
 

15 

 
 

TOWARDS A GREEN EUROPE, 
TOWARDS A GREEN WORLD 

 
Many, many years from now, when the telling of history is 

told, people will hear about the 1980s. A fragile era where a 
hydra of tensions and conflicts threatened the survival of the 
planet--where terrorists menaced the innocent, racial and 
religious wars overtook great countries, and children became 
armed militia. . . . The time was also marked by an uprising of the 
human spirit--founded on peoples' faith that within them was a 
vast reservoir of good. 

People knew . . . they could be trusted with Peace. 
 

        Carl Rogers 
 
 

Dear Friends in the International Green Movement 
and in the International Green Parties! 

 
I would like to thank the Green Party of Sweden for having 

invited me, together with Jakob von Uexkull, to speak at this 
closing session. 
 

I was only able to arrive last evening in Stockholm because 
of a family reunion we celebrated in Germany.  I hope this first 
International Green Congress has been a valuable and 
constructive one.  I can think of no better place to have an 
International Green Congress than in a neutral, nonaligned 
country like Sweden,  especially at a time when some  prominent 
 
__________ 
Closing speech at the International Green Congress, Stockholm, Sweden, 
August 30, 1987. 
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Green members in the Green Party of the Federal Republic of 
Germany are trying to convince us that we must accept NATO 
membership, arguing that the Green position on nonalignment 
leads us into "a nation-state and nationalist" way of thinking. 
 

I think the line of tactical thinking and argument, that we 
should abandon our platform on "nonalignment" and "active 
neutrality" as a concrete Green goal, is wrong and very 
destructive.  To me, the Green parties and movements in West 
and East, North and South, must give new life and new 
commitment to the debate on nonalignment and active neutrality 
in Europe and elsewhere.  Neutrality is not an end in itself but is 
an instrument for active peace policy.  In my opinion Green 
parties and movements who must work in countries belonging to 
military alliances must keep nonalignment clearly and 
courageously in their political program and should act 
accordingly in political practice.  That means also taking the first 
calculated step out of the military alliance. 
 

I hope also that the Green parties in neutral countries such 
as Sweden, Finland, the Republic of Ireland, Austria, and 
Switzerland will cooperate more and more closely and will show 
us the way to a bloc-free Europe. 
 

The recent internal turmoil in my own Green party 
concerning the question of NATO membership and unilateral 
disarmament is troubling me--as are a whole range of other 
internal Green squabbles which worry me and from which others 
should learn.  I can only plead with all of you here in Stockholm:  
Don¹t repeat our mistakes! 
 

What has always given me hope is the fact that authentic 
Green movements, action groups, and Green parties have not 
been wedded to old styles and old ideologies.  We were and still 
are genuinely open to new, radical, nonviolent, feminist, and 
ecological as well as pacifist approaches.  Albert Einstein once 
stated that the splitting of the atom has changed everything--
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except the way people think.  And that is and was what we set 
out to do--to help change the way people think--to help people 
make their own grass-roots decisions, to help them act locally 
and think globally.  As Murray Bookchin, an American 
ecologist, has stated: 
 

The great project of our time must be to open the other 
eye: to see outsidedly and wholly, to hear and to 
transcend the cleavage between humanity and nature 
that comes with early wisdom. 

 
What is the meaning of "seeing outsidedly and seeing 

wholly" for us within the Green movement?  What does this 
imply for our future?  For a truly Green world?  And what is 
meant after all by Green politics?  At the U.S.A. National Green 
Gathering in Amherst, Massachusetts this summer, which I could 
not attend because I was in Moscow, there was much 
controversy between the political and spiritual/political wings of 
the Green movement.  But why?  I believe that both wings 
belong together, complement each other, and are part of each 
other because we cannot solve any political problems without 
also addressing our spiritual ones.  Those who intentionally keep 
confusing the spiritual content of Green politics with a "religious 
movement," as some do on the Left, detract attention from, and, 
in fact, ridicule the core of Green politics, the ethics of Green 
politics.  Green politics has always had a spiritual base.  This 
means respecting all living things and knowing about the 
interrelatedness and interconnectedness of all living things. 
 

Whether in the macrocosm or microcosm, the political is 
the personal and the personal is the political.  Theodore Roszak 
stated that the spiritual void in our lives is the prime political fact 
of our time.  I believe we must learn to get in touch with the 
nonmaterial states of consciousness.  We must talk about 
alienation and self-alienation.  We must talk about the alienation 
many of us have suffered at some point in time within the Green 
movement.  Perhaps we should all talk less about political or 
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spiritual problems and begin acting ourselves more from a 
spiritual place! 
 

