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Abstract

The challenge of climate change necessitates searching for solutions beyond those

offered by natural science and economics. It requires critically examining the whole

way of life and associated values and needs that drive the practices responsible for

the damage to our planet's ecosystem. This research argues that there lies within the

Critical Theory of Marcuse and ecological social theory such a challenge to

dominant social practices, patterns of consumption, and needs. Thus, this thesis sets

out the contribution that Marcuse makes to existing ecological theory through an

examination his conceptualisation of nature and his theory of need, and, in so doing,

explores the contribution a Marcusian approach can make to the empirical study of

attempts to create more sustainable ways of life. A Marcusian theoretical framework

is applied to an exploration of the relationships between social institutions and the

needs and desires which issue from, or are accommodated by them by, adopting an

ethnographic methodological approach to explore how individuals' understand and

satisfy their needs and desires within the alternative social contexts constituted by

green intentional communities; the aim being to evaluate the extent to which living

in such communities allows for the redefinition of needs in a greener, more

sustainable direction. The argument is made that intentional communities constitute

spaces of and for difference - that the social, material and ideological institutions of

communities enable the interpretation and satisfaction of needs and desires in

ecologically sensitive ways. Thus, in choosing to live in intentional communities,

individuals place themselves in circumstances which demand the restructuring of the

satisfaction of their needs and desires, and in doing so, create a situation in which

they can live and be differently.
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Introduction

When thinking about climate change the sheer enormity of the problems it poses,

coupled with the threat it constitutes to life on Earth as we know it, can leave one

with a sense of despair. Joined by the failure of conventional politics, both national

and global, to even begin to take steps to combat climate change, this despair can

tum to hopelessness. This work refuses despair and embraces hope by looking to the

ways in which people are coming together to find new ways of being, as individuals

and communities; creating new forms of sociality which seek to address humans'

relationship with the rest of nature and, in doing so, some of the challenges that

climate change presents. Taking an ethnographic approach, this research explores

how individuals in green intentional communities understand, experience, and

satisfy their needs and desires, in the hope of ascertaining whether such communities

allow for the interpretation and satisfaction of needs in greener, more sustainable,

ways.

It should be made clear from the outset that this research is undertaken in the spirit

of ecologism: the belief that a sustainable future is dependent upon a fundamental

change in our values and social practices (as opposed to environmentalism, which

works within conventional values systems) (Dobson, 2000:2). On this basis, I argue

that climate change necessitates searching for solutions beyond those offered by

natural science and economics. As a discipline, sociology is ideally placed to not

only recognise the role of the social in climate change, but to look beyond issues of

consumption, economic growth, and development, to examine "systems of

production, consumption and distribution" and the accompanying structures of

desires and needs (Levitas, 2005). Indeed, it is this relationship between social

systems, or institutions, and the needs and desires which issue from, or are

accommodated by them which is the main concern of this thesis. As such, the

empirical focus of this research has two dimensions: one at the individual level,

focussing on the ways in which individuals interpret and understand their needs and



desires, and go about satisfying them within the context of communal life. And an

institutional focus, which sets out to examine the ways in which intentional

communities frame individuals' interpretations and actions, that is the ways, if any,

intentional communities mediate the understanding and satisfaction of needs and

desires. Along with this empirical focus this work takes as its starting point a

theoretical concern with the work of Marcuse (1956, 1964, 1972). From Eros and

Civilization (1956) onwards a consideration of 'nature', social structures, and needs

can be found in Marcuse's thought. Building on this, I seek to set out the

contribution that Marcuse makes to existing ecological theory through an

examination his conceptualisation of nature and his theory of need, and, in so doing,

explore the contribution a Marcusian approach can make to the empirical study of

attempts to create more sustainable ways of life.

A founding member of the Frankfurt School, Marcuse's Critical Theory is a unique

combination of philosophy, politics, psychology and aesthetics (Kellner, 1984:37).

However, such a range of sources has had the consequence that Marcuse' s writing is

open to differing interpretations about what constitutes the key aspects of particular

works and Marcuse's project as a whole. This ambiguity has been cited as the reason

why his work has become somewhat marginal (Angus, 2005:336). Kellner (1989:2)

argues that for Critical Theory to remain relevant it must move beyond "inadequate

or obsolete positions" and engage with and promote the development of "new

theories to account for newly emerging social conditions". To achieve this some

'classical' positions of the original Critical Theorists need to be re-evaluated in light

of new social and theoretical conditions (ibid.). It is in this context that I provide a

re-evaluation of Marcuse, seeking to draw out the hitherto largely ignored ecological

dimensions of his writing. I argue that Marcuse's work represents a significant

contribution to ecological theory by proving a historically nuanced account of our

relationship with 'nature' which recognises that it is not humans interaction with the

rest of nature which is inherently problematic but the particular historic form this

interaction takes. This enables the unpicking and critique of our relationship with the

rest of nature at the individual-psychological and societal-institutional level, alerting
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us that a future in which we no longer experience the social and ecological ills

common to us now will need to be based upon the radical transformation of what we

now consider as the individual, the social, and the natural. For Marcuse, such a

transformation must be rooted in the experience and expression of needs - for it is at

this level that social forces are given form. Thus Marcuse 's work not only

contributes to the resolution of some enduring difficulties in ecological social theory,

but presents an opportunity for the empirical exploration of this theoretical work in

the ways in which needs are experienced and met in individuals' daily lives.

