	
merry.	 Yet	 it	 is	 also	 true	 that	 successful	 advertising	 campaigns	 have	 played	 on	 fears	 about	
loneliness,	 illness,	unattractiveness,	and	so	forth.	Many	people	do	worry	about	the	wellbeing	
of	 their	 children	and	what	 lies	ahead	 for	 them.	 In	 reality	we	have	 to	perform	a	 juggling	act,	
balancing	necessary	alarm	bell	ringing	with	positive	visions	of	a	better	way	of	living.		



	11.	 Greens	&	the	‘Green	Movement’	
There	 is	 often	 a	 false	 assumption	 that	 the	 Green	 Party	 is	 the	 political	 wing	 of	 the	 ‘green	
movement’.	 This	 is	 a	 dangerous	 confusion	 about	 both	 the	 nature	 of	 parties	 and	 the	 actual	
character	of	many	elements	within	the	broad	matrix	of	environmental,	peace	and	social	justice	
organisations,	 sometimes	 presumptively	 called	 ‘civil	 society’	 bodies. cxx 		 This	 is	 to	 define	
‘politics’	 as	 primarily,	 indeed	 almost	 exclusively,	 as	 the	 standing	 of	 candidates	 in	 local	 and	
national	 elections,	 while	 other	 parts	 of	 the	 same	 movement	 get	 on	 with	 jobs	 such	 as	
researching,	lobbying,	boycotting,	picketing	and	so	forth.	

This	false	dichotomy	misses	the	real	focus	and	purpose	of	radical	politics.	It	is	not	just	
about	 particular	 decisions	 (the	 legitimate	 arena	 of	 campaign	 groups).	 It	 is	 primarily	 about	
decision-making	 structures	 and	 therefore	 power	 in	 society,	 posing	 a	 radical	 overhaul	 of	 the	
‘system’.	 Necessarily	 that	 involves	 a	 comprehensive	 programme,	 one	 covering	 a	 variety	 of	
issues,	 instead	 of	 ‘single’/sectoral	 ones	 in	 the	 manner	 of	 (quite	 rightly	 and	 hopefully	
effectively)	 of	 pressure	 groups.	 Thus,	 it	 makes	 links	 between,	 say,	 specific	 environmental	
conservation	policies	and	ones	that	relate	to	 injustices	within	society.	A	set	of	agreed	values	
and	goals	cement	that	broad	programme	together.	By	contrast	and	quite	rightly	 ‘movement’	
organisations	come	together	around	narrow	demands.	

It	might	 be	 noted	 that	 some	 ‘progressive’	 campaign	 groups,	 especially	more	 formal	
organisations,	 sometimes	 take	 some	very	ungreen	 stances.	 Thus	bodies	 such	as	Oxfam	have	
long	denied	that	there	is	any	problem	with	population	numbers.	Actually	FoE	and	Greenpeace	
have	never	 seriously	 addressed	 the	 issue	 either.	 They	 solely	 blame	overconsumption	by	 the	
rich.	Specialist	groups	such	as	Shelter	will	(understandably)	advocate	huge	house	construction	
programmes	without	any	due	consideration	of	the	ecological	costs.	

The	 same	 is	 true	 of	 some	 renewable	 energy	 enthusiasts	who	 ignore	 the	 all	 too	 real	
downsides	 of	 so-called	 ‘clean’	 energy	 (HEP	 dams	 having	 done	 more	 damage	 than	 nuclear	
power,	 to	 date,	 for	 example)	 as	 well	 as	 the	 limits	 on	 all	 forms	 of	 energy	 production	 and	
consumption.	 It	 has	 to	 be	 said	 that	 some	 wildlife	 organisations	 are	 most	 reluctant	 to	 get	
involved	 in	 any	 issues	 beyond	 their	 own	 little	 reserves.	 Some	 are	 little	 more	 than	 a	 ‘loyal	
opposition	 to	 the	 status	 quo	 and	 in	 the	 case	 at	 least	 one	major	 environmental	 organisation	
badly	compromised.cxxi	

	
	

The	Green	Party	needs	to	be	selling	its	programme	inside	the	
‘green	movement’	as	well	as	to	more	ordinary	citizenry.	

	



12.	Seeing	people	in	their	complexity	
Definition	 of	 target	 audiences	 is	 clearly	 central	 to	 any	 strategy.	 We	 must	 avoid	 excessive	
generalisations	 in	 terms	of	 categorisation.	Perhaps	 this	 simple	 rule	 could	 to	be	 followed:	no	
use	of	 language	 such	as	 the	 ‘public’,	 the	 ‘electorate’,	 ‘voters’,	 ‘and	 so	 forth.	 Such	words	are	
meaningless	abstractions.	For	good	reason,	advertisers	abandoned	them	long,	long	ago.	They	
learned	the	wisdom	of	targeting	carefully	tailored	messages	at	particular	groups	of	people.	

Terms	 like	 ‘Mondeo	Man’,	 ‘Worcester	Woman’,	 ‘Essex	 Girl’,	 ‘Soccer	Mom’,	 ‘Bacardi	
Breezers’,	 ‘Wristband	 Generation’,	 ‘Dinkies’,	 ‘Singletons’,	 or	 ‘Pebbledash	 People’	 might	 be	
open	 to	 question.	 So	 might	 the	 ACORN	 classification	 of	 people	 into	 62	 types.cxxii	But	 they	
usefully	 point	 to	 the	 reality	 that	 people	 do	 not	 exist	 in	 vast	 monocultural	 blocs	 like	 the	
‘community’,	‘young	people’,	‘pensioners’,	‘workers’	or	‘middle	class’.	Instead	they	function	in	
all	sorts	of	capacities.	

Most	people	have	several	formative	experiences	and	identities	of	varying	importance	
at	 different	 times	 in	 their	 lives:	 ‘roots’	 [real	 or	 imagined],	 sexuality,	 gender,	 age,	 language,	
ethnicity,	 faith	 group,	 age,	 previous	 and	 current	 places	 of	 residence,	 education,	 occupation,	
public/private	sector	employee,	self-employed	v	PAYE,	source(s)	of	income,	savings,	tax	level,	
experience	 of	 employment/unemployment,	 parenthood,	 grandparenthood,	
marriage(s)/partnership(s),	 use	 of/dependency	 upon	 different	 services,	 transport	 usage,	
illnesses,	 bereavements,	 hobbies,	 leisure	 pursuits…).	 Many	 change	 or	 interact	 in	 different	
ways.	

Some	people	consciously	disassociate	themselves	from	their	identities	(unionist	Scots,	
non-Zionist	Jews)	or	are	only	too	glad	to	escape	certain	circumstances.cxxiii	Some	of	course	have	
fantasy	 identities,	 especially	 on-line.	 Then,	 of	 course,	 there	 is	 the	 little	matter	 of	 individual	
psychological	dispositions.	Certainly,	we	should	avoid	putting	people	in	‘silos’.	That	of,	say,	age	
would	put	poverty	stricken	pensioners	in	the	silo	as	the	Duke	of	Edinburgh	or	Rupert	Murdoch.	
There	are,	of	course	some	short	sets	of	classification	such	as	the	Pew	Centre	posing	of	8	core	
political	identitiescxxiv.	

Popular	 of	 late	 is	 the	 even	 shorter	 distinction	 between	 pioneers,	 prospectors	 and	
settlers.cxxv	Others	see	the	key	thing	as	peer	group	pressure	and	emulation.cxxvi	Or	 it	might	be	
‘anywhere’	 versus	 ‘somewhere’	 tribes.	 Then	 there	 are	 those	who	 (rightly)	 stress	 the	 role	 of	
emotion	over	reason	and	evidence.cxxvii	To	be	sure,	we	should	promiscuously	borrow	whatever	
lessons	may	be	learned	form	such	studies.	

In	recent	party	papers,	there	is	a	tendency	to	define	our	audiences	primarily	in	terms	
of	party	political	colours.	Yet	we	live	in	an	age	of	comparative	depoliticisation.	Large	numbers	
of	 people	 have	 turned	 their	 backs	 on	 formal	 politics,	 even	 in	 the	 broadest	 sense.	 Thus,	
organisations	such	as	trade	unions	have	lost	not	just	members	but	also	activists.	There	is	little	
today	 to	match	 the	 political	 culture	 of,	 say,	 the	 late	 1930s	 (Left	 Book	 Club,	 etc).	 Consumer	
sprees	are	far,	far	more	popular	than	shopping	for	political	ideas.	Indeed	there	is	widespread	
contempt	for	politics	and	especially	what	is	seen	as	a	self-serving	political	elite	(“they’re	all	the	
same”…). cxxviii 		 Strategy	 should	 not	 be	 just	 deal	 in	 political	 categories	 eg	 ‘soft	 Tory’,	
‘disillusioned	Liberal	Democrats’,	or	‘reluctant	Labour’.	

Generally	there	are	real	problems	with	any	classification	system	and	strategy	derived	
from	it.	And	that	still	leaves	disjunctions	between	general	values,	specific	attitudes	and	actual	
behaviour.	 It	 is	 simply	 too	 crude	 to	 think	 that,	 because	 people	 have	 characteristic	 ‘A’,	 they	
must	 experience	 ‘B”,	 think	 ‘C’	 and	 behave	 in	 way	 ‘D’.	 The	 political	 attitudes	 (in	 very	 broad	
sense)	in	particular	can	be	very	mixed	and	often	muddled.	Some	are	‘left-wing’	on	economics	
(eg	 renationalise	 the	 railways,	bring	 the	bankers	 to	heel,	protect	 the	NHS),	but,	at	 the	 same	
time,	‘right-wing’	on	social	and	cultural	issues.cxxix	Thomas	Frank’s	studies	of	the	many	working	
class	Americans	who	vote	Republican	are	good	on	the	 latter	 issue.cxxx	Contrary	 to	theories	of	
economic	 determinism,	 people	 do	 frequently	 act	 against	 their	 own	 immediate	 short-term	
‘bread	and	butter’	interest.cxxxi	

People	 also	 can	 combine	 attitudes	 and	 behaviours	 that	 the	 above	 categorisations	
wrongly	put	 in	quite	separate	silos.	Many	people	quite	rightly	value	specific	 ‘place’.	They	are	



‘somewhere’	people	in	that	regard.	If	people	do	not	have	pride	in	their	locality,	it	can	only	go	
downhill.	‘Nimbyism’	can	be	a	selfish	attitude	in	some	instances	but	if	we	do	not	look	after	‘my	
backyard’	 and	 say	 ‘not	 here’	 to	 destructive	 development,	 pollution	 and	 degradation	 can	 be	
spread	everywhere.	Green	thinking	itself	is	very	much	a	politics	of	place.	It	derives	some	of	its	
core	 ideas	about	what	 is	appropriate	partly	 from	the	nature	of	 localities	and	regions.	Thus	a	
green	 architecture	 would	 reflect	 prevailing	 climate,	 topography,	 locally/regionally	 sourced	
building	materials	and	so	forth.	A	green	cuisine	would	reflect	what	could	be	readily	cultivated	
in	 an	 area	 and	 in	 which	 season.	 Green	 purchasing	 policy	 would	 favour	 local	 suppliers	 over	
distant	ones.	

The	same	 ‘somewhere’	person	might	at	 the	same	time	also	be	 ‘anywhere’	person	 in	
certain	ways.	 People	 often	 have	 relatives	 abroad	 and/or	 enjoy	 travelling	 to	 different	 places	
and	meeting	people	 from	very	different	backgrounds.	They	enjoy	 cuisine,	musical	 styles	and	
much	more	 from	all	 sorts	 of	 places	 around	 the	 globe.	 They	 care	 about	 habitats	 and	 species	
thousands	 of	miles	 away	 ones	 they	 are	 unlikely	 ever	 to	 see	 (as	 evidenced	 by	 campaigns	 to	
save,	 say	 African	 elephants	 or	 stop	 whaling).	 The	 big	 protests	 against	 the	 Iraq	 War	 and	
donations	to	charities	such	as	Oxfam	and	Band	Aidan	evidence	how	internationalist	sentiments	
are	still	strong	in	many	people	(though	Peter	Berg’s	term	‘planetarian’	is	better).cxxxii		

But	the	real	danger	is	following	too	narrowly	any	of	the	above	classifications	(and	most	
do	shed	some	useful	light)	is	that	they	focus	on	people	as	they	are	now	rather	than	what	they	
might	 be.	 Historical	 change	 happens	 because	 lots	 of	 people	 can	 suddenly	 change	 and	
sometimes	dramatically	so,	shedding	past	routines	and	perceptions.	The	Dennison	study	of	the	
Green	vote	shows	that	 in	2015	and	2017	there	were	some	quite	wild	swings.	So,	we	have	to	
look	for	pressures	that	are	going	to	shake	people	out	of	their	current	positions.	