It is a very, very sad thing.  On the one hand we watch how 
we upset traditional voting patterns and how we can disturb 
traditional politicians on the Right and on the Left, gaining great 
electoral successes in parliamentary elections, as we did in 
January 1987.  And then on the other hand we watch how we 
bring just as much disarray and just as much upset upon 
ourselves.  We bring it right smack into our own Green 
movement through internal fighting; old power tactics; loveless, 
hard, and endless argumentative turmoil in the process of "full-
consensus decision-making;" and through a game familiar to all 
here, called "Mistrust the People You Have Just Elected!"  In the 
1960s, this was called "Kill the Leaders!"  We have been self-
destructive through envy and intolerance and are often rather 
violent verbally with one another.  I have experienced all of 
these things within our own Green Party at home to a very 
frightening extent. 
 

We also experience conflicts between those coming from a 
rather dogmatic, old, Leftist political perspective, which shares, 
rightly so, many anti-capitalist positions‹and those who come 
from a holistic New Age perspective, whose aims I also very 
much support.  There is often a great clash of interest, not so 
much in what we are aiming for, but about how we are to do it, 
about what strategies we should pursue toward our common 
goal. 

 
Also there are those who are called in our party the 

"Realos"  In fact, at every step of the way, they try to moderate 
our political program so as to become more acceptable political 
partners to the Social Democrats.*  [Ed. Note:  For much of the 
1980s and 1990s, West--and then united Germany--was led by a 
coalition government whose leading members were the Christian 
Democrats (CDU and CSU), the party of Chancellor Helmut Kohl), 
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and the Free Democrats (FDP).  The Social Democrats (SDP) were 
the leading opposition party during that period.] 

 
In the past few weeks the "Realos" have begun questioning 

our green strategy of "unilateral disarmament" and our aim of 
dismantling the two military blocs by starting first at home with 
NATO.  Of course, demanding to leave NATO is in itself not a 
program, but the beginning of a much-needed discussion about 
taking the first calculated step out of military alliances.  It is a 
most necessary and important one, when we think about what the 
NATO alliance has been all about in the past few months.  Think 
about Libya, think about Grenada, think about the Gulf crisis, 
think about the Cuban crisis, and think about the NATO 
maneuvers taking place in Turkey under the guise of which 
Kurdish minorities are being killed by Turkish troops. 
 

There are also the undogmatic, radical independent 
ecologists and pacifists in the Greens, among whom I count 
myself, who hope to reconcile the differences I have described if 
the Green Party is to survive.  We do not want to moderate or 
soften the program for the sake of power tactics! 
 

The title of this closing session, "Toward a Green Europe 
and a Green World," poses questions about our own political 
survival at a time when major Green parties, in Germany, for 
example, begin to split internally on basic questions such as 
establishing power coalitions, and where and when to make 
certain compromises.  The Green Party in the Federal Republic 
of Germany, as "the lesser of the political evils," is becoming 
increasingly co-opted into the existing political system.  
 

At the recent peace demonstration in Bonn during the 
summer of 1987, a Green sympathizer and well-known doctor 
committed to the fight against nuclear war told me that he is not 
about to vote for the Green Party again.  The reason he gave was 
the following:  "I voted for the Greens because they set out to 
solve the most burning questions in society or at least they set 
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out to try to solve them.  But in the past few months all they have 
been doing is creating their own problems and discussing them at 
such length that it becomes absolutely disgusting."  Constantly 
debating our own internal problems, running down our 
opponents within the Green Party, humiliating and threatening 
others in all sorts of ways--these have been the media headlines 
of the Green Party over the past few months, despite all the very 
valuable and efficient political work that we are doing in the 
extra-parliamentary and parliamentary areas.  We have failed to 
make known the concrete political projects in which we are 
engaged.  We ourselves have done everything possible to make 
the media interested only in our internal squabbles and personal 
wars.  Worst of all, the Green Party is facing a political wing 
within its own ranks which is beginning to moderate or make 
compromises on key Green issues and principles that have been 
an essential part of the Green program since 1979. 
 