This combination of theoretical and empirical concerns is reflected in the questions

this research seeks to explore. Indeed, the initial motivation for this research was to

investigate whether Marcusian theory translates from theory into practice, a question

which underlies the more specific theoretical question this research seeks to address:

• Are intentional communities an embodiment of a Marcusian 'new reality

principle'?

And the empirical research questions:

• Do intentional communities represent spaces in which individuals are able to

interpret and satisfy their needs and desires in greener ways? If so, can

intentional communities be considered sites of the 'education of desire'?

• What is the relationship between needs, satisfactions and the institutions and

social practices of intentional communities?

• How are peoples' relationships with nature shaped by living in intentional

communities?

• And finally, what lessons can we learn from intentional communities 10

creating sustainable alternatives?

Before the theoretical foundations underpinning these questions are explored, first

let us tum to the climate in which this research was conceived and undertaken.
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Climate change, business as usual?

This research was conceived of against the backdrop of increased awareness of

climate change and its impacts, raised by a number of key publications, such as

reports by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) in 1999 and 2003,

the Stern Review (2007), and the fourth IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate

Change) report (2007), as well as the emergence of the Transition Town movement

in 2006,' and influential films, such as AI Gore's An Inconvenient Truth

(Guggenheim, 2006), and The Age of Stupid (Battsek, 2008). All of these shared a

commitment to bring to public attention the detrimental impacts that modem

patterns of human behaviour, especially within industrialised countries, are having

on the environment, focusing primarily on climate change (Bliihdorn, 20 11), and in

the case of the Transition movement, peak oil,2,3 but also on more 'traditional'

environmental challenges such as pollution, species and habitat loss, over-

exploitation of resources, and land-use, all of which have become exacerbated by

climate change.

I See Chapter 3 for a discussion of Transition Towns.

2 Peak Oil refers to the "maximum rate of the production of oil in any area under consideration,

recognizing that it is a finite natural resource, subject to depletion" (Association of the Study of Peak

Oil and Gas, in Newman, Beatley and Boyer, 2009: 19). This has led some, such as Heinberg, to

suggest that because modern industrialised states are depended upon this limited resource, when it

becomes scarce "competition for what remains will trigger dramatic economic and geopolitical

events; in the end, it may be impossible for even a single nation to sustain industrialism as what have

know it during the twentieth century" (2005: I). However, the crisis that Peak Oil presents may also

open the way to a world oflower consumption and less stress on the earth's ecosystems (ibid.:2).

~Giddens (2009: I0) argues that these two issues - climate change and energy security - cannot be

considered separately, that they interconnect in important ways which reinforce each other across

systems.
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Climate change is now widely accepted as a reality. As the 2007 IPCC report states:

"Warming of the climate system is unequivocal, as is now evident from observations

of increases in global average air and ocean temperatures, widespread melting of

snow and ice and rising global average sea level" (lPCC, 2007a:2). It argues that

aside from these now symbolic issues of melting of Polar icecaps and rising sea

levels, other consequences of climate change are now being observed: warming of

lakes and rivers; the earlier timing of spring events, such as bird migration, leaf-

unfolding, and fish migration; acidification of the world's oceans; and changes in the

range of marine and terrestrial plants and animals (IPPC, 2007b:8-9). Thus, the

anthropogenic, or human-caused, warming of the earth is fundamentally affecting

many of the earth's vital physical and biological systems (ibid.:9). The IPCC

(ibid.:9-12) contend that the consequences of this warming is, and increasingly will

be: higher incidents of flooding, wildfires, drought, crop failure and famine, infant

mortality and infectious disease affecting millions of people. Currently, the hardest

hit are those who are already most vulnerable, for example Sub-Saharan African and

Asian communities (ibid.:13); the devastating consequences of climate change

having been recently highlighted by the drought and subsequent famine in the Horn

of Africa (Green, 20ll), affecting an estimated 12.4 million people (Provost, 2011)

and countless numbers of livestock.4 Even countries in relatively climatically and

politically well positioned northern Europe have experienced an increase in deaths

and damage to property from heat waves and flooding in the last ten years (IPCC,

2007b:14). Furthermore, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)

documents how the effects of climate change are even now heightening inequalities

in class, gender, ethnicity and age across the globe (Urry, 2011:7). And this is not to

even begin to address the impact that climate change is having on non-human nature

(see Lovejoy and Hannah, 2005).