Perhaps	one	of	the	best	examples	is	how	many	women	became	politicised	during	the	
1984-85	 Miners	 Strike.	 In	 the	 USA,	 Bernie	 Sanders	 also	 showed	 the	 possibilities	 of	 a	 mass	
mobilisation	(and	also	the	need	to	be	vigilant	about	such	leaders	as	was	the	case	with	Greece’s	
Syriza).	 In	the	Scottish	and	Brexit	referenda,	 it	was	clear	that	 large	numbers	suddenly	stirred	
into	political	engagements,	not	 least	because	their	vote	really	counted	compared	to	‘normal’	
elections.	Of	course,	they	may	have	brought	all	sorts	of	preconceptions	with	them	but	at	least	
an	 opportunity	 was	 created	 to	 debate	 and	 perhaps	 challenge	 their	 usual	 thoughts	 and	
behaviours.		

We	 also	 have	 to	 be	 honest	 and	 not	 promise	 what	 many	 unpersuaded	 people	 will	
rightly	see	as	nothing	but	naïve	and	utter	fantasy.	Thus	in	the	short-term	the	only	way	to	fund	
councils	will	be	an	upward	revision	of	council	 tax	bands,	especially	 for	 the	many	well-heeled	
people.	 Oxfordshire	 GP	 campaigned	 for	 exactly	 that	 and	 increased	 its	 votes.	 It	 paid	 to	 be	
honest	and	not	promise	manna	from	heaven.	Of	course	we	still	need	to	look	for	 longer-term	
alternatives	(land	value	taxation,	for	example).	Here	again	we	need	a	transitional	programme.	

Given	our	size	and	given	the	general	state	of	public	consciousness,	we	are	unable,	as	
yet,	 to	be	able	to	reach	the	 ‘average’	citizen	(Sun	and	Mail	 readers,	 fans	of	Top	Gear,	 sports	
jocks,	shopping	mall	denizens,	celebrity	culture	obsessives,	workaholics…).	With	the	exception	
of	 mass	 media	 coverage,	 a	 small	 organisation	 can	 only	 reach	 out	 the	 immediate	 periphery	
around	it	and,	then,	through	that	layer	to	a	wider	number	of	people	and	so	on,	a	bit	like	a	cog	
driving	 bigger	 wheels.	 It	 has	 been	 estimated,	 for	 example,	 that	 the	 American	 civil	 rights	
movements	mobilised	into	activity	roughly	1%	of	the	USA	population	yet	it	was	enough	to	set	
balls	 rolling.	 Indeed	minorities	 have	 driven	most	 historical	 change,	 though	 of	 course	 it	 also	
need	wider	levels	of	acquiescence	at	the	very	least	to	be	durable.	

	

“Never	doubt	that	a	small	group	of	thoughtful,	committed	citizens	can	
change	the	world;	

indeed,	it's	the	only	thing	that	ever	has.”	
(Margaret	Mead)	

	



13.	Giving	a	Lead	
So,	we	should	exercise	due	caution	about	embracing	many	popular	aspirations.cxxxiii	To	be	sure,	
Green	 political	 campaigning	must	 be	 attuned	 to	 target	 audiences,	 their	 perceptions,	 values,	
experiences,	 knowledge,	 hopes	 and	 fears.	 Such	 variables	 clearly	 deserve	 the	 most	 careful	
consideration	and,	then,	appropriately	nuanced	presentations	of	our	policies.	

But	 it	 is	not	our	historical	role	to	tail	whatever	the	‘People’	want.	 Indeed	it	was	such	
‘tailism’	that	led	the	socialist	Second	International	to	abandon	its	internationalism	and	rally	to	
the	warring	imperialist	powers	in	1914.	It	was	argued	at	the	time	that	it	would	be	better	to	be	
“wrong	with	the	working	class	than	right	against	it”.	Actually,	this	position	can	be	heard	quite	
often	in	some	sections	of	the	Green	Party.	Typically	it	takes	the	form	of	asserting	something	on	
the	 lines	 that	“the	public	 is	not	 interested	 in	global	warming	so	we’ll	 foreground	things	 they	
will	like”.	

It	might	be	noted	that	this	argument	is	rather	hypocritical.	Thus	it	is	argued	that	there	
must	 be	 no	 compromise	 on,	 say,	 immigration	 and	 free	 movement.	 Calls	 for	 controls	 are	
dismissed	 as	 anti-people	 and	 indeed	 ipso	 facto	 ‘racist’.	 Yet	 it	 is	 precisely	 the	 will	 of	 lots	 of	
British	 people	 (as	 evidenced,	 to	 some	 extent,	 in	 the	 Brexit	 vote)	 that	 there	 should	 be	 such	
controls.	But,	according	to	some,	the	Green	Party	must	not	bow	down	to	such	demands.	

Instead,	 leading	 figures	 just	 spout	 a	 lot	 of	 hot	 air	 about	 “listening	 to	 people’s	
concerns”	about	what	is	happening	to	their	communities	under	the	impact	of	immigration	but	
fail	to	offer	anything	that	might	satisfy	them.	The	only	problem,	it	is	argued,cxxxiv	is	a	failure	of	
successive	 governments	 to	 spend	 more	 of	 new	 housing,	 new	 schools,	 new	 hospitals,	 new	
transport	 facilities	and	 so	 forth	 (at	 the	 time	we	argue	 that	we	must	downsize	 from	a	 three-
planet	economy	and	protect	green	spaces!).	

More8	 	generally,	 there	 is	 often	 a	 confusion	 between	 our	 values,	 analysis	 and	 core	
programme,	on	 the	one	hand,	and,	on	 the	other,	 the	selling	 of	messages	based	upon	 them.		
We	 do	 not	work	 backwards	 in	 the	manner	 of	 Tony	 Blair	 and	 his	 ‘focus	 group’	 politics.	 That	
would	mean	a	Green	programme	shredded	of	most	of	its	policies	for	a	sustainable	society.	

To	be	sure,	 there	 is	 the	danger	of	a	 ‘purism’	that	 leads	to	 isolation	 in	a	self-imposed	
ghetto	 and	 thus	 sheer	 impotence.	 But,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 there	 is	 the	 equal	 danger	 of	
cheapened	‘realpolitik’	and	what,	in	reality,	is	fruitless	compromise.	Values	are	abandoned	and	
policies	ditched	in	the	name	of	clocking	up	some	more	votes	or	finding	new	friends	with	whom	
to	jump	into	political	bed.	It	can	lead	to	a	different	kind	of	failure	since	next-to-no	progress	is	
really	made	towards	the	very	goals	we	seek.		

	‘Realism’	should	be	judged	in	terms	of	what	really	will	solve	problems,	not	what	the	
power-that-be	or	the	general	public	might	be	willing	to	accept	at	any	particular	point	in	time.	
Our	strategy	must	be	based	on	a	transitional	programme,	one	that	can	mobilise	a	critical	mass	
of	support,	whilst,	on	the	one	hand	weakening	the	forces	of	destruction-as-usual,	and,	on	the	
other,	nourishing	activities	that	open	the	door	to	a	more	sustainable	society.	

	

There	is	a	giant	gap	between	a	strategy	of	‘tailism’	and	
an	appropriate	tailoring	of	our	campaigning	and	messaging	strategy.	



14.	Media	Blame	Game	
It	 is	high	 time	to	drop	the	absurd	notion	that	only	bad	political	 leaders	are	holding	back	 the	
public	aspiration	for	a	sustainable	society.	Too	often,	unpleasant	reality	is	denied	by	means	of	
blaming	 the	mass	media	 and	 specifically	 advertising.	 The	masses	 are	 treated	 as	 victims	of	 a	
false	consciousness	 induced	by	 the	baleful	 influence	of	 the	 ‘Sun’,	 ‘Daily	Mail’,	 Fox	News	and	
their	ilk.	It	is	a	toxic	argument.	It	is	not	only	arrogant	and	elitist	(the	masses	implicitly	deemed	
to	be	sad	dupes	of	a	brainwashing	we	clever	ones	can	transcend).	It	also	contradicts	all	extant	
academic	research	on	media	effects	as	well	as	media	‘uses	and	gratifications’.cxxxv	

Media	 audiences	 are,	 in	 fact,	 far	more	 selective	 in	 what	 they	 choose	 to	 ‘consume’,	
more	 pro-active	 in	 filtering	 media	 messages	 and	 quite	 likely	 behave	 in	 ways	 other	 than	
expected	 by	 media	 producers.	 Not	 surprisingly,	 many	 otherwise	 well-designed	 advertising	
campaigns,	not	least	in	film	marketing,	actually	flop	and,	sometimes	spectacularly	backfire.	In	
authoritarian	regimes,	with	highly	centralised	and	heavily	censored	media,	most	people	have	
proved	to	be	very	resistant	to	state	propaganda.	In	various	ways,	from	jokes	to	‘underground’	
novels	and	music,	the	truth	worked	its	way	out.	

Generally,	media	audiences	compare	messages	they	receive	from	the	media	with	their	
own	 experiences,	 knowledge	 and	 values.	 Thus	most	 people	 in	 Liverpool	 did	 not	 believe	 the	
’Sun’	when	it	blamed	the	Hillsborough	disaster	on	fans	from	their	city.	In	the	1984-85	miners	
strike,	 striking	 miners	 and	 their	 wives	 clearly	 rejected	 the	 anti-strike	 messages	 that	
predominated	across	the	media.		

This	is	not	to	argue	that	the	media	have	no	effects.	Clearly	they	do.	But	the	impact	on	
public	 attitudes	 is	 very	 varied	 and	 sometimes	 the	 very	opposite	of	what	might	be	 assumed.	
Perhaps	the	biggest	effect	is	on	the	use	of	time:	if	people	are	spending	many,	many	hours	sat	
staring	at	a	screen,	 they	are	not	active	doing	other	 things.cxxxvi	To	 that	extent,	 the	media	can	
indeed	be	weapons	of	mass	distraction.cxxxvii	

Further,	the	mass	media	of	course	do	influence	the	national	‘agenda’	and	frame	how	
things	therein	are	debated.	The	notion	that	more	growth	 is	central	 to	 ‘sensible’	policy	 is,	 for	
example,	 constantly	 trumpeted	 across	 virtually	 the	 entire	 media.cxxxviii	The	 very	 brevity	 of	
interviews,	 especially	 in	 broadcasting,	makes	 it	 even	 harder	 for	 those	with	 ‘unconventional’	
opinions	to	present	their	arguments	properly.	

We	have	 to	work	on	 the	basis	 that	we	will	 get	 limited	media	 coverage	 and	plan	 for	
those	 opportunities	 with	 maximum	 care	 and	 preparation.	 Arguably,	 former	 leader	 Natalie	
Bennett	was	wrong	to	spend	so	much	time	visiting	local	parties.	To	be	fair,	she	was	honouring	
a	 commitment	 she	 had	 undertaken	 and,	 in	 that	 respect,	 she	 did	 very	 well	 (as	 I	 witnessed	
during	her	visits	to	the	North	East).	Yet	it	might	have	been	better	if	she	had	prioritised	media	
appearances,	devoting	her	time	and	energy	to	the	necessary	groundwork.	

We	also	have	 to	 recognise	 the	diversity	of	 the	media.	They	are	not	 some	monolithic	
and	 uniformly	 hostile	 entity.	 The	 media	 come	 in	 all	 shapes	 and	 sizes.	 Magazines	 with	
seemingly	 small	 circulations	 can	 still	 have	 big	 readerships.	 Local	 papers	might	 be	 struggling	
but,	 sometimes,	 they	 can	 still	 deliver	 some	 key	 audiences.	 Often,	 given	 cutbacks	 to	 their	
resources,	they	are	receptive	to	well	presented	material.	

Most	staff	 in	the	media	are	not	the	cynical	monsters	portrayed	by,	say,	 ‘Private	Eye’.	
There	are	plenty	of	decent,	hard-working	people,	ones	working	to	 tight	deadlines	and	under	
continual	pressure	to	produce	catchy	material.	Crude	denunciations	of	the	media	will	not	build	
productive	relationships	with	the	typical	journalists	and	broadcaster.cxxxix	

A	 useful	 Messaging	 Strategy	 clearly	 has	 to	 take	 such	 things	 into	 account.	 There	 is	
obviously	a	need	as	well	to	build	a	response	unit,	one	capable	of	not	just	defending	the	Green	
Party	 if	 attacked	 but	 also	 exploiting	 each	 and	 every	 opportunity	 a	 press	 or	 broadcast	 item	
might	 give	 us.	 Tactics	 such	 as	 colourful	 ‘Green	 Blocs’	 on	marches	 also	 help	 get	 us	 into	 the	
news,	not	least	when	we	have	speakers	on	the	platform.	

	



The	Green	Party	must	not	use	allegedly	‘bad’	media	as	a	means	of	
evading	the	problems	posed	by	popular	lifestyle	preferences	&	attitudes	



15.	The	Struggle	for	‘hegemony’	
The	concept	of	 ‘hegemony’	 is,	of	 course,	 closely	connected	 to	 the	 thinking	of	 Italian	Marxist	
Antonio	Gramsci.cxl	It	stresses	the	role	of	 intellectual	struggle,	alongside	more	 ‘physical’	ones	
such	 as	 boycotts,	 strikes,	 marches,	 pickets,	 and,	 of	 course,	 the	 act	 of	 voting.	 Critical	 is	 the	
battle	 to	define	what	 constitutes	 ‘common	 sense’,	 ‘natural’,	 and	 ‘normal’.	Green	progress	 is	
certainly	hampered	by	the	way	the	dominant	paradigm	shapes	the	‘agenda’	facing	society	and	
the	frames	through	which	debate	about	related	issues	and	choices	is	structured,	often	to	our	
grave	disadvantage.	