I believe that the Green way of thinking and living is here 
to stay, even if some of the Green parties will not survive into 
the nineties.  I also believe that we as a party are here to stay if 
we do not make compromises when it comes to life and death 
questions.  There is no such thing as a little bit of cancer, or a 
little bit of malnutrition, or a little bit of death, or a little bit of 
social injustice, or a little bit of torture.  It does not help us in 
any way if we begin accepting, for example, lower and so-called 
safer levels of radioactivity, or lower and so-called safer levels 
of lead and dioxin.  We must speak out clearly, loudly, and 
courageously if we know that there are no safe levels.  We must 
not begin to compromise our aims and our demands for the sake 
of joining others in power, others who are not yet ready to go on 
the ecological path, for the sake of wanting to exercise power in 
those very same institutions which we wanted to transform--not 
violently but through grass-roots pressure and through 
"Greenpeace" type nonviolent actions and campaigns. 
 

Simply repairing the existing systems, whether they are 
capitalist or state-socialist oriented, should not be our aim.  Our 
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aim is nonviolent transformation of societal structures.  Our aim 
is radical, nonviolent change of a patriarchal society which has 
been militarized and which has been so much accustomed to the 
use of force.  Decentralism, global responsibility, developing at 
the grass-roots level new soft technologies and soft energies 
scaled to a comprehensible human dimension, developing a truly 
free and truly nonviolent society in our own communities, 
showing solidarity across all national boundaries and ideologies 
with people who are repressed and discriminated against, 
practicing civil disobedience against the nuclear and military 
state--all this can be done very effectively without having to send 
a lone Green minister into a Social Democratic cabinet 
accompanied by making compromises all along the way to the 
point of no return.  This recently occurred in Hessen! 
 

I believe that we already have considerable power.  I also 
believe that we have much responsibility without joining any 
government.  We can be successful if we truly believe in our 
own concept of power.  First, it is important to realize that we do 
not talk about "power over" or "power to dominate" or "power to 
terrorize or oppress."  When we speak of a new type of power, 
the power of nonviolence, it is rather about abolishing power as 
we know it.  We define the power of nonviolence as something 
common to all, to be used by all, and for all.  Power over is to be 
replaced by shared power, by the power to do things, by the 
discovery of our own strength as opposed to a passive reception 
of power exercised by others, often in our name. 
 

At the founding of the Green Party in the Federal Republic 
of Germany, I coined the term "anti-party party" for the Greens--
trying to express that new kind of power.  The Hungarian writer 
Gyorgy Konrad expressed it all the better with the term "anti-
politics," as a moral force:  "Anti-politics strives to put politics in 
its place and makes sure it stays there, never overstepping its 
proper office of defending and refining the rules of the game in a 
civil society.  Anti- politics is the ethos of civil society, and civil 
society is the antithesis of military society." 
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The time may or could come one day when we will have a 
truly ecological political partner.  Then we could form a "Green 
government."  (We already have Green mayors!)  But that time is 
not yet in sight.  Many more must first be convinced of 
ecological politics as the only choice for survival on planet Earth 
before we can have truly alternative governments. 
 

Years ago, recalls Murray Bookchin, the French students in 
the May-June uprising of 1968 magnificently expressed their 
sharp contrast of alternatives in their slogan:  "Be practical.  Do 
the impossible!"  To this demand, we, the generation that faces 
the next century, can add the more solemn injunction:  "If we 
don¹t do the impossible, we shall be faced with the unthinkable."  
As one poet put it:  
 

Where would we get to 
If everyone said 
Where would we get to 
And no one went 
To have a look 
Where we¹d get to 
If we went. 

 
We would like to get to a Green Europe and a Green World. But 
there are a few important preconditions that must be part of 
Green thinking. 
 

First, an ecological society is a truly free society that is 
based on ecological principles that can mediate humanity¹s 
relationship with nature. That means searching for soft, 
decentralised technologies and energies and for ways of true co- 
and self-determination. It means rejecting and moving away 
from monolithic modes of production and monolithic technology 
and monolithic institutions like the military-industrial complex. I 
believe it is true, as Professor Seymour Melman of Columbia 
University points out, that there is no economic necessity 
inherent in capitalism which gives the war-economy dominance. 
That is a political choice. But at this moment, the five hundred 
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largest industrial corporations control nearly one trillion dollars 
in corporate assets in the United States. The six hundred largest 
multinational corporations will control over forty percent of the 
planetary production by the end of the 1980s. The result of all of 
these monolithic modes and trends has been wastefulness, 
overdependence, and unnaturalness. 
 

