Ten Key Values of the Green Party & Commentary

At the Green Party Convention in Denver, Colorado, in June, 2000, the Green Party ratified the following statement of its Ten Key Values. After the full statement I go through the original statement [in brackets] commenting on my own position regarding each sentence so that you can judge how consistent my views are with those of the party as a whole. 

Ten Key Values of the Green Party
As originally ratified at the Green Party Convention in Denver, CO, June 2000.

1. GRASSROOTS DEMOCRACY
Every human being deserves a say in the decisions that affect their lives 
and not be subject to the will of another. Therefore, we will work to 
increase public participation at every level of government and to ensure 
that our public representatives are fully accountable to the people who 
elect them. We will also work to create new types of political organizations 
which expand the process of participatory democracy by directly including 
citizens in the decision-making process.

2. SOCIAL JUSTICE AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY
All persons should have the rights and opportunity to benefit equally from 
the resources afforded us by society and the environment. We must 
consciously confront in ourselves, our organizations, and society at large, 
barriers such as racism and class oppression, sexism and homophobia, ageism 
and disability, which act to deny fair treatment and equal justice under the 
law.

3. ECOLOGICAL WISDOM
Human societies must operate with the understanding that we are part of 
nature, not separate from nature.  We must maintain an ecological balance 
and live within the ecological and resource limits of our communities and 
our planet. We support a sustainable society which utilizes resources in 
such a way that future generations will benefit and not suffer from the 
practices of our generation. To this end we must practice agriculture which 
replenishes the soil; move to an energy efficient economy; and live in ways 
that respect the integrity of natural systems.

4. NON-VIOLENCE
It is essential that we develop effective alternatives to society’s current 
patterns of violence. We will work to demilitarize, and eliminate weapons of 
mass destruction, without being naive about the intentions of other 
governments.  We recognize the need for self-defense and the defense of 
others who are in helpless situations. We promote non-violent methods to 
oppose practices and policies with which we disagree, and will guide our 
actions toward lasting personal, community and global peace.

5. DECENTRALIZATION
Centralization of wealth and power contributes to social and economic 
injustice, environmental destruction, and militarization. Therefore, we 
support a restructuring of social, political and economic institutions away 
from a system which is controlled by and mostly benefits the powerful few, 
to a democratic, less bureaucratic system. Decision-making should, as much 
as possible, remain at the individual and local level, while assuring that 
civil rights are protected for all citizens.

6. COMMUNITY-BASED ECONOMICS AND ECONOMIC JUSTICE
We recognize it is essential to create a vibrant and sustainable economic 
system, one that can create jobs and provide a decent standard of living for 
all people while maintaining a healthy ecological balance. A successful 
economic system will offer meaningful work with dignity, while paying a 
“living wage” which reflects the real value of a person’s work.

Local communities must look to economic development that assures protection 
of the environment and workers’ rights; broad citizen participation in 
planning; and enhancement of our “quality of life.” We support independently 
owned and operated companies which are socially responsible, as well as 
co-operatives and public enterprises that distribute resources and control 
to more people through democratic participation.

7. FEMINISM AND GENDER EQUITY
We have inherited a social system based on male domination of politics and 
economics. We call for the replacement of the cultural ethics of domination 
and control with more cooperative ways of interacting that respect 
differences of opinion and gender. Human values such as equity between the 
sexes, interpersonal responsibility, and honesty must be developed with 
moral conscience. We should remember that the process that determines our 
decisions and actions is just as important as achieving the outcome we want.

8. RESPECT FOR DIVERSITY
We believe it is important to value cultural, ethnic, racial, sexual, 
religious and spiritual diversity, and to promote the development of 
respectful relationships across these lines.

We believe that the many diverse elements of society should be reflected in 
our organizations and decision-making bodies, and we support the leadership 
of people who have been traditionally closed out of leadership roles. We 
acknowledge and encourage respect for other life forms than our own and the 
preservation of biodiversity.

9. PERSONAL AND GLOBAL RESPONSIBILITY
We encourage individuals to act to improve their personal well-being and, at 
the same time, to enhance ecological balance and social harmony. We seek to 
join with people and organizations around the world to foster peace, 
economic justice, and the health of the planet.