A	classic	example	of	a	successful	struggle	to	win	hegemony	was	the	work	of	the	Mount	
Pelerin	 Society, cxli 	whose	 concerted	 efforts	 helped	 to	 undermine	 the	 post-war	 ‘welfare	
state’/’state	 intervention’	 consensus.	 To	 some	 extent,	 Donald	 Trump	 and	 his	 acolytes	
managed	 to	 blindside	 Democrats	 and	 moderate	 Republicans	 by	 managing	 to	 structure	 the	
debate	in	terms	of	the	‘Ordinary	Joe’	versus	a	self-serving	and	out-of-touch	elite.	The	nuclear	
lobby	 works	 harder	 to	 define	 the	 energy	 policy	 debate	 as	 a	 matter	 of	 coming	 electricity	
shortages	and	a	necessary	baseload	capacity	that	only	their	‘solution’	can	fix.		

Currently,	 debates	 about	 Brexit	 are	 framed	 by	 the	 supposed	 desirability	 of	 big	
markets.	 One	 body	 of	 thought	 asserts	 that	 withdrawal	 from	 the	 EU	 Single	 Market	 will	 be	
ruinous;	the	other	replies	that	there	is	an	even	bigger	market	beyond	the	EU,	one	just	waiting	
for	 UK	 exporters	 and	 inward	 investment	 seekers	 if	 only	 we	 embrace	 globalisation.	 Both	
positions	share	the	same	‘common	sense’	that	it	is	only	natural	to	depend	on	distant	markets	
and	faraway	investors.	Indeed	leading	figures	of	the	Green	Party	seem	to	accept	that	it	is	only	
common	sense	to	fight	for	on-going	membership	of	the	Single	Market,	 in	marked	contrast	to	
our	long-standing	critique	of	such	economic	systems	and	their	encouragement	of	long	distance	
transport,cxlii	vulnerable	‘branch’	economies,	and	of	unstable	economic,	social	and	biophysical	
monocultures.	

We	might	profitably	study	successful	struggles	for	hegemony	and	how	seemingly	solid	
ways	of	 thinking	were	broken	down.	There	are	many	examples	 in	Steven	Pinker’s	study	 ‘The	
Better	 Angels’	 regarding	 the	 surprisingly	 speedy	 overthrow	 of	 many	 seemingly	 entrenched	
ideas	and	cultural	mores	 in	the	 late	18th	century.cxliii	He	makes	the	point	that	small	groups	of	
thinkers,	inventors	and	writers,	often	grouped	in	little	salons	and	other	such	circles,	began	to	
discredit	all	sorts	of	established	practices,	sometimes	by	simply	making	them	look	ridiculous.	
The	Lunar	Society	of	Birmingham	was	one	example.cxliv.		

Of	particular	interest	to	Greens	might	be	the	way	‘Reds’	began	to	build	their	influence	
in	 the	 inter-war	 years,	 not	 least	 successfully	 pushing	 the	 case	 for	 state	 planning,	
nationalisation	and	decent	public	 services	 in	education,	health	and	social	 care.	They	were	of	
course	helped	by	what,	for	many,	seemed	to	be	the	successful	model	of	the	USSR,	an	economy	
that	appeared	to	have	escaped	the	ravages	of	the	Great	Depression.	We	have	no	such	‘model’	
(in	reality,	the	‘Workers	Paradise’	was	not	only	one	that	broke	a	terrible	number	of	‘eggs’	but	
also	created	a	very	nasty	‘omelette’	out	of	all	the	suffering).	

But	we	 are	 in	 some	ways	 lucky.	 There	 are	 actually	 plenty	 of	 exemplars	 here,	 there,	
almost	 everywhere,	 of	 practicable	 initiatives	 in	 the	 direction	 of	 the	 sustainable	 common	
good.cxlv	We	 could	make	more	use	of	 them	 in	our	propaganda	 instead	of	 talking	 in	 terms	of	
somewhat	 vague	 values	 about	 honesty,	 boldness,	 and	 pride.	 Our	 core	 messaging	 strategy	
could	include	the	appeal	that	if	‘they’	(ie	some	other	city,	country	etc,	similar	to	our	own)	can	
do	it,	so	should	we	here	in	our	country	or	locality.	

The	Reds	were	further	helped	by	the	menace	of	fascism	and	the	failure	of	mainstream	
politics	 to	 combat	 it.	 Perhaps	 the	 rise	of	 the	New	Authoritarian	Nationalism,	 coupled	 to	 the	
drive	for	more	physical	growth,	might	provide	Greens	with	an	easily	identified	enemy,	one	that	
many	 ‘radical’	 organisations	 are	 failing	 to	 fight	 (eg	 poor	 performance	 of	 Democrats	 against	
Trump	and	failure	of	Labour	on	so	many	fronts).	

But	Red	influence	also	owed	much	to	the	flow	of	powerful	propaganda	(eg	Left	Book	
Club),	 aided	 by	 some	 skilled	 propagandists	 and	 agitators.cxlvi	That	 latter	 network	 was	 quite	



wide,	including,	significantly,	some	Army	Education	Corps	instructors	during	WW2.	Such	work	
helped	to	prepare	the	ground	for	the	Labour	striking	electoral	success	in	1945.	

It	is	certainly	true	that	we	must	play	to	the	emotions	and	appeal	to	the	heart.cxlvii	Often	
use	of	music,	theatre,	cartoons,	and	other	art	forms	have	helped.cxlviii	So	too	can	organisation	
through	more	 leisure	oriented	activities.cxlix	Yet	 that	 fundamental	 truth	should	not	 lead	us	 to	
ignore	 the	 role	 of	 strong	 ideas	 and	 appeals	 to	 the	 intellect.	 In	 particular,	 critical	 opinion	
forming	groups,	as	described	in	the	so-called	‘two-step	flow’	model	of	mass	communication,cl	
may	 be	 just	 as	 likely	 to	 be	 won	 over	 by	 high	 quality	 propaganda	 as	 by	 agitation	 based	 on	
emotional	attachments.	

Part	of	 this	 struggle	 is	 the	delivery	of	a	distinctive	but	 robust	green	 ‘take’	on	 issues.	
Thus	in	the	debate	on	the	future	of	the	NHS,	Greens	need	to	look	beyond	demands	for	more	
spending	 on	 public	 health	 care	 and	 an	 end	 to	 privatisation	 and	 outsourcing.	 As	 stressed	
elsewhere,	pro-active	measures	to	promote	public	health	in	general	(and	‘green’	hospitals)	are	
the	 points	 Greens	 need	 to	 be	 stressing.	 The	 scandal	 over	 the	 collapsed	 construction	 firm	
Carillion	early	 in	2018	was	an	opportunity	 to	 take	about	not	 just	 ‘fats	cats’	but	also	 limits	 to	
growth	 (ie	 the	danger	posed	by	 ‘too-big-to-fail’	 companies	 soaking	up	public	 companies	but	
still	collapsing	taking	lots	of	jobs	with	them)	and	the	precautionary	principle	(schemes	such	as	
the	Private	Finance	Initiative	whose	real	long-term	costs	were	not	properly	taken	into	account	
and	which	were	so	structured	that	it	was	made	difficult	to	back	out	of	them).	

Such	thoughts	lead	to	a	number	of	conclusions	for	strategy.	For	example	
• Internal	training	must	place	much	more	emphasis	on	ideas.	At	present,	most	of	it	is	about	

practical	 skills	 such	 as	 canvassing	 and	 other	 electoral	 work.	 We	 do	 not	 ‘soak’	 new	
members	 in	 the	party’s	 values	and	 core	programme.	Not	only	do	we	 fail	 to	develop	 the	
necessary	‘cadre’.	We	also	have	a	large	number	of	members	with	only	a	fleeting	grasp	of	
the	party’s	ideas.	They	are,	therefore,	more	likely	not	to	stay	the	course.	Political	activism	
is	often	a	 life	of	repeated	setbacks	and	disappointments.	That	 ‘soaking’	 in	 ideas	can	help	
stiffen	the	necessary	resolve	and	determination	to	get	through	the	almost	 inevitable	bad	
patches.		

• National	spokespersons	ought	to	be	more	central	 to	our	work,	with	a	concerted	drive	to	
target	‘specialist’	audiences	in	relevant	policy	fields.	Indeed	there	may	be	a	case	for	cutting	
back	 on	 some	GPEx	 and	 other	 national	 activities	 to	 provide	 the	 resources	 to	 develop	 a	
really	powerful	and	well-deployed	spokespersons	‘cabinet’.	Arguably,	‘Green	World’	ought	
to	carry	richer	material,	with	much	more	evidence,	deeper	arguments	and	refutations	of	
mainstream	thinking	on	assorted	issues.	Much	of	its	current	content	is	rather	thin	gruel.	

• Last	 but	 least,	 our	 strategy	 ought	 to	 recognise	 loudly	 and	 clearly	 the	 value	 of	 initiatives	
such	 as	 the	 Green	 House	 think-tank.cli	We	 really	 need	 to	 go	 up	 some	 gears	 in	 terms	 of	
rigorous	and	well-evidenced	arguments.	Leaflets	covered	with	nice	pictures	still	have	their	
place	but,	like	on-line	petitions,	tweets	and	Facebook	posts,	they	don’t	really	‘convert’	the	
many	doubters	we	need	to	convince.	



16:	Party	or	Movement	
Perhaps	the	most	radical	option	is	to	abandon	conventional	party	politics	altogether	in	favour	
of	an	alliance	of	campaign	groups.clii	It	is	not	a	new	idea.	Political	tendencies	such	as	anarchism	
and	syndicalism	have	long	been	very	suspicious	of	the	very	existence	of	political	parties,	bodies	
they	see	as	inherently	bureaucratic	and	likely	to	usurp	power	from	the	hands	of	the	people	in	
whose	 name	 they	 might	 claim	 to	 speak.	 Coming	 from	 a	 somewhat	 different	 angle,	 various	
‘lifestyle’	movements	have	seen	solutions	in	terms	of	personal	change,	thereby	pulling	the	rug	
from	beneath	the	‘powers-that-be’	(loss	of	markets	for	now	powerful	corporations,	etc).	

It	might	 noted	 that	 back	 in	 the	 early	 1970s,	 some	 of	 the	 founders	 of	 ‘People!’	 very	
much	thought	in	terms	of	a	new	movement	rather	than	a	new	party	(others	were	to	go	on	to	
launch	the	Ecology	Party).	At	roughly	the	same	time,	the	movement	known	as	‘autonomism’	in	
Italy	posed	the	route	 to	radical	change	 in	 terms	of	self-organisation	outside	not	 just	political	
parties	 but	 also	bodies	 such	 as	 trade	unions	 that	 they	 saw	as	 corrupted	by	 the	 ‘system’.	 So	
there	is	much	fashionable	talk	about	‘leaderless	revolutions’	and	‘anti-politics	politics’.	

Indeed	 there	 are	 many	 varieties	 of	 	 ‘anti-politics’	 politics	 but	 each	 one	 shares	 the	
assumption	that	 the	need	 is	not	 for	a	party	per	se	but	a	movement.	 In	 the	1990s	and	2000s	
there	was	the	‘anti-globalisation	movement’	(World	Social	Forum	etc).	The	2008	financial	crisis	
helped	to	trigger	the	Occupy!	Movement	while	the	climate	crisis	gave	birth	to	bodies	such	as	
‘350.Org’.	Less	about	protest	and	more	about	actual	physical	change	has	been	the	‘Transition	
Town’	movement.	

Sometimes,	 the	 umbrella	 epithet	 ‘new	 social	 movements’	 is	 used	 to	 describe	 the	
whole	 phenomenon	 as	 if	 campaigners	 on	 diverse	 issues	 from	 civil	 liberties,	 constitutional	
change	 and	 LBQT+	 rights	 to	 drug	 decriminalisation,	 prison	 reform	 and	 travellers’	 rights	 are	
basically	one	big	tidal	wave	pushing	in	the	same	direction,	what	the	Corner	House	think	tank	
once	called	“greatest	threat	to	abusive	power”).	The	overall	strategic	perspective	is	sometimes	
expressed	 in	 terms	of	 citizen	 ‘networking’,cliii	ie	outside	 formal	political	processes	and	power	
structures.	 There	 is	 much	 corresponding	 rhetoric	 about	 ‘wisdom	 of	 the	 crowd’,	
‘empowerment’,	 and,	 as	 noted	 above,	 the	 alleged	 benefits	 of	 ‘direct’	 (and	 ‘digital’)	
democracy.cliv		

At	 first	 sight,	 there	 might	 appear	 some	 good	 ground	 for	 such	 a	 strategic	 shift.	
Advocates	of	such	options	often	pose	a	choice	between	what	they	portray	as	a	doomed	party	
political	 route	 versus	 ‘grassroots’	 campaigns,	 the	 latter	 being,	 it	 is	 then	 claimed,	 the	 key	 to	
making	an	 impact	on	 the	 real	world.	clv	It	 is	 easy	 to	point	out	 that	 the	Green	Party	has	been	
banging	its	head	against	a	very	tall	and	tough	brick	wall,	with	only	one	MP	to	show	for	over	45	
years	of	electioneering	and	that	better	successes	in	council	elections	do	not	mean	much	when	
local	government	has	been	so	eviscerated. 