But a truly free society must also mean the guarantee of 
economic, social, and individual human rights. It means that we 
must speak out loudly to be heard and counted wherever basic 
human rights are not respected, regardless of country or 
ideology, regardless of where human rights are violated, whether 
in Poland or Chile, South Africa or Turkey, El Salvador or 
Afghanistan. 

 
Unfortunately, at this congress of Green parties, our friends 

working in the independent Green initiatives in East Germany, 
Hungary, Poland, the Soviet Union, and Czechoslovakia are 
missing, unable to join us. "Glasnost" must also include them 
and their right, as well as ours, to travel and consult one another. 
Green movements are growing daily within Eastern Europe and 
in the Third World. We must never forget or ignore them, for all 
too often we are too "Eurocentric" in our thinking. Each of us 
must have the right to practice detente from below! 

 
A truly free society must also mean that we do not want 

peace that oppresses us. We must learn, on our terms, what peace 
and freedom mean. The phrase "peace and freedom" all too long 
has been part of Right-wing vocabulary and ideology, at times 
sadly neglected by the Left, sometimes even within our own 
ranks. I have been disappointed when I have seen the amount of 
time, effort, and money we have put into campaigns against the 
Contras in Nicaragua while at the same time neglecting the 
question of Afghanistan or the question of releasing certain 
political prisoners in countries of Eastern Europe. There can be 
no peace if there is social injustice, if there is suppression of 
human rights. Internal and external peace are inseparable! 
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Second, when we try to rid the world of things as 
oppressive as nuclear, chemical, and conventional weapons, or 
poverty, sexism, and racism, it can help us to look at their 
structural underpinning. This is a system of patriarchy which is 
found in all systems, whether they are capitalist or state-socialist. 
Patriarchy is a system of male domination, prevalent in both 
capitalist and socialist countries, which is suppressive of women 
and restrictive to men. Patriarchy is a hierarchical system in 
which men have more value and more social and economic 
power. Under it women suffer both from oppressive structures 
and from individual men. It shows itself in all areas of our lives, 
affecting political and economic structures, our work, our home, 
and our personal relationships. To put it bluntly--men are at the 
center of a patriarchal world in East and West and South and 
North--whether they want to be or not. But I believe that norms 
of human behavior can and do change over the centuries and 
these aspects also can be changed. No pattern of domination is 
necessarily part of human nature. However, that means that 
certain men within the Green parties must give up their 
privileges and their male-chauvinistic ways of "politics." 
 

Third, the type of true disarmament we are talking about 
has been best expressed by women coming from five European 
countries where deployment of American and Soviet nuclear 
missiles has taken place. I quote from their joint statement: 
 

Despite our differences, we are united by the will for 
self-determination, to struggle against the culture of 
militarism in the world, against uniforms and violence, 
against our children being educated as soldiers, and 
against the senseless waste of resources. We demand 
the right of self-determination for all individuals and 
peoples. We want to make a specific cultural 
contribution to changing existing social structures. That 
is why we also challenge conventional gender roles and 
why we ask men to do the same. 
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The freedom to determine one¹s own fate also means 
freedom from exploitation and violence:  in our 
thoughts and actions, at our places of work, in our 
relationship with nature, and in the relationship between 
men and women, between generations, between states, 
between East and West, and between North and South 
in global terms. 

 
We must, I believe, hold onto our strategies of unilateral 

disarmament, always making the first step and never pointing at 
the other side before we look at our own glass house. 
 

Fourth, the most internationalist task for us all is to practice 
"detente from below" across all national boundaries and 
ideologies. This means that we should stay in touch with those 
high up in places of power, but at the same time we should 
devote our time and efforts equally to those in nonviolent 
political opposition, to those working on independent initiatives 
who are still harassed and politically suppressed. Some Greens in 
my own country prefer to speak only at a selected high level. But 
speaking with politicians at a very high level should never make 
us compromise or make us less committed when it comes to our 
friends in the independent ecological, peace, and women¹s 
movements from below. For example, some who want to speak 
to Mr. Erich Honecker may moderate or lessen their contacts 
with the independent peace initiatives in Eastern Germany or 
may begin to ignore them in order to be reinvited. They have not 
yet understood what can be done when one speaks to both levels 
on an equal basis and when one devotes energies and time both 
to Mr. Honecker and to those working in the independent 
initiatives. Mr. Honecker and the rest will respect the Greens all 
the more if we continue our solidarity work in favor of the 
independent peace and ecological groups in Eastern Germany 
without losing touch. We need not take up the game of "silent" 
diplomacy. Too many do that already! 
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Practicing "detente from below" also means doing 
everything possible to build up a demilitarized, nonaligned 
Europe in the spirit of Olof Palme, as opposed to Western 
European military and nuclear superpower now in the making. 
The German Christian Democrats and the CSU want a hand on 
the nuclear trigger and more co-determination in nuclear affairs. 
I need not explain again the Pershing 1-A debate in our country. 
For the time being Mr. Helmut Kohl has begun to understand at 
last the arguments of the peace movement concerning the 
Pershing 1-A missile. But we all know that between the lines, 
conservative and reactionary forces in the Federal Republic of 
Germany are in favor of the idea of British and French nuclear 
cooperation including, one day, German participation on the 
basis of full equality. I believe that one of the most important 
tasks for the European Green Parties is preventing a third 
military and nuclear superpower called Western Europe. 
 