4 The ILRI (International Livestock Research Institute) claim that in an 8 day period in August 2011

alone, more than 25,000 cattle, camels, chickens and other livestock received emergency veterinary

treatments to help them survive the drought (http://www.ilri.org/aggregator/sources/191 ).
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In the time this research has taken to complete, climate change has been joined by

the global financial crises in raising ever more questions about the structures,

process and values around which societies are constructed (see Bellamy Foster and

Magdoff, 2009; Lanchester, 2010; Friedman and Posner, 2011). The near economic

collapse and following recession "reinforced the message of the profound

unsustainability of the industrialised world's established socioeconomic order"

(Bluhdorn, 2011:35), with much of the growth of the past 60 years being based upon

borrowing, both fmancial and ecological, which has now been proved untenable

(Monbiot, 2011). Indeed, conventional economic wisdom, which pursues continual

economic growth" at almost any cost (see Jackson, 2009:3; Redclift, 2009:373), has

not only done more damage to the planet in the last 60 years than was done in the

preceding 100,000 years, but its claims to hold the key to solving our environmental

crisis are becoming increasingly unsupportable: "Its advocates promised that

economic growth and environmental damage could be decoupled: better technology

and efficiency would allow us to use fewer resources while increasing economic

output. Nothing remotely like it has happened" (Monbiot, 2011; see Jones, 2011).

However, as Unger (2005: 18) writes: "Crisis raises the temperature of politics, and

helps melt down frozen definitions of interest and identity." Whilst the challenges

that climate change and related social and ecological problems present are not ones

that anyone would wish for, they do at least demand that we reflect upon how the

current conditions of our existence are organised, and begin to explore alternatives.

Climate change and sociology

"The array of potential adaptive responses available to human
societies is very large." (IPCC, 2007b: J 9)

S Measured as an increase in gross domestic product (GOP) per capita (Jackson, 2009:3).
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Urry (2011 :2) writes that it has become clear that "in many ways climate change is

not a purely 'scientific' problem ... There are thus human causes and responses". As

such, many have argued that sociology is, on paper, well placed to playa significant

role in the exploration of such responses (see Levitas, 2005; Redclift, 2009; Repke,

2009; Shove, 2010; Buchs et al., 2011; Urry, 2011). However, as yet sociological

responses have had only a limited impact on climate change debates, which have

been dominated by accounts of human social behaviour that draw heavily on

psychological and economic views of individual and social life (Shove, 2010: 1274;

Buchs et al .. 2011:3; Urry, 2011:3). These accounts, based in liberal notions of

selfhood," reduce much human life to atomised, rational, actors seeking their own

best interests, with the consequence for research that the unit of analysis is

conceived of solely as individuals' behaviour (BUchs et al .. 2011 :3). Urry (2011: 13)

argues that the dominance of this paradigm explains why typically economists are

viewed as being able to examine the 'human' dimensions of climate change, with

such analysis being founded in, and privileging, the dominant neo-liberal priority of

economic growth. This is reflected in the commissioning and influence of the 2007

Stem Review/ which addressed climate change primarily in terms of the threat it

poses to future economic growth: "The evidence shows that ignoring climate change

will eventually damage economic growth ... it will be difficult or impossible to

reverse these changes. Tackling climate change is the pro-growth strategy for the

longer term, and it can be done in a way that does not cap the aspirations for growth

of rich or poor countries. The earlier effective action is taken, the less costly it will

be" (Stem, 2007:ii). Thus, Shove (2010:1273) argues, mainstream responses to

6 See Chapter 5, page 154.

7 See also the 2009 report for the World Future Council, which concludes that the only "sane" option

to climate change is to "take advantage of the positive economic opportunities that are offered by the

industrial transformation which must occur to move to a low carbon society" and so creating "healthy

economics and a sense of civilizational purpose" (Girardet and Mendonca, 2009: 11).
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climate change have tended to revolve "around a strikingly limited understanding of

the social world and how it changes." This can be consistently seen in policy, which:

"as currently configured - is incapable of moving beyond the
ABC - this being an account of social change in which 'A'
stands for attitude. 'B' for behaviour, and 'C' for choice. The
popularity of the ABC framework is an indication of the extent to
which responsibility for responding to climate change is thought
to lie with individuals whose behavioural choices will make the
difference ...the ABC is political and not just a theoretical
position in that it obscures the extent to which governments
sustain unsustainable economic institutions and ways of life. and
the extent to which they have a hand in structuring options and
possibilities ." (ibid.:1274)