Yet	 such	 conclusions	 would	 be	 premature.	 ‘Movementism’	 has	 its	 own	 inherent	
shortcomings.	One	shortcoming	is	the	role	of	‘star’	individuals	in	popular	movements	(not	just	
poseurs	of	the	Russell	Brand	ilk	but	serious	campaigners	such	as	George	Monbiot)	is	that	they	
are	 in	 a	 very	 real	 sense	 irresponsible	 since	 they	 are	 effectively	 answerable	 to	 no	 one.	 They	
simply	 follow	 their	 own	 fancies.	 Like	 butterflies,	 they	 float	 around	 following	 individual	
predilections.	Of	course,	they	sometimes	come	up	with	good	ideas	(as	in	the	case	of	Monbiot)	
but	 they	 lack	anchors	and	drift	off	on	some	thoroughly	misguided	 journeys	 (eg	Monbiot	and	
nuclear	power).					

But	 there	are	bigger	arguments	 for	party	politics.	Only	 formal	structures	can	provide	
the	means	of	ensuring	democratic	accountability	as	well	as	continuity.	Parties	can	provide	that	
necessary	 edifice	 Conferences	 and	 internal	 elections	 not	 only	 provide	 the	 rudiments	 of	
democracy	but	also	the	testing	of	ideas	internally	before	they	go	public.	Necessarily,	they	must	
have	 comprehensive	 programmes,	 covering	 a	 range	 of	 issues.	 There	 must	 be	 integrated	
policies	and	only	political	parties	can	produce	them.	

Most	advocates	of	‘movementism’	consciously	or	otherwise	subscribe	to	the	theory	of	
spontaneity.	Conversely,	they	often	reject	the	very	notion	of	leadership	and	what	they	dismiss	
as	‘vanguardism’	and	‘undemocratic	centralism’.		Boo	words	such	as	elitism	and	hierarchy	are	



used	to	dismiss	party	politics.	Often	the	ghost	of	Stalin	is	invoked	(namely	that	the	evils	of	the	
Stalinism	and	other	dictatorships	sprang	forth	from	the	womb	of	Bolshevism).	The	absurdities	
of	the	tiniest	of	tiny	Trotskyist	groups	proclaim	themselves	as	(competing)	vanguards	of	world	
revolution	 also	 leads	 many	 to	 swing	 to	 other	 extremes	 (no	 leaders,	 no	 central	 governance	
bodies	etc).		

Yet	all	 change	 in	history	has	been	 initiated	 somewhere.	 It	does	not	 come	out	of	 the	
blue.	Routinely	 there	 is	 a	 ‘vanguard’	 in	 the	 sense	 that	at	 first	 small	 groups	 see	 the	need	 for	
changes	 not	 yet	 recognised	 or	 accepted	 by	 the	 rest	 of	 society.	 Ideally,	 by	 bringing	 together	
those	with	that	vision,	experience	and	commitment,	parties	provide	that	catalyst	for	change.		

There	is	no	need	for	a	Political	Strategy	to	go	into	any	detail	about	such	issues,	though,	
to	be	sure,	they	must	debated	across	the	party.	It	could,	however,	reassert	the	fundamentals	
of	 the	 political	 road:	 entering	 the	 existing	 political	 system	 and	 competing	 for	 power	 in	 all	
relevant	 public	 posts.	 Utilisation	 of	 the	 levers	 of	 governmental	 power	 at	 all	 levels	 remains	
critical	to	the	building	of	a	sustainable	society.	

Certainly,	 the	 false	 idea	 that	 there	 is	 some	 dichotomy	 between	 ‘issue	 campaigning’	
and	‘electoralism’	must	be	expressly	rejected.	In	any	worthwhile	strategy,	one	should	be	seen	
as	cross-fertilising	the	other.	Furthermore,	that	phrase	‘public	posts’	should	be	taken	broadly,	
ie	not	 just	councillors	and	MPs	but	also	elected	 trade	union	posts	and	positions	on	assorted	
governing	bodies	in	fields	such	as	health	and	education,	including	positions	on	committees	of	
local	and	national	campaigning	groups.		



17:	Evidence-based	politics	
The	 idea	 that	 everything	 ought	 to	 be	 ‘evidence-based’,	 be	 it	 strategy	 development,	 policy-
making	or	its	presentation,	really	took	hold	under	Tony	Blair,	when	the	flavour	of	the	day	was	
a	 technocratic	 Managerialism	 that	 would	 take	 the	 politics	 out	 of	 politics.clvi	Clearly,	 robust	
analysis,	 objectivity,	 open-mindedness	 and	 responsiveness	 can	 be	 real	 virtues.	 But	 it	 is	 still	
important	to	recognise	the	limits	to	recognise	certain	limits	to	such	methodology.	

Advocates	of	this	approach	argue	that	they	are	transcending	mere	subjective	opinion	
and	pressure	 from	vested	 interests,	 instead	dealing	with	 ‘neutral’	 facts,	 their	 policies	 simply	
reflecting	 what	 the	 ‘evidence	 base’	 dictates.	 	 Furthermore,	 they	 will	 make	 much	 of	 the	
superior	status	of	‘expert’	witnesses	over	ordinary	citizens.	Of	course,	expertise	is	often	rather	
handy,	as	anyone	who	has	been	under	 the	 surgeon’s	knife	on	an	operating	 table	might	well	
agree.	Yet	there	can	still	be	problems	with	specialist	experts	and	it	 is	not	 just	political	 frauds	
such	as	Michael	Gove	who	think	that.clvii	

For	a	 start,	 the	undoubted	knowledge	possessed	by	experts	may	suffer	 from	 ‘tunnel	
vision’,	 focussing	on	things	 in	 isolation	and	 ignoring	critical	connections	with	matters	outside	
the	 realm	of	 their	 expertise.	 Such	 thinking	may	also	 treat	 reality	 in	not	 just	 reductionist	but	
also	mechanical	ways,	something	quite	inappropriate	to	the	understanding	living,	complex	and	
dynamic	systems.	A	dangerous	 ‘group	 think’	might	also	develop	amongst	embattled	experts.	
Local	 planners,	 for	 example,	 may	 sink	 into	 a	 siege	 mentality	 when	 faced	 with	 widespread	
public	criticism,	digging	their	heels	in	even	deeper	over	plans	on	which	they	have	laboured	so	
long.	

However	there	 is	a	bigger	problem.	 It	 is	 that	expertise	 is	usually	based	on	data	 from	
past	experience.	 It	may	become	a	very	unreliable	guide	when	circumstances	begin	to	change	
radically.	In	novel	situations,	the	past	is	not	precedent	since	tomorrow’s	realities	look	likely	to	
be	very	different,	needing	new	approaches	and	new	goals.	Thus	it	is	folly	to	develop	plans	that,	
in	 essence,	 are	 based	 on	 the	 continued	 supply	 of	 readily	 available	 and	 cheap(ish)	 oil.	 It	 is	
foolish	to	assume	the	loss	of	agricultural	land	does	not	matter	because,	in	the	past,	the	UK	has	
always	 been	 able	 to	 meet	 its	 needs	 with	 imports.	 It	 is	 unwise	 to	 assume	 that	 renewed	
economic	growth	will	create	lots	of	jobs	just	because	it	did	so	in	previous	boom	times.	

Some	 of	 the	 constraints	 about	 expertise	 obviously	 apply	 to	 the	 rather	 pretentious	
claims	made	 for	evidence-based	policy-making.	 Isolated	 facts	 seldom	 ‘speak’	 for	 themselves.	
Their	value	depends	not	only	on	the	quality	of	the	original	research.	Evidence	is	also	shaped	by	
the	 questions	 first	 asked	 and	 the	 assumptions	 or	 ambitions	 behind	 them.	 Both	 secrecy	 and	
‘spin’	can	befog	the	proper	collection	of	information,	let	alone	its	evaluation	and	presentation.	

Even	 when	 hard	 evidence	 is	 acquired,	 there	 remains	 the	 problem	 of	 robust	
interpretation	with	correct	ranking	regarding	inherent	importance,	the	weighting	it	should	be	
given	or	even	the	degree	of	relevance	it	is	accorded.	Many	variables	like	‘happiness’,	‘privacy’	
and	 ‘open	 space’	 are	hard	 to	quantity	 and	 therefore	are	 likely	 to	be	pushed	aside	by	 things	
that	 lend	 themselves	 to	 quantification.	 Many	 post-war	 housing	 schemes	 turned	 out	 to	
disasters	 because	 those	 intangibles	 were	 marginalised	 by	 a	 one-dimensional	 focus	 on	
numerical	units	and	other	‘facts’.	

All	these	steps	are	value-laden.	They	are	not	a	merely	technical	exercice,	some	sort	of	
‘neutral	science’	praxis.	It	is	sheer	obfuscation	to	pretend	that	there	are	no	conflicting	material	
interests	 and	value	 judgements	 inherent	 in	 the	 formulation	of,	 say,	priorities	 in	 government	
policies	 or	 budget	 allocations.	 To	 take	 the	 case	 of	 local	 land	 use	 plans,	 the	 opinions	 of	
developers	are	routinely	given	undue	weighting.	Often	they	are	asked	to	come	forward	with	
proposals	when,	in	effect,	set	a	juggernaut	rolling.		

The	idea	of	a	shared	‘common	future’	is	very	much	part	of	mythology	about	‘evidence-
based	 policy-making.	 To	 take	 the	 old	 Titanic	metaphor,	 there	 is	 indeed	 a	 sense	 in	 which	
everyone	has	a	common	interest.	In	that	instance,	it	was	the	survival	of	the	ship.	Yet,	in	most	
battles	 over	 public	 policy-making	 and	 implementation,	 there	 are	 profound	 and	 often	
irreconcilable	 conflicts	 of	 interests.	 They	 cannot	 be	 reconciled	 by	 simply	 looking	 at	 ‘neutral’	
evidence.	 [In	the	actual	case	of	the	Titanic,	certain	priorities	and	choices	helped	to	steer	the	



course	 to	disaster	while	different	 social	 positions	 greatly	 shaped	 the	 survival	 chances	of	 the	
passengers]	

So-called	 ‘communities’	 are	 often	 divided	 on	 many	 lines:	 executive	 housing	 versus	
affordable	 housing,	 landlords	 versus	 tenants,	 noisy	 neighbours	 versus	 quiet	 residents,	
hypermarkets	 versus	 local	 stores,	 the	 car	 lobby	versus	 those	who	want	 to	promote	walking,	
cycling	and	public	transport,	 ‘biophobes’	 (people	who	would	concrete	everywhere,	cut	down	
trees,	etcclviii)	versus	wildlife	conservationists,	 ‘short	termists’	versus	those	who	take	the	 long	
viewclix…	

Often,	favouring	one	comes	at	the	expense	of	the	other	since	there	is	 limited,	 if	any,	
communality	 of	 interest.	 And	 we	 have	 not	 mentioned	 divides	 over	 gender,	 age,	 sexuality,	
ethnicity	and	so	forth!	 In	reality,	development	battles	are	ultimately	political	struggles,	not	a	
matter	of	 just	getting	the	 ‘facts’	straight.	There	are	deep	divisions	over	values,	priorities	and	
goals.	

	

Evidence	is	indeed	very	useful	but	it	is	not	the	be-all-and-end-all.	
	