Fifth, recently our Minister of Justice, Mr. Hans Engelhard, 
claimed that there is no such thing as the right to civil 
disobedience in a democratic society. But we continue to insist 
upon this right as an integral part of every democratic society. 
We shall continue to reply to the violence of the state with 
effective nonviolent campaigns. Nonviolence is stronger than 
violence. We must do everything possible for nonviolent conflict 
resolution within our own ranks and to spread knowledge and 
training concerning social defense, i.e. nonmilitary forms of 
defense. We must be very clear about what we mean when we 
call ourselves a nonviolent party and a nonviolent movement. 
The means and the ends must be parallel. You cannot reach a 
peaceful end with violent means and you cannot reach a just end 
with unjust means. 

 
Those who call themselves part of the "autonomous" 

movement and who use violent means at mass rallies and 
demonstrations must realise that they are not helping us. They 
are not aiding our cause but rather are deliberately or 
involuntarily doing our adversaries a service whenever they act 
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side by side with paid provocateurs as if they themselves were 
supporters of the nuclear lobby and of the nuclear state which we 
reject. Nonviolent struggle does not mean passive acceptance or 
inaction. Nonviolent struggle gains its meaning and impact from 
massive civil disobedience, creatively planned and carried out 
without confirming conventional establishment expectations of 
violence. Therefore, we must learn from similar situations in 
other countries and develop effective methods of nonviolent 
action. 

 
I was very saddened last April while in Guernica in the 

Basque country to find that some Green members of the 
Rainbow Fraktion of the European Parliament have sympathies 
with the ETA, which is nothing but a criminal organisation using 
very violent means to try to bring about change. It was 
embarrassing to see how frustrated and how upset nonviolent 
groups in the Basque country have become because a few 
prominent Green members of the European Parliament have 
suggested that an organisation such as ETA should begin 
discussions and talks with the Spanish army. This is like asking 
the Red Army Faction to have discussions with the German 
government. Actually, as I discovered in the Basque region, 
there is so much hope and support for nonviolent forms of 
change that the majority of the Basque people are not on the side 
of violence and senseless killings. I hope that all Green parties 
will become more and more Greenpeace-like, firmly committed 
to nonviolent action. This is a model that all of us should follow. 
 

Sixth, last but not least, in the process of trying to bring 
more peace, justice, and harmony to this world, we ourselves 
must become more peaceful, just, and tolerant with one another, 
within our own ranks. The hurt, the hypocrisy, the intolerance, 
the mean-hearted spirit, and the attitude of always "controlling" 
and not "trusting" each other within the Greens at home has been 
a strong disappointment to many of us. Such ways have 
minimized our appeal, our chances, and our concrete results. 
Participatory democracy must not become a new formula for 
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demagoguery--for misuse of grass-roots power and for tactics 
such as making decisions for others after most members have left 
a long and tiring meeting. We must not hurt each other just 
because there is a disagreement, just because some may not think 
the same way that the "grass-roots level" has decided. The 
question always remains: who are the grass roots? This can often 
be manipulated. There must always be room for tolerance, for 
accepting each others' positions and points of view. There must 
always be room to act according to one's conscience. 
 

The Green Party in the Federal Republic of Germany has 
often complained about the types of pressure other political 
parties have applied on their own members. But within the Green 
parliamentary fraction as well there is a lot of pressure on the 
individual. Considerable psychological pressure is applied if he 
or she expresses a dissenting opinion. Respecting each 
individual, his or her talents and individuality without coercion, 
without mistrust, and without committees and bureaucracies to 
control and watch over him or her--this is also part of Green 
politics. Living our values is what Green politics is all about!  