10. FUTURE FOCUS AND SUSTAINABILITY
Our actions and policies should be motivated by long-term goals. We seek to 
protect valuable natural resources, safely disposing of or “unmaking” all 
waste we create, while developing a sustainable economics that does not 
depend on continual expansion for survival. We must counterbalance the drive 
for short-term profits by assuring that economic development, new 
technologies, and fiscal policies are responsible to future generations who 
will inherit the results of our actions.

RESTATEMENT WITH DUFFEE’S COMMENTARY  

1. GRASSROOTS DEMOCRACY
[”Every human being deserves a say in the decisions that affect their lives 
and not be subject to the will of another.”] 

This is naively stated. We are all subject to the wills of others. The point is to make us as politically equal as possible. The primary obstacles to our political equality are our economic inequality and our social inequality, secondarily inequalities of gender, health, ability, strength, age, and interest. 

[Therefore, we will work to increase public participation at every level of government and to ensure that our public representatives are fully accountable to the people who elect them. We will also work to create new types of political organizations which expand the process of participatory democracy by directly including citizens in the decision-making process.]



I assume this means at least advocating referenda, campaign finance reform, and proportional representation, all of which I favor. I would add that failure to enact proportional representation has guaranteed that large minorities never have their views represented. This results in the government’s continually forcing a large part of the population to violate their personal ethics.


2. SOCIAL JUSTICE AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY
[“All persons should have the rights and opportunity to benefit equally from 
the resources afforded us by society and the environment.”]

This is naively stated. Equal opportunity does not exist without equality of circumstance, and the primary inequality of circumstance is unequal ownership. Most of the environment of the US, for that matter, is privately owned, and even most of what is publicly owned, such as national forests, is subject to some private property rights. “To benefit equally from the resources afforded us by society and the environment” cannot be thought about without redistributing property rights.  

[“We must consciously confront in ourselves, our organizations, and society at large, barriers such as racism and class oppression, sexism and homophobia, ageism and disability, which act to deny fair treatment and equal justice under the law.”]



This makes it sound as if the obstacles were subjective, as if they were problems only of attitude or social power. That’s false. Most of these things function through institutions and will not change until the institutions are changed. To act on these, we’re obligated to change the institutions, which means changing institutions related to property ownership. For instance, schools cannot be further desegregated without desegregating housing, which cannot be desegregated until one can buy property anywhere without regard to income. So long as that is impossible, the quality of public education depends on property valuation, so the public education system is used to deliver better education for the rich than for the poor. Income tax, not property tax, should be the basis for educational funding. 


3. ECOLOGICAL WISDOM
[“Human societies must operate with the understanding that we are part of 
nature, not separate from nature.  We must maintain an ecological balance 
and live within the ecological and resource limits of our communities and 
our planet. We support a sustainable society which utilizes resources in 
such a way that future generations will benefit and not suffer from the 
practices of our generation. To this end we must practice agriculture which 
replenishes the soil; move to an energy efficient economy; and live in ways 
that respect the integrity of natural systems.”]



This fails to state that current practice is unsustainable, so it is not a matter of maintaining a balance, but of creating and re-creating one. Current levels of consumption in the US must be reduced because, even if they are held steady, there is and should be no way to prevent the impoverished majority of the world from trying to approach equality with us, and the net increase will be even more unsustainable than what we have now. Right now, for instance, the average American consumes 80 times as much energy as the average Indian. The hypocrisy of trying to tell India to stop in its tracks is mind-boggling. We should be negotiating decreases in our consumption, particularly of energy. The primary obstacle here is Bush I’s position: “The American way of life is not negotiable.” If it isn’t, we’re all dead.


4. NON-VIOLENCE
[“It is essential that we develop effective alternatives to society’s current 
patterns of violence. We will work to demilitarize, and eliminate weapons of 
mass destruction, without being naive about the intentions of other 
governments.  We recognize the need for self-defense and the defense of 
others who are in helpless situations. We promote non-violent methods to 
oppose practices and policies with which we disagree, and will guide our 
actions toward lasting personal, community and global peace.”]