	
	
	

																																																													
i	https://mahb.stanford.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2014/02/2010_Ryerson_TheMultiplierofEverythingElse_PostCarbonReaderSeries.pdf	How	this	
developed	in	the	USA	in	particular	is	charted	here:	http://www.agoregon.org/files/RetreatfromStabilization.pdf	See	
also:	See also: 
https://www.populationmatters.org/16bn-7-3bn-2100-new-un-projections-say-possible/;	
http://www.ugapress.org/index.php/books/life_on_the_brink/; https://www.populationmatters.org/nobel-scientists-
cite-overpopulation-and-environmental-destruction-as-greatest-threats-facing-humanity/	Also	watch:	 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0qewnc74Wqg	
Especially	gone	‘awol’	in	most	Green	analysis	these	days	is	the	PAT	(the	multiplicative	interaction	of	human	
numbers,	per	capita	consumption	and	technology.	See,	for	example:	http://www.int-
res.com/articles/esep2014/14/e014p011.pdf		
ii	This	debt	is	well	documented	here:	http://www.edwardgoldsmith.org/books/the-way-an-ecological-worldview/	
Goldsmith	was	an	influential	figure	in	the	party’s	early	days,	though	shamefully	vilified	by	many	on	the	Left	
(http://www.edwardgoldsmith.org/24/my-answer/	)	
iii	Here	is	my	little	attempt	on	film	analysis:	https://sandyirvineblog.files.wordpress.com/2016/05/green-screen-
ecology-of-the-movies.pdf		



																																																																																																																																																																																		
iv	https://www.kirkusreviews.com/book-reviews/warren-johnson-2/muddling-toward-frugality-2/.	It	might	be	noted	
that	Johnson	was	probably	the	first	person	to	provide	a	green	take	on	the	idea	of	a	citizens	income.	See	his	essay	
here:	
https://books.google.co.uk/books/about/Economic_growth_vs_the_environment.html?id=o1dWAAAAMAAJ&redir
_esc=y		More	recently	he	followed	up	the	idea	in	open	letter	to	the	then	President	Obama:	
https://ukiahcommunityblog.wordpress.com/2010/07/30/warren-johnson-letter-to-obama/		
v	There	is	an	excellent	summary	is	'The	Conserver	Society’	by	Kimon	Valaskakis	et	al	(Harper	and	Row,	1979).	It	even	
comes	complete	with	diagrams!	I	know	of	no	equivalent	on	the	old	political	spectrum	that	comes	close	to	the	works	
of	people	such	as	George	Marsh,	William	Vogt,	Fairfield	Osborn,	Samuel	Ordway,	Rachel	Carson,	Paul	Ehrlich,	Ezra	
Mishan,	the	Club	of	Rome/MIT	team,	the	Blueprint	for	Survival	group,	Nicholas	Georgescu-Roegen,	Herman	Daly,	
Rufus	Miles,	Kit	Pedlar,	Ted	Trainer,	Robert	Ayres,	Jeff	Rubin,	Chris	Martenson,	Richard	Heinberg,	Steve	Hallett,	
Clive	Hamilton,	Brian	Czech,	Haydn	Washington……	
See	http://www.postcarbon.org;	http://www.steadystate.org,	http://simplicityinstitute.org;	and	
https://degrowth.org		
vi	For	some	good	discussions	of	carrying	capacity,	see:	
http://www.eolss.net/Sample-Chapters/C13/E1-45-04-11.pdf;		
http://eau.sagepub.com/content/4/2/121.full.pdf+html		
http://dieoff.org/page110.htm	;	
http://www.sze.hu/fk/kornyezet/Cikkek2/Urban-ecological-footprints-Why-cities-cannot-be-sustainable---and-why-
they-are-a-key-to-sustainability_1996_Environmental-Impact-Assessment-Review.pdf		
http://www.albartlett.org/articles/art_reflections_part_2.html		
http://dieoff.org/page112.htm;	http://www.sustainablemeasures.com/node/33		
http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/2269539?uid=3738032&uid=2&uid=4&sid=21101135766387		
http://www.vaclavsmil.com/wp-content/uploads/PDR37-4.Smil_.pgs613-636.pdf		
It	is	directly	related	to	the	concept	of	‘ecological	footprint’	something	foolishly	and	irresponsibly	ignored	in	most	
development	plans.	See:	http://www.footprintnetwork.org/en/index.php/GFN/		Indeed	it	is	absurd	not	to	make	
such	analysis	the	very	starting	point	of	any	future	land	use	strategy.	
vii	https://www.overshootday.org		
viii	http://www.lowtechmagazine.com/2018/01/bedazzled-by-energy-
efficiency.html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+typepad%2Fkrisdedecker
%2Flowtechmagazineenglish+%28Low-tech+Magazine%29		
ix	One	example	is	in	the	size	of	schools:	http://www.hse.org.uk/home.html	But	it	applies	to	all	sorts	of	things	from	
the	design	of	office	furniture	to	architecture	and	whole	urban	spaces	eg	https://www.pps.org	and	
https://www.architectsjournal.co.uk/opinion/at-the-heart-of-all-housing-should-be-the-human/10022174.article		
x	https://sandyirvineblog.files.wordpress.com/2017/11/bioregionalism-v-borderline-bankruptcy-irvine.pdf	See	map	
at	start.	
xi	For	example,	on	technology:	Lewis	Mumford,	Eugene	Schwartz,	Morris	Berman,	Michael	and	Joyce	Huesemann,	
Vandana	Shiva,	and	Neil	Postman.	For	example,	on	science:	Caroline	Merchant,	Fritjof	Capra	and	Mary	Midgley.	
Some	relevant	papers	are	compiled	here:	https://philpapers.org/rec/HANTAV	Particularly	important	tis	the	concept	
of	scientism	eg	http://www.thepublicdiscourse.com/2014/04/12991/	and	
http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/the-folly-of-scientism		
Conversely,	Greens	have	distinctively	posed	'appropriate'	technology',	alternatives	practices	in	fields	such	as	
farming	(Wendell	Berry,	Robert	Hart,	Bill	Mollison,	etc)	and	forestry	(Alan	Drengson,	Herb	Hammond	etc).	Compare	
the	theory	and	practice	of	the	latter	(eg	https://ecoforestry.ca	)	with	the	‘tree	factory’	regimes	practised	in	both	
capitalist	and	socialist	economies.	Mention	might	be	made	of	the	work	of	innovators	such	as	John	Todd	or	land	use	
planners	like	Ian	McHarg	and	Christopher	Alexander.		
xii	This	is	a	good	critique:	http://www.resilience.org/wp-content/uploads/articles/General/2015/05_May/A-
Degrowth-Response-to-An-Ecomodernist-Manifesto.pdf	See	also:	http://clivehamilton.com/the-technofix-is-in-a-
critique-of-an-ecomodernist-manifesto/		
xiii	https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0169204616300482		
xiv	https://archive.org/details/APatternLanguage		
xv	eg	Daniel	Imhoff	and	Jo	Ann	Baumgarner	(2006)			‘Farming	and	the	Fate	of	Wild	Nature:	Essays	on	Conservation-
Based	Agriculture	1;	Wes	Jackson,	(1985).	‘New	Roots	for	Agriculture’.	Univ.	Nebraska	Pr;	Michael	Soulé,	et	al	
(2006).	‘Farming	in	Nature's	Image’.	Island	Pr.;	Michael	M'Gonigle	and	Ben	Parfitt	(1994)	‘Forestopia:	a	Practical	
Guide	to	the	New	Forest	Economy’.	Harbour	Publishing.’	
xvi	Eg	https://designopendata.files.wordpress.com/2014/05/design-for-the-real-world-victor-papanek.pdf	;	
https://books.google.co.uk/books/about/Bio_Logic.html?id=2qAQAQAAMAAJ&redir_esc=y	;	
http://www.oceanarksint.org		
xvii	Eg	http://www.yesmagazine.org/issues/can-love-save-the-world/affluenza	Also	see		the	work	of	Fred,	William	
Leiss,	and	Morris	Berman.	On	the	other	side,	that	of	voluntary	simplicity,	see	writers	such	as	Henry	Thoreau,	Helen	
and	Scott	Nearing,	Ralph	Borsodi,	Baker	Brownell,	Duane	Elgin,	Anne	LaBastille	…	Try:	
http://duaneelgin.com/books/voluntary-simplicity/	and	http://simplicitycollective.com/start-here/what-is-
voluntary-simplicity-2		



																																																																																																																																																																																		
xviii	There	are	plenty	of	studies	to	back	up	this	perception	eg	http://bigthink.com/ideafeed/scientists-think-
loneliness-is-becoming-an-epidemic	Yet	most	of	our	communications,	electoral	or	otherwise,	say	next-to-nothing	
about	it	even	though	it	is	affecting	so	many	people.		
xix	There	are	fortunately	many	examples	we	could	cite	eg	https://www.newsociety.com/Books/C/Choosing-a-
Sustainable-Future		
xx	There	is	a	brilliant	overview	in	Patrick	Curry’s	‘Ecological	Ethics’.	See	also:	the	works	and	activities	of	the	likes	of	
John	Muir	(https://discoverjohnmuir.com	),	Aldo	Leopold	(https://www.aldoleopold.org)	,	Rachel	Carson	
(http://www.rachelcarson.org	),	Paul	Shepard	(https://paulhoweshepard.wordpress.com)	,	David	Brower	
(http://browercenter.org/about/who-was-david-brower/	),	Jane	Goodall	(http://www.janegoodall.org	),	John	
Livingston	(http://home.ca.inter.net/~greenweb/GW79-John_Livingston.pdf	),	Stan	Rowe	
(http://www.ecospherics.net/pages/aboutauthors.html	),	and	Edward	Wilson	(https://eowilsonfoundation.org/half-
earth-our-planet-s-fight-for-life/	).	On	the	inadequacy	of	humanism,	see	in	particular	David	Ehrenfield.	On	the	limits	
of	mainstream	conservation:	see,	for	example,	the	writings	of	Howie	Wolkie	and	Edward	Abbey…	On	rewilding:	
David	Foreman	(honourable	mention	for	George	Monbiot	here,	even	if	he	is	wrong	on	other	things	such	as	nuclear	
power).	Also	see:	http://www.rewildingbritain.org.uk		It	is	revealing	that	the	more	left-wing	elements	have	
exercised	influence	in	the	Green	Party,	the	more	marginalised	have	become	issues	such	as	biodiversity	or,	rather,	
'biodevastation'.	This	is	a	key	text:	https://islandpress.org/book/keeping-the-wild		
xxi		See	Alexander,	J.	(2008)	Devall	&	Sessions	(1984).	Ehrenfeld(1987),	Everndon	(1985),	Foreman(2000),	Geisinger	
(1999),	Hays	(1959)	Livingston	(1981),	Rist	(2002),	and	Sachs	(1991	
xxii	http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/aug/13/kibbutz-100-years-old-uncertain-future	).	
xxiii	Eg	http://www.thesocialcontract.com/pdf/four-four/gray.pdf		
xxiv	This is a very good example of how to assess holistically a situation and devise yardsticks that really 
will serve the sustainable common good (including future generations and other species): 
http://www.vspop.org/htm/opt_sustainable_report_vt_2013_ver4.pdf	
	
xxv	Just	a	quick	look	at	the	Ecology	Party	Manifesto	for	the	1979	General	Election	would	confirm	that	in	its	first	six	
years	the	party	had	developed	a	wide	range	of	policies	on	topics	ranging	from	education	and	health	care	to	defence	
and	foreign	policy	(http://www.green-history.uk/resources/on-here/docs/docs-by-category/file/22-dt0030-
ecologyparty1979electionmanifesto?tmpl=component)	It	is	interesting	to	note	that	very	recently	there	has	been	a	
big	shift	in	stances	on	both	the	EU	and	migration.	For	a	taste	of	the	traditional	(and	correct)	Green	critique	of	a	
single	European	currency,	try	to	dig	out:	
https://books.google.co.uk/books/about/The_Euro_Or_a_Sustainable_Future_for_Bri.html?id=NM7RAAAACAAJ&r
edir_esc=y		
xxvi	The	controversial	biologist	Garrett	Hardin	made	the	important	point	that	we	need	three	intellectual	filters:	
literary,	numeracy	and	what	he	called	‘ecolacy’	
(http://www.garretthardinsociety.org/books/rev_filters_bajema.html).	Gandhi	statement	would	fall	into	the	
category	of	what	Hardin	called	“mere	eloquence”.	It	is	symptomatic	of	the	poor	level	of	political	debate	that	many	
greens	would	dismiss	Hardin	as	‘right-wing’	and	with	nothing	of	worth	to	contribute.	To	be	sure,	he	got	some	things	
wrong	(don’t	we	all?)	but	he	also	made	some	good	points	too.	
xxvii	http://www.kwilliam-kapp.de/documents/SCOBE_000.pdf		
xxviii	http://ns.umich.edu/new/releases/23414-targeting-minority-low-income-neighborhoods-for-hazardous-waste-
sites	Such	problems	a	re	not	confined	to	pollution,	of	course	eg	http://www.farmers4thefuture.org/?p=3260		
xxix	There	is	a	very	important	discussion	here:	
http://www.lornasalzman.com/collectedwritings/ecology_contrived_conflict.html			
xxx	eg	https://www.ushmm.org/wlc/en/article.php?ModuleId=10005516		
xxxi	https://www.reuters.com/middle-class-infographic	;	http://foreignpolicy.com/2009/10/09/can-the-world-
afford-a-middle-class/		
xxxii	eg	his	studies	‘Overdeveloped	Nations	and	‘Breakdown	of	Nations’.	Perhaps	the	best	set	of	green	books	about	
politics	specifically	are	those	by	William	Ophuls	(http://www.ophuls.org/William_Ophuls/Publications.html)	See	
also:	http://www.sunypress.edu/p-1386-environmentalism-and-political-.aspx		
xxxiii	http://www.newenglandhistoricalsociety.com/oldest-town-meeting-6-states/		
xxxiv	https://rewilding.org/rewildit/images/DemocracyOverpopulation.pdf		
xxxv	
http://www.thenational.scot/comment/14862975.Kevin_McKenna__Labour_ex_MPs_have_shown_their_true_col
ours_by_getting_into_bed_with_big_business/		
xxxvi	http://www.unlockdemocracy.org		
xxxvii	https://sandyirvineblog.wordpress.com/2017/11/28/regionalism-devolution-and-subsidiarity/		
xxxviii	There	are	still	plenty	of	people	who	remember	the	shortcomings	of	British	Rail	and	the	nationalised	utilities.	
The	East	Coast	railway	line	provides	a	better	contrast	between	well	managed	public	ownership	and	private	rail	
operators	often	dependent	on	even	bigger	subsidies	and	who	feed	any	profits	into	the	pockets	of	shareholders	
rather	than	improvements	to	their	operations.	See:	http://actionforrail.org/the-four-big-myths-of-uk-rail-
privatisation/		There	is	some	good	material	here:	http://www.christianwolmar.co.uk/articles/		
xxxix	Contrary	to	widespread	assumption	that	Labour	has	been	the	party	of	social	housing,	the	biggest	council	house	
building	programme	took	place	under	the	Tories	when	Harold	Macmillan	was	minister	of	housing.	However	



																																																																																																																																																																																		
quantity	came	at	the	expense	of	quality.	Later,	the	Parker	Morris	standards	had	to	be	introduced.	See:	
https://www.conservativehome.com/thetorydiary/2013/10/how-macmillan-built-300000-houses-a-year.html		
xl	https://www.theguardian.com/books/2010/may/15/britain-lost-cities-gavin-stamp	;	
https://books.google.co.uk/books/about/The_Rape_of_Britain.html?id=kq0bAQAAMAAJ&redir_esc=y;	
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/men/thinking-man/11092924/Why-is-Britain-so-terrible-at-domestic-
architecture.html	The	cult	of	modernity	was	epitomised	by	Britain’s	first	ever	chief	city	planner,	Wilfred	Burns	
(Newcastle),	whose	books	‘New	Towns	for	Old’	reflects	this	thinking.	It	can	be	seen	in	the	work	of	socialist	architect	
Le	Corbusier	too.	The	very	entertaining	autobiography	by	Alexei	Sayle	has	in	passing	some	telling	comments	on	the	
‘redevelopment’	of	Liverpool.	
xli	http://www.edwardgoldsmith.org/1076/the-ecology-of-health/?show=all;		
xlii	Thus,	non-diverse	‘unit	banking’	contributed	heavily	to	the	fragility	of	banks	in	Depression	Era	USA.	Basically	it	is	
mimicking	ecology	and	not	putting	too	many	eggs	in	just	one	basket	and	have	necessary	reserves	to	ensure	
resilience.	
xliii	Michael	Sandel	is	a	good	guide.	For	a	discussion,	see:	https://www.theguardian.com/books/2012/may/17/what-
money-cant-buy-michael-sandel-review	The	‘Left	positioning’	strategy,	noted	at	the	start	of	this	paper,	has	a	side	
effect	of	shutting	down	the	necessary	open-minded	discussion.	
xliv	see:	http://www.theguardian.com/books/2013/sep/04/blunders-government-king-crewe-review		
xlv	http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/fat-cat-thursday-2018_uk_5a4cf681e4b025f99e1f325e	More	generally:	
https://www.equalitytrust.org.uk/scale-economic-inequality-uk	and	https://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/9539	
Globally:	https://inequality.org/facts/global-inequality/		and	
https://www.theguardian.com/inequality/2017/dec/14/world-richest-increased-wealth-same-amount-as-poorest-
half		
xlvi	http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b00wck32		
xlvii	https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2015/jul/07/corporate-welfare-a-93bn-handshake	;	
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2015/jul/23/george-osborne-spend-more-than-ever-not-cutting-
cost-public-sector		
xlviii	eg	https://www.theguardian.com/business/2016/oct/17/management-consultants-cashing-in-austerity-public-
sector-cuts).		
xlix	On	global	changes,	see	http://www.reuters.com/middle-class-infographic		
l	https://www.taxjustice.net/faq/		
li	https://www.greenscissors.com		
lii	eg	http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/porritt-suspension-splits-greens-1378464.html?amp		
liii	https://www.greenparty.org.uk/news/2016/11/04/green-party-will-not-stand-in-richmond-park-by-election-to-
give-best-chance-of-beating-regressive-alliance/	See	also:	https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NgleOQsSbd8	and		
liv	There	is	some	useful	discussion	here:	http://www.counterpunch.org/search-
results/?cx=000357264939014560440%3Aicshsy4bfu0&ie=UTF-8&q=lesser+evil	Sadly,	the	lack	of	‘theory’	and	
rigorous	debate	inside	the	Green	Party	is	again	shown	up.	
lv	https://leftfootforward.org/2017/07/is-it-time-for-the-green-party-to-affiliate-to-labour/		
lvi	It	is	always	worth	re-reading	Gordon	Brown’s	Mansion	House	speeches,	not	least	this	one	in	the	year	in	which	the	
financial	system	began	to	almost	melt	down:	http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http:/www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk/2014.htm		
lvii	The	same	seems	true	in	the	USA	eg	https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2017/jan/16/how-barack-
obama-paved-way-donald-trump-racism	;	http://www.commondreams.org/views/2016/11/10/blame-neoliberals-
democrats-toxic-ideology-paved-way-trump	;	http://nationalinterest.org/feature/why-obamas-second-term-paved-
the-way-trumps-rise-18359?page=2	;	http://www.counterpunch.org/2017/01/27/game-over-for-democrats/	;	
http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/12/23/bad-narratives-going-forward-in-the-age-of-trump/		
lviii	In	theory,	the	party	was	NOT	committed	to	this	strategy	at	all,	but	to	an	“electoral	alliance	for	proportional	
representation.	In	practice	the	two	strategies	became	quite	blurred	and	during	the	General	Election	itself,	the	goal	
became	explicitly	‘anti-Tory’	(the	relevant	wording	was:	“(the)	objective	of	defeating	an	authoritarian	and	right-
wing	Conservative	Party”. 
lix	
http://www.greenhousethinktank.org/uploads/4/8/3/2/48324387/green_house_progressive_alliance_july_2016.p
df	and	https://www.compassonline.org.uk/what-is-the-progressive-alliance/		
lx	Distinctive	elements	include	concepts	such	as	steady-state	economics	and	post-growth,	appropriate	technology,	
human	scale,	bioregionalism	and	the	intrinsic	‘rights’	of	non-human	nature	eg	Patrick	Curry’s	‘Ecological	Ethics’,	
Andrew	Dobson’s	‘Green	Political	Thought’,	Robyn	Eckerley’s	‘Environmentalism	and	Political	Theory’,	Andrew	
McLaughlin’s	‘Regarding	Nature’,	William	Ophuls’	‘Sane	Polity’,	Jonathon	Porritt’s	‘Seeing	Green’,	and	Stan	Rowe’s	
‘Home	Place’	&	‘Earth	Alive’,	plus	Peter	Berg’s	essays	in	‘The	Biosphere	and	the	Bioregion’. 
lxi	
http://www.theecologist.org/News/news_analysis/2987663/in_the_corbyn_era_greens_must_move_from_socialis
m_to_ecologism.html		
lxii	https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2015/dec/08/caroline-lucas-steps-down-from-stop-the-war-coalition-role		
lxiii	http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cif-green/2009/sep/23/irish-green-party	



																																																																																																																																																																																		
lxiv	There	are	certainly	lessons	to	be	learned	from	the	disastrous	history	of	George	Galloway	and	the	Respect	Party	
as	well	as	the	ill-fated	Socialist	Alliance	at	the	start	of	the	2000s.	There	is	a	long	history	of	‘unity’	initiatives	leading	
to	crippling	disunity.	
lxv	I	am	including	here	both	short-term,	single-issue	campaigns	and	long	lasting	bodies	such	as	trade	unions,	tenants	
and	resident	associations,	user	groups	(eg	public	transport	users),	faith	groupings.	I	would	add	the	audiences	/	
platforms	provided	by	public	consultations	and	inquiries.	
lxvi	The	author	was	official	Green	Party	‘representor’	at	the	Newcastle-Gateshead	‘Core	Strategy’	inquiry.	Despite	
requests,	he	received	no	help	from	the	national	party,	only	from	a	handful	of	individuals	(2)	in	other	local	parties.	
The	national	party	website	and	‘Green	World’	generally	ignored	this	whole	issue,	one	which	is	(negatively)	
transforming	the	face	of	Britain,	with	only	one	or	two	exceptions	eg	http://www.greenworld.org.uk/article/better-
instead-more	To	be	fair,	things	improved	with	regards	to	the	Druridge	Bay	open	cast	mining	battle	where	then	
leader	Natalie	Bennett	made	a	number	of	effective	appearances,	though	perhaps	an	opportunity	was	missed	the	
subsequent	inquiry	which	coincided	with	the	start	of	the	General	Election	campaign.	
lxvii	https://www.plantbasednews.org/post/central-london-shut-down-as-thousands-take-to-streets-in-support-of-
fox-hunting-ban		
lxviii	By	‘others’,	a	wide	variety	of	organisations	is	implied,	from	the	struggles	of	abolitionists	and	suffragettes	to	
peace	campaigns	and	civil	rights	movements,	including,	of	course,	the	environmental	movement.		
lxix	This	was	evident	from	the	start:	“Conquer	nature,	relieve	man’s	estate”	(Francis	Bacon,	1561–1626)	and	"No	
bounds	have	been	fixed	to	the	improvement	of	the	human	race.	The	perfectibility	of	man	is	absolutely	infinite..."	
(Condorcet,	‘Sketch	for	a	Historical	Picture	of	the	Human	Mind’,	1794).	Whether	it	is	possible	now	to	win	back	the	
word	‘progress’	and	redefine	is	an	interesting	question.	Here	is	one	attempt:	"We	have	forgotten	how	to	be	good	
guests,	how	to	walk	lightly	on	the	earth	as	its	other	creatures	do…	Our	only	choice,	whatever	our	dogma,	is	to	
protect	the	Earth.	This	is	our	common	progress	or	our	common	ruin.	There	is	nothing	in	between"		(Barbara	Ward)	
lxx	See	Ronald	Wright's	'A	Short	History	of	Progress'	and:	https://public.wsu.edu/~susdev/Gowdy94.html.	There	
have	also	been	green	visions	that	cut	against	that	dominant	notion	of	progress	eg	
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/521b7c54e4b0e63c9a89da62/t/53e2ffd8e4b038bdcd546300/14073855603
44/Callenbach%2C+Ernest+-+Ecotopia.pdf.		
lxxi	An	excellent	short	guide	is	Ronald	Wright’s	‘Short	History	of	Progress’.	See	also	Christopher	Lasch’s		‘The	True	
and	Only	Heaven’	It	is	worth	digging	out	this	important	paper:	https://philpapers.org/rec/GOWPAE			
lxxii	https://www.bpa.gov/news/newsroom/Pages/BPA-celebrates-75th-anniversary-of-Woody-Guthries-Columbia-
River-songs.aspx	Such	celebrations	are	decidedly	anti-green	eg	https://www.internationalrivers.org/environmental-
impacts-of-dams	and	http://www.edwardgoldsmith.org/books/the-social-and-environmental-effects-of-large-
dams/		
lxxiii	Between	1935	and	1976	Social	Democratic	governments	forced	63,000	women	into	being	sterilized.	As	part	of	a	
eugenics	program	meant	to	weed	out	the	genetically	or	racially	”inferior,”	the	women	were	told	that	they	would	
lose	benefits	and	be	separated	from	their	living	children	if	they	refused.	Typically	the	women	were	poor,	learning	
disabled	or	people	with	non-Nordic	or	mixed	ethnic	backgrounds.	
The	Roma	were	prime	targets	of	this	persecution.		
lxxiv	For	a	case	study,	see:	http://www.trotskyana.net/GuestContributions/irvine_prophet.pdf	Interestingly	the	
Communist	Manifesto	came	out	in	the	same	year	that	John	Stuart	Mill	first	articulated	a	very	different	idea,	that	of	
the	steady-state	economy.		
lxxv	.	Indeed,	over	the	last	few	years,	Green	Party	PPBs	have	sometimes	been	little	more	than	jolly	japes,	devoid	of	
serious	political	content.	
lxxvi	eg	https://www.routledge.com/Human-Dependence-on-Nature-How-to-Help-Solve-the-Environmental-
Crisis/Washington-Ehrlich/p/book/9780415632584		
lxxvii	see,	for	example:	http://biophilosophy.	ca/Teaching/2070papers/crist.	pdf)	
lxxviii	See,	for	example;	https://books.google.co.	uk/books/about/Green_	Alternatives_to_Globalization.	
html?id=ufMEAQAAIAAJ	and	http:	//progressiveprotectionism.	com/wordpress/localization-a-	global-manifesto/).	
lxxix	See	https://www.marxists.org/archive/foot-paul/1968/xx/wilson.htm.	This	was	especially	true	of	the	‘Tribune	
Group’.	See:	https://www.marxists.org/archive/harman/1966/xx/tribune2.htm		
lxxx	http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/1377915/Free-trade-is-way-to-reduce-global-poverty-says-
Short.html	For	a	greener	approach,	see:	http://progressiveprotectionism.com/wordpress/localization-a-global-
manifesto/		
lxxxi	eg	location	of	such	construction	(ie	due	protection	of	green	spaces,	farmland	and	wildlife	habitat);	the	
orientation	and	design	of	each	building;	energy	and	water	efficiency	and	conservation;	use	of	recycled	building	
material;	trees	planting,	provision	of	bat	boxes	and	all	the	other	techniques	for	encouraging	urban	wildlife	in	built-
up	areas;	encouragement	of	on-site	recycling;	prior	planning	of	good	public	transport;	adaptability	for	older	age;	
mixed	age	dwellings…	See	also:	
http://www.greenhousethinktank.org/uploads/4/8/3/2/48324387/make_do_and_mend_inside2_small.pdf		
lxxxii	Hospitals	etc	have	a	big	land	take,	generate	large	amounts	of	road	traffic,	use	a	great	deal	of	energy	and	
produce	much	hazardous	waste.	
lxxxiii	See	http://www.greenhousethinktank.org/uploads/4/8/3/2/48324387/post-growth_public_services.pdf	See	
also:	http://www.oecd.org/health/healthcarecostsunsustainableinadvancedeconomieswithoutreform.htm		
lxxxiv	eg.	http://leftfootforward.org/…/an-open-letter-to-jeremy-corb…/)	
lxxxv	eg	https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kVUMjDi4t8c		