It is impossible to make sense of law or politics without the thesis that the state is a monopoly of force. Consequently the problem of reducing the violence of the state, internally or externally, is quite different from the problem of reducing or eliminating one’s own proclivities for violence. So little has been done to attempt to civilize the state since 1941 that, though there are many obvious means of reducing state violence, we have little idea we can succeed. 

The primary available means of international peace are treaties, human rights conventions, and international organizations, so we should be signing, ratifying, observing, enforcing, and strengthening them instead of limiting, marginalizing, and subverting them, as we are now. Nationally we can take many kinds of steps, like reducing (or eliminating) military spending, spending the military’s research and development budget solely on non-lethal weaponry, banning arms sales, converting military industry to civilian use, getting rid of stockpiles of chemical, bacteriological, and nuclear weapons. We can require the teaching of peace studies in public schools, create a Secretary of Peace, close the 725 military bases we have around the world, ban covert actions by the CIA or simply shut the agency and its surrogates down.      

5. DECENTRALIZATION
[“Centralization of wealth and power contributes to social and economic 
injustice, environmental destruction, and militarization. Therefore, we 
support a restructuring of social, political and economic institutions away 
from a system which is controlled by and mostly benefits the powerful few, 
to a democratic, less bureaucratic system. Decision-making should, as much 
as possible, remain at the individual and local level, while assuring that 
civil rights are protected for all citizens.”]

Our present level of centralization is the result of conscious empire-building going back to 1791 but enormously escalated since 1941. The imperial capacity of our country appears nowhere in the Declaration of Independence and is not even visible in the Constitution which, for instance, would never give one the idea that the president could acquire the power to destroy the world—

and could even delegate it. When, to become citizens, we or our ancestors pledged ourselves to uphold the constitution, none of us believed we were signing on to empire.


Just as the US will not allow its actions to be vetoed by Russia or China, no large country will allow itself to be outvoted by Vanuatu and Tonga. Democracy is not possible on a world level so long as states as powerful as the major nuclear powers exist. They should follow the example of the USSR and dissolve themselves into smaller units at the same time that the microstates should combine into federations. The veto power of the 5 primary nuclear terror states should be abolished and real power shifted to the UN General Assembly, where voting should be made proportionate to population. 


I favor holding periodic popular referenda to see whether citizens of  Connecticut—and any other states—desire to secede from the Union. I hope that as Americans become more knowledgeable of and honest about our relationships with the rest of the world, we will come to see that it is better to seek equality with other nations than dominance, and that, to accomplish this, it is good to dismember large countries and amalgamate small ones. If Connecticut becomes an independent nation, decentralization of power within the state becomes a more manageable problem, and any informed and democratic citizenry should desire decentralization.     


6. COMMUNITY-BASED ECONOMICS AND ECONOMIC JUSTICE
[“We recognize it is essential to create a vibrant and sustainable economic 
system, one that can create jobs and provide a decent standard of living for 
all people while maintaining a healthy ecological balance. A successful 
economic system will offer meaningful work with dignity, while paying a 
“living wage” which reflects the real value of a person’s work.”]


Sorry, a “living wage” is not the same thing as “the real value of a person’s work.” The real value of a person’s work is the wage plus the surplus value. For most workers, this is FAR more than what is called a “living wage” because it includes the value that now goes to profit and rent. On the other hand, a large portion of the population—the young, the elderly, the disabled—cannot survive on the real value of their current work and must be provided for from somebody else’s labor.


It is obvious that the current system is inequitable. But to get a more equitable system, you have to go in one of two opposite directions: either surplus value must accrue to the community or state, or a minimal state must be created with the primary goal of insuring only that it does not accrue to exploiters. I agree to making exploitation illegal. But behind that loom gigantic problems about which the Green Party has no consensus at all. The general sentiment seems to be vaguely social democratic, which I agree is better than what we’ve got. ALL European nations, Canada, and Japan have better economic systems than we have, and I’d gladly adopt any of their economic policies in preference to our own. The goal should always be to reduce the distance between the rich and the poor, as registered by the Gini coefficient. 

[“Local communities must look to economic development that assures protection 
of the environment and workers’ rights; broad citizen participation in 
planning; and enhancement of our “quality of life.” We support independently 
owned and operated companies which are socially responsible, as well as 
co-operatives and public enterprises that distribute resources and control 
to more people through democratic participation.”]