																																																																																																																																																																																		
lxxxvi	See:	http://www.newstatesman.com/…/no-jeremy-corbyn-not-antisemi….		
lxxxvii	https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2017/dec/09/what-would-it-take-for-labour-moderates-to-
revolt	That	authoritarianism	has	long	been	present	in	trade	unions	and	there	may	be	some	readers	who	have	had	
contact	with	another	species	of	petty	tyrants,	the	CIU	‘committee	man’.	More	seriously,	ever	since	the	‘Left	‘was	
born	(in	the	French	Revolution)	it	has	had	a	dark	side	as	in	the	‘noyades’	and	mass	guillotining	of	that	period.	
Although	this	study	is	somewhat	one-sided,	it	is	worth	reading	https://www.penguin.co.uk/books/55721/black-
mass/		
lxxxviii	Thus	in	the	North	East,	Labour	is	backing	open	cast	coal	mining,	big	new	road	schemes,	new	shopping	malls,	
and	plans	for	massive	urban	sprawl	(most	of	which	is	‘executive’	housing).	It	is	also	pushing	further	centralisation	of	
local	government	in	the	form	of	cabinets	and	combined	authorities.	The	role	of	the	ordinary	councillor	is	diminished	
accordingly.	In	a	number	of	areas	such	as	Haringey	and	Manchester,	Labour	is	favouring	luxury	apartment	
construction	with	a	de	facto	cleansing	of	poorer	residents.	
lxxxix	For	a	sample	critique,	see	https://www.academia.edu/13385467/Trotskys_Biggest_Blindspot		
xc	see	also	the	work	of	Judith	Shapiro	e.g.	https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/maos-war-against-
nature/deforestation-famine-and-utopian-urgency/52C9A5BBD3DBFB94AD45065A3A3B78CB		
xci	eg	:	http://www.theguardian.com/…/…/nov/27/ken-livingstone-labour		
xcii	Fortunately	there	are	some	good	histories	of	the	Labour	Party	that	demonstrate	the	need	for	due	caution	about	
what	Labour	actually	represents.	Mention	must	be	made	of	Ralph	Miliband’s	critique	(‘Parliamentary	Socialism’),	
plus	the	parallel	one	by	David	Coates.	Both	show	that	there	was	never	a	‘golden	age’	of	Labour,	contrary	to	
romantic	legend.	It	might	be	worth	noting	that	some	of	the	fiercest	critics	of	the	growing	environmental	movement	
were	leading	Labour	figures	such	as	Anthony	Crosland.	Martin	Pugh’s	‘Speak	for	the	People’	spotlights	how	tenuous	
Labour’s	links	to	the	actual	working	class	often	were.	Paul	Foot’s	‘Politics	of	Harold	Wilson’	is	still	well	worth	
reading,	not	least	for	the	light	it	sheds	on	the	Labour	Left.	Then	there	is	Michael	Crick’s	analysis	of	the	most	
successful	sect	inside	the	broad	Labour	Left,	with	the	eponymous	title	of	‘Militant’.	To	call	‘Militant’	(a	front	for	the	
RSL)	Neanderthal	would	be	a	great	insult	to	that	subspecies.	
xciii	http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/jeremy-corbyn-labour-student-loans-debt-manifesto-pledge-
amnesty-cancel-tuition-fees-a7856161.html	.	It	is	not	clear	how	the	cost	of	making	university	study	free	can	be	
reconciled	with	downsizing	to	a	one-planet	economy.	
xciv	Thus	Labour	has	its	own	Land	Tax	campaign	but	its	focus	seems	to	be	solely	the	release	of	more	land	for	
construction.	Compare	to	the	really	Green	approach	to	land	use	planning:	
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0169204616300482		
xcv	We	might	also	be	more	circumspect	about	‘left-wingers’	in	other	countries.	That	includes	the	likes	of	Bernie	
Sanders.	See	https://store.counterpunch.org/product/bernie-the-sandernistas/;	
http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/07/12/revolution-undermined-on-bernie-sanderss-endorsement-of-hillary-
clinton/	;	http://thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/presidential-races/289247-sanders-to-supporters-dont-go-greeen	
Syriza	was	much	lauded	in	sections	of	the	Green	Party	yet	there	is	little	that	is	really	green	about	its	programme	
which	is	essentially	technocratic	and	for	Keynesian-style	growth.	The	same	is	true	of	Podemos,	a	very	top-down	
body.	Its	politics	are	also	about	modernisation	and	a	democratising	of	the	Spanish	state.	Much	is	of	course	
worthwhile	but	it	scarcely	addresses	the	scale	and	urgency	of	the	ecocrisis.	
xcvi	https://www.holyrood.com/articles/news/new-oil-discovery-north-sea	).	
xcvii	https://corporatewatch.org/content/g8-report-scotland-plc-oil-and-energy-industry-scotland-1	
xcviii	http://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2014/feb/16/fish-farms-wild-scottish-salmon	
xcix	http://www.politics.co.uk/blogs/2014/09/15/the-right-wing-business-tycoons-behind-alex-salmond-s-indepe	
c	http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2015/03/4925/2).	
ci	http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2011/jul/01/scottish-government-nuclear-power-snp	
cii	
http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/13153530.__1bn_for_public_works_as_SNP_boosts_private_finance_schem
e/		but	also	note:	http://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2015/jul/27/scottish-government-rely-private-money-
public-projects-childrens-hospital-eu-rules-state-spending	
ciii	http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/scottish-land-reform-controversial-snp-plans-rejected-by-party-
members-for-not-being-radical-enough-a6697256.html.	C.f.	http://www.andywightman.com	
civ	https://www.postkeynesian.net/downloads/wpaper/PKWP1407.pdf		
cv	Plaid	Cymru	is	also	another	‘growthist’	party	eg	http://www2.partyof.wales/economi_economy,	though,	to	be	
fair,	some	of	its	policies	are	much	better	than	those	of	Labour	and	the	SNP.	Part	of	the	problem	can	be	seen	in	the	
(good)	noises	it	makes	about	climate	change	on	the	one	hand	and,	on	the	other,	its	commitment	to	road	expansion	
schemes	and	the	promotion	of	tourism	(most	of	which	is	car-based).	The	tidal	lagoon	schemes	it	endorses	are	not	
as	ecologically	friendly	as	PC	appears	to	think.	See,	for	example:	https://www.mineralandwasteplanning.co.uk/tidal-
lagoon-spurs-quarry-demand/industrial-minerals/article/1421777		
cvi	Some	of	our	party	political	broadcasts	in	particular	have	fallen	into	this	trap,	reducing	our	politics	to	a	cheap	
populism	that	merely	accused	other	parties	of	being	led	by	toffs	and	phonies.	Greens	ought	to	challenge	the	flawed	
view	that	the	problem	is	just	‘them’	–	greedy	capitalists,	even	greedier	bankers,	unresponsive	bureaucrats,	elitist	
professionals,	‘top-down’	planners	and	their	ilk.	Not	true!	
cvii	http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/england/manchester/7778110.stm		
cviii	This	model	might	have	its	flaws	but	it	is	still	far	better	than	the	99%-1%	one:	
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/magazine-34766169		



																																																																																																																																																																																		
cix	See,	for	example:	https://www.timeshighereducation.com/books/the-myth-of-digital-democracy/407101.article		
cx	http://www.ophuls.org/William_Ophuls/Publications.html.	
cxi	
https://books.google.co.uk/books?id=R0fiBwAAQBAJ&pg=PT50&lpg=PT50&dq=David+Ehrenfeld+quick+decisions&s
ource=bl&ots=l9NSSANKpi&sig=L9bN6dZ13a30iJn2UzoUXHS0iX4&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjds_rW_MzSAhUkLcA
KHZ96C4QQ6AEIGjAA#v=onepage&q=David%20Ehrenfeld%20quick%20decisions&f=false		
cxii	Here	are	two	little	examples	fro	my	neighbourhood.	One	was	a	petition	signed	by	most	resident	in	a	nearby	
street	to	cut	down	all	trees	on	the	grounds	that	leaves	get	trampled	into	their	houses	(sic).	The	biggest	mass	
meeting	in	the	area	in	recent	years	was	a	400-strong	‘town	hall’	type	event	in	which	most	people	present	
vehemently	demanded	the	dropping	of	pro-cycling	and	pro-bus	policies	the	council	had	been	set	to	implement.	
cxiii	http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/magazine/4432279.stm	and	http://www.msn.com/en-ie/cars/news/the-a-z-of-
celebrity-petrolheads/ss-BBkcKeB#image=9	;	https://www.theguardian.com/media/2015/mar/11/top-gear-bbc-
jeremy-clarkson	;		
cxiv	Two	bizarre	examples:	http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2015/04/23/fatberg-london-sewer_n_7125878.html	
and	http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/part-of-paris-bridge-collapses-under-weight-of-love-locks-
left-by-tourists-9512594.html	.	Other	examples	range	from	pollution	of	(open	access)	air	and	water	to	traffic	
congestion	on	open	highway	and	destruction	of	migratory	wildlife.	
cxv	Of	course,	some	set	of	‘actors’	are	also	excluded:	those	with	insufficient	purchasing	power	and	those	not	present	
to	‘bid’,	both	future	generations	and	non-human	species	
cxvi	A	well	defined	regulation	can	be	simple	and	straightforward	eg	https://www.alumniportal-
deutschland.org/en/germany/eating-drinking/german-beer-purity-law/	Contrary	to	popular	mythology,	the	real	
problem	with	the	‘nanny	state’	is	that	it	is	looking	after	the	needs	of	the	few	over	the	many	eg	
https://deanbaker.net/books/the-conservative-nanny-state.htm	;	
http://www.lindamcquaig.com/TheTroubleWithBillionaires/index.cfm	and	http://www.corporate-welfare-
watch.org.uk/wp/		
cxvii	As	the	introduction	to	a	book	on	permaculture	put	it,	“if	we	care	for	people,	we	care	for	the	planet”.	
cxviii	eg	http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/generalelection/general-election-2015-green-party-
accused-of-ignoring-climate-change-during-campaign-10196706.html	This	one-sided	focus	on	problems	inside	
human	society	had	been	seen	during	the	previous	General	Election	in	2010	General	Election.	The	Green	Party’s	
main	campaign	issues	then	were:	‘Jobs’;	‘Alternatives	to	public	service	cuts’;	and	‘Protecting	and	Improving	the	
NHS’.	Other	issues	felt	worthy	of	stress	were	the	party’s	policies	on	‘Maternity	and	Dental	Health’.	The	Election	
Manifesto	itself	put	the	environment	on	p33.	
cxix	Cf	http://assets.wwf.org.uk/downloads/counting_consumption.pdf		It	might	be	noted	that	the	only	country	to	
date	to	come	close	the	(modest)	IPCC	targets	for	carbon	emission	reductions	was	Russia	during	the	period	of	
austerity	after	the	collapse	of	Communism.	On	the	scale	of	the	challenge	and	the	impossibility	of	maintaining	
anything	like	the	dominant	lifestyle	in	countries	such	as	the	UK,	see	also:	
http://socialsciences.arts.unsw.edu.au/tsw/IPCCRE.html	
cxx	‘Civil	society’	implies	that	those	outside	such	ranks	are	not	valid	members	of	society,	a	rather	totalitarian	
perspective.	Examples	of	this	focus	on	such	a	movement	include:	http://www.thecornerhouse.org.uk/about/why-
we-do-what-we-do;	http://www.cidse.org/newsroom/civil-society-proposals-to-european-leaders-at-the-eu-celac-
summit-1.html;	https://www.thegef.org/partners/csos	;	and	http://thinkbrigade.org/rio20/civil-society-groups-
mobilise-in-rio/index.html		
cxxi	See	http://www.redd-monitor.org/2012/05/29/wwf-scandal-part-4-the-dark-side-of-the-panda/		
cxxii	https://acorn.caci.co.uk/downloads/Acorn-User-guide.pdf		
cxxiii	Let	me	give	a	personal	example.	Since	an	operation	for	serious	cancer	a	few	years	ago,	I’ve	been	regularly	
invited	to	‘ex-cancer	patient’	socials.	I've	never	been.	I’d	been	‘lucky’	and,	though	there	were	some	long-term	post-
surgery	side	effects	I	wanted	to	focus	on	other	things.	Having	had	cancer	was	not	part	of	‘me'.	Yet	many	other	
people	see	their	medical	condition	as	their	fundamental	‘identity’,	governing	all	else.	There	are	some	amazing	
examples	in	Barbara	Ehrenreich’s	brilliant	critique	‘Smile	or	Die’).	
cxxiv	http://www.people-press.org/2011/05/04/about-the-political-typology/	
cxxv	http://documents.campaignstrategy.org/uploads/maslow_groups_coms_guidelines.pdf		
cxxvi	https://www.theguardian.com/careers/careers-blog/power-of-herd-networking-harry-freedman		
cxxvii	http://www.thepoliticalbrain.com/videos.php		
cxxviii	Peter	Oborne	is	typical	of	a	generation	of	commentators	who	dine	out	on	the	thesis	of	the	hopeless	bankruptcy	
of	a	political	class	eg	https://www.theguardian.com/books/2007/sep/30/politics		
cxxix	Often	people	from	identical	backgrounds	have	been	on	different	sides	of	the	'barricades',	eg	father	against	son,	
brother	against	brother…	Many	revolutionary	leaders	have	gone	against	their	original	(comparatively	well-heeled)	
identities	(Marx,	Prince	Kropotkin,	Lenin,	Trotsky,	Mao,	Guevara	…).	The	notion	that	politics	is	driven	by	class	
struggle	is	particularly	misleading.	Most	conflicts	have	split	different	social	groups	down	the	middle,	often	dividing	
members	of	the	same	family	against	each	other.	In	the	Reformation,	for	example,	the	same	‘bourgeois’	social	strata	
turned	Protestant	in	some	cases	but	remained	loyal	to	Catholicism	in	others.	In	any	case,	the	crude	class	categories	
scarcely	do	justice	to	the	complex	social	groupings	and	relationships,	let	alone	their	ideologies	and	goals.	Many	
struggles	have	profoundly	regional	characteristics,	independent	of	economics	and	social	class	(eg	Revolutionary	
France	and	American	War	of	Independence).	In	the	UK,	the	so-called	‘ragged	trousered	philanthropist/	‘angels	in	
marble’	phenomenon	saw	large	numbers	of	working	class	people	supporting	the	Tories.	Religion	routinely	creates	