That’s fine with me, but it doesn’t give much of a clue about how to legislate. A congressman’s job is legislation. I’m for legislating to revoke the charters of corporations like tobacco companies and Enron that have lied to congress, ones that give gigantic stock options to CEO’s in order to circumvent Clinton’s $1 million cap on executive salaries, ones the violate US law OR the laws of other countries they operate in, and ones that move their operations to other countries in order to be able to do things they cannot legally do in the US. I’m for nationalizing pharmaceutical industries and hospitals. 

7. FEMINISM AND GENDER EQUITY
[”We have inherited a social system based on male domination of politics and 
economics. We call for the replacement of the cultural ethics of domination 
and control with more cooperative ways of interacting that respect 
differences of opinion and gender. Human values such as equity between the 
sexes, interpersonal responsibility, and honesty must be developed with 
moral conscience. We should remember that the process that determines our 
decisions and actions is just as important as achieving the outcome we want.”]

This aspect of the Green position is almost entirely that of a social movement. Politics should not be amoral, let alone immoral, but it does not ask the question, “What is it moral to do?”; instead it asks, “What is it moral to compel people to do?” for any law that does not ultimately have the threat of state force behind it is an illusion. The problem for me is “How can this be legislated?” It seems to me that this statement intends something about procedural legislation, but I don’t know what. And in terms of legislation, I doubt that the identification of feminism and equity is helpful because the inequity of the American system has far more to do with exclusive property rights.  


8. RESPECT FOR DIVERSITY
[“We believe it is important to value cultural, ethnic, racial, sexual, 
religious and spiritual diversity, and to promote the development of 
respectful relationships across these lines.”]

The first clause is equivocal because the meaning of “value” is ambiguous. Identity politics and civil rights are not the same thing. When I say I value diversity, what am I saying? That I want you to be different from me? Or that I want to be different from you? The first may demand tolerance from me, but the second does not; it demands tolerance from you. And both may just as much constitute rejection as toleration. Second, asking tolerance of a member of a dominant group has very different implications from asking it of a member of a subordinate group. Third, the fallacies of division and composition are always relevant. Fourth, identity politics seems to me to be a compromise measure by which those with economic and political privilege are able to claim to have delivered equality by purely social measures that don’t endanger their entrenched privilege. 

The second clause seems clearer though it inherits the ambiguity of the nature, necessity, and justifiability of the “lines.”
[”We believe that the many diverse elements of society should be reflected in 
our organizations and decision-making bodies, and we support the leadership 
of people who have been traditionally closed out of leadership roles.”]

This looks like affirmative action. I favor it in far stronger forms than the US has.

[“We acknowledge and encourage respect for other life forms than our own and the preservation of biodiversity.”]

Do trees have standing? Should whales and chimps vote? All right with me, but how do you do it without making some human their plenipotentiary and giving that person extraordinary powers? 

9. PERSONAL AND GLOBAL RESPONSIBILITY
[“We encourage individuals to act to improve their personal well-being and, at 
the same time, to enhance ecological balance and social harmony. We seek to 
join with people and organizations around the world to foster peace, 
economic justice, and the health of the planet.”]

Fine with me. I’m willing to give power to the World Social Forum or Jubilee South. The basic relevant principle is The Law of Diminishing Returns, and the mathematics of it is Sen and Anand’s formula for the Gross Domestic Product Index. It has clearer and larger implications than people think. 


10. FUTURE FOCUS AND SUSTAINABILITY
[“Our actions and policies should be motivated by long-term goals. We seek to 
protect valuable natural resources, safely disposing of or “unmaking” all 
waste we create, while developing a sustainable economics that does not 
depend on continual expansion for survival. We must counterbalance the drive 
for short-term profits by assuring that economic development, new 
technologies, and fiscal policies are responsible to future generations who 
will inherit the results of our actions.”]

We must cut back consumption drastically to survive. Even if we reverse the policies of the last 25 years, if we simultaneously try to freeze our current consumption and prevent escalation of the Greenhouse Effect (and the ozone hole and acid rain) and loss of diversity, we will either quickly fail at all the environmental goals or find ourselves at war with countries that NEED to increase their energy consumption to increase the life expectancy of their citizens.  