																																																																																																																																																																																		
its	own	dynamics	(Northern	Ireland	and	Clydeside	in	the	UK	and	abroad	areas	such	and	southern	state	of	USA,	
Poland,	Middle	East,	South	Asia,	etc).	Furthermore,	there	are	plenty	of	examples	of	class	societies,	especially	‘caste	
systems’,	remaining	fairly	stable	for	hundreds	of	years,	contrary	to	the	Marxist	idea	that	‘contradictions’	would	
cause	them	to	fissure.	
cxxx	eg	https://www.tcfrank.com/books/whats-the-matter-with-kansas/		
cxxxi	The	poor	giving	disproportionately	more	to	charity	is	but	one	small	instance.	A	famous	case	is	the	support	of	
British	textile	workers	for	the	Union	side	in	the	American	Civil	War	when	‘economics’	should	have	dictated	that	they	
back	the	Confederacy.	
cxxxii	https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/e/9781134504091	The	first	march	I	ever	attended	was	not	about	a	local	
issue	but	the	then	war	in	Vietnam	on	the	other	side	of	the	world.	
cxxxiii	This	seems	to	be	a	flaw	in	the	little	surveys	often	used	as	part	of	the	‘Target	to	Win’	Strategy.	Local	voters	are	
asked	what	they	think	and	then	we	simply	position	ourselves	to	reflect	those	perceptions.		
cxxxiv	Eg	http://www.independent.co.uk/voices/comment/election-2015-the-green-party-can-create-a-humane-
society-that-supports-everyones-needs-10232012.html	(paragraph	nine	in	particular).	See	also:	
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/jan/10/migrants-are-not-to-blame-for-britains-problems	and	
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/eu-referendum-caroline-lucas-immigration-benefits-remain-
leave-brexit-live-debate-bbc-a7094211.html		
cxxxv	eg	https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/mcquails-mass-communication-theory/book234219	and	
https://www.pearsonhighered.com/program/Lowery-Milestones-in-Mass-Communication-Research-3rd-
Edition/PGM179689.html		
cxxxvi	We	would	do	well	to	pay	attention	to	the	wise	words	of	thinkers	such	as	Neil	Postman	(http://neilpostman.org	
)	
cxxxvii	https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2017/jan/01/bbc-planet-earth-not-help-natural-world		
cxxxviii	http://www.growthbiasbusted.org		
cxxxix	Veteran	Guardian	environmental	reporter	John	Vidal	once	told	me	that,	in	his	experience,	many	Greens	simply	
do	not	know	how	the	media	operate	and	have	to	operate	(production	schedules,	submission	of	easily	usable	
material,	reliability,	clear	means	of	contact	etc.)	
cxl	https://www.marxists.org/archive/gramsci/intro.htm	See	final	paragraph	in	particular.	See	also:	
https://www.powercube.net/other-forms-of-power/gramsci-and-hegemony/		
cxli	http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/Mont_Pelerin_Society		
cxlii	eg	http://www.execreview.com/2017/03/cranking-up-how-brexit-is-putting-pressure-on-the-uk-car-industry/		
cxliii	eg	https://casw.org/sites/default/files/CASWNewHorizonsPinker10-16-2011.pdf	His	analysis	of	hunter-gatherer	
and	tribal	societies	has,	however,	been	widely	questioned,	not	least	exaggeration	of	the	violence	therein.		
cxliv	http://www.historic-uk.com/CultureUK/The-Lunar-Society/		
cxlv	Many	good	examples	are	collected	in	the	endnotes	to	this	excellent	book:	http://www.journeytothefuture.ca	
and	http://www.journeytothefuture.ca/book/endnotes/		
cxlvi	Propaganda	is	about	getting	lots	of	ideas	to	comparatively	small	circles	of	people.	Agitation	is	more	about	
getting	just	a	few,	simple	ideas	to	lots	of	people	.	Examples	of	the	latter	include	the	Bolsheviks’	“Peace,	Bread,	
Land!”	(1917)	and	Labour’s		“Win	the	Peace	for	the	People”	(1945).	See:	
https://books.google.co.uk/books?id=ta4QAAAAQBAJ&pg=PA33&lpg=PA33&dq=best+agitational+slogans+in+histor
y&source=bl&ots=EgrTBs2cIe&sig=8Y9bTZ-
obzkRUVuGs5ZkNtugZOw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjXpoG1kMDSAhXGB8AKHcnYAOMQ6AEILzAD#v=onepage&q
=best%20agitational%20slogans%20in%20history&f=false		
cxlvii	eg	http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/09/17/AR2006091700401.html	More	
broadly,	see	http://www.apadivisions.org/division-39/publications/reviews/political.aspx		
cxlviii	http://inthesetimes.com/working/entry/18386/joe-hill-labor-music-execution	,	
http://www.independent.co.uk/arts-entertainment/music/features/loved-the-music-hated-the-bigots-
7138621.html	,	https://www.wcml.org.uk/our-collections/creativity-and-culture/drama-and-literature/political-
theatre-in-britain-19281986/		
cxlix	https://clarioncc.org/about-the-national-clarion/history/		
cl	http://communicationtheory.org/two-step-flow-theory-2/		
cli	http://www.greenhousethinktank.org	See	also	quality	research	and	writing	such	as	https://corporatewatch.org,	
http://www.counterpunch.org/2017/03/03/progressive-and-neoliberal-evasions-in-the-era-of-trump-what-the-
inequality-data-show/	;	http://www.postcarbon.org/pcr/	;	http://www.steadystate.org	;	
https://www.peakprosperity.com/crashcourse	;	http://www.resilience.org	;	http://simplicityinstitute.org	;	
http://www.growthbiasbusted.org	.There	are	visual	equivalents	eg	
https://www.slideshare.net/GuyDauncey/presentations		
clii	eg	http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09644019608414302?journalCode=fenp20		
cliii	Various	Guardian	columnists,	notably	George	Monbiot	and	Paul	Mason	often	argue	on	these	lines.	Mason	lays	
quite	unwarranted	emphasis	on	the	positive	potential	of	the	Internet	and	social	media,	a	view	forcefully	
contradicted	by	critics	such	as	Andrew	Keen,	Evgeny	Morozov,	Geert	Lovinck,	David	Shenk,	and	Clifford	Stoll.	
cliv	The	rise	of	‘clicktivism’	is	part	of	this	‘movement’	tendency.	However,	its	value	should	not	be	exaggerated.	
Indeed	it	could	be	read	as	an	expression	of	an	atomised	society	in	which	individuals	just	sit	there	clicking	away	at	
their	computers	but	resisting	more	direct	engagement	in	political	and	indeed	much	social	activity.	The	significance	
of	‘citizen	journalism’	too	is	much	hyped,	despite	its	own	very	real	limitations.	Any	strategy	strongly	based	around	



																																																																																																																																																																																		
social	media	must	be	resisted.	For	background	analysis,	see,	for	example:	Evgeny	Morozov’s	‘To	Save	Everything,	
Click	Here’,	Andrew	Keen’s	‘The	Cult	of	the	Amateur’,	Geert	Lovinck’s	‘Networks	Without	a	Cause	and	Matthew	
Hindman’s	‘Myth	of	Digital	Democracy’.	See	also:	
http://www.culturechange.org/cms/content/view/468/66/;http://www.technologyreview.com/news/415337/can-
you-trust-crowd-wisdom/;	
http://readwrite.com/2009/09/17/the_dirty_little_secret_about_the_wisdom_of_the_crowds#awesm=~oI0PW8TL
8G8hSH;	http://www.corbettreport.com/the-twitter-revolution-myth/	
clv	That	‘doom’	might	be	deemed	to	be	inherent	ie	part	of	the	very	nature	of	parties	(as	voiced	by	critics	such	as	
Robert	Michel	and	his	‘iron	law	of	oligarchy’)	or	the	consequence	of	a	game	rigged	against	small	parties	(eg	biased	
electoral	systems,	hostile	media,	role	of	people	such	as	the	Koch	brothers	in	bankrolling	establishment	parties.	
There	is	more	truth	in	the	latter	fears	eg	https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2016/jan/17/dark-money-review-
nazi-oil-the-koch-brothers-and-a-rightwing-revolution		
clvi	This	story	is	told	in	Dillow	(2007).	It	actually	has	much	longer	roots	in	the	field	of	‘environmental	management’.	
See	Hays	(1999).	It	also	has	some	connections	to	‘Taylorism’,	the	faith	that	it	is	all	a	matter	of	measurement,	
prediction	and	control.	Its	consequences	in	terms	of	the	working	environment	were	dissected	in	Labour	and	
Monopoly	Capitalism:	The	Degradation	of	Work	in	the	Twentieth	Century	(Harry	Braverman,	reprinted	1999).	Recent	
changes	in	the	world	of	work	are	analysed	in	The	Corrosion	of	Character:	Personal	Consequences	of	Work	in	the	New	
Capitalism	(Richard	Sennett,	1999).	
clvii	See	Boyle	(2001),	Midgeley	(1992),	Ravetz	(1989)	and	a	true	‘oldie	but	goldie’	Schwartz	(1971),	‘Overskill’.	There	
is	a	very	good	critique	of	the	limits	of	one-dimensional	expertise	here:	
http://ucl.academia.edu/NicholasMaxwell/Papers/459090/Science_Reason_Knowledge_and_Wisdom_A_Critique_
of_Specialism	
clviii	On	a	street	near	my	house,	there	was	a	petition,	signed	by	most	residents	there,	to	the	council	demanding	that	
all	trees	there	be	cut	down	since	they	shed	leaves	in	the	autumn	and	the	said	leaves	were	being	taken	via	shoes	
into	houses	and	damaging	carpets	therein!	
clix	A	typical	example	is	the	person	who	thinks	about	nothing	but	short-term	advantage	of	being	able	to	drive	and	
park	as	quickly	and	as	conveniently	as	possible.	A	proposed	bus	red	route	in	my	area	attracted	400	people	to	a	
‘town	hall’	type	meeting.	The	main	objection	was	the	loss	of	a	few	car	parking	spaces,	followed	by	concern	that	car	
journeys	might	be	slower.	