An outcome of the' ABC' position is that whilst there is a "recognised need to make

"major changes in the way we meet our needs and aspirations" (Sustainable

Consumption Round Table, 2006, page 33) ... there is no scope at all for wondering

about how needs and aspirations come to be as they are" (ibid.: 1277). In response,

Shove (ibid.: 1278) makes the "provocative" suggestion that a new approach is

needed, in which the "transitions towards sustainability do not depend on policy

makers persuading individuals to make sacrifices, specified with reference to taken-

for-granted benchmarks of normal nonsacrifice". Rather, what is called for is social

innovation "in which contemporary rules of the game are eroded; in which the status

quo is called into question; and in which more sustainable regimes of technologies,

routines, forms of know how, conventions, markets, and expectations take hold

across all domains of daily life" (ibid.). It is in such an approach that this work is

based.

Spaces of difference

In common with the approach advocated by Shove, this research is premised on the

belief that "A move to a low-carbon society will require significant changes in

everyday lives" (BUchs et al.. 2011: 15), calling for a critical examination of our

whole way of life and the associated values and needs that drive the social and
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material practices responsible for the damage to our planet's ecosystem. Indeed, as

Levitas (2007:301) argues, "the need for radical, holistic thinking that does not

assume we can basically go on as we are has never been greater." As mentioned, this

work draws upon ecological and Marcusian theory, for I suggest that there lies

within both a profound challenge to dominant social practices, patterns of

consumption, and approaches to need and needing. Indeed, I argue, like Luke

(1997), that Marcuse makes a valuable contribution to current ecological theory, for

not only does his work pre-figure "virtually every critique made by contemporary

radical ecology groups" (ibid.: 151), he also shares the belief that a sustainable and

fulfilling future presupposes radical changes in the organisation of our social and

political life, and our relationships with non-human nature. Furthermore, Marcuse

argues that such a social transformation must be enacted at the level of individual

need: for Marcuse, a move to an "essentially different way of life" (1973: 198), is

predicated upon the transformation of, or qualitative change in, needs and desires.

For Marcuse, needs are historically contingent, being defined by society's

productive apparatus. Thus, in modern capitalist societies needs are shaped and

satisfied by process of production and consumption: "the goods and services that

individuals buy control their needs and petrify their faculties" (Marcuse, 1956.:100).

Leiss (1978) developed Marcuse's approach, arguing not that society defines

individual's needs, but that in modem capitalist societies the problem facing all

individuals is matching needs with opportunities available to satisfy them (ibid.:29).

Leiss also calls for a qualitative change in needs, suggests that modem capitalist

society "encourages its citizens to orient their search for the satisfaction of their

needs more and more exclusively toward consumption activities, in part by

neglecting all other possibilities for individual self-fulfilment" (ibid.:38).

Taking this notion of a qualitative change of need and satisfactions as a starting

point, this research makes a qualitative study of the experience and satisfaction of

needs and desires within green intentional communities. The definition of intentional

communities adopted in this work suggests that they are best understood as "bodies

of people who have chosen to live together - and usually work in some way -
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together. They have a common aim or commitment. This commitment might be to

such things as political ideology, a spiritual path or to co-operative living itself'

(Sargisson, 2000a:29). As it is green intentional communities that are of particular

interest in this research, there is the further proviso that one of the common aims or

commitments of the communities pertains to the environment or ecologism

(Sargisson, 2009b: 172). The argument will be made that intentional communities

constitute what Sargisson calls 'transgressive utopias' (2000a:2). These are spaces in

which opposition can occur, in which it is possible to think and act differently, in

which alternative social arrangements can be imagined and explored (ibid.:52). Here

then, I argue, intentional communities open up possibilities of reinterpreting needs

and their satisfactions in new and creative ways, ways which look beyond the

options provided by the market, ways which create a more sustainable social and

material environment. Furthermore, by living in intentional communities,

individuals place themselves in a circumstance which demands such restructuring of

their needs and satisfactions. It will be suggested that on these grounds there is the

possibility that intentional communities can be seen as acting as sites for the

education of desire - teaching to desire, to need, in 'better' and 'different' ways

(Thompson 1977, in Levitas 1990:122; Abensour, 1999).

Outline of the thesis

This work is structured in order to reflect the attempt to apply Marcusian theory to a

relatively novel form of social practice. Thus the first section lays the theoretical

groundwork, the second section details the methodological approach and introduces

the intentional communities studied, and the third section builds on the preceding

chapters in the analysis of the satisfaction of needs and desires in intentional
communities.
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Section One - Theory

In Chapter 1 I begin by critiquing ecological social theory and the case this theory

makes for contemporary Western societies' relationship with the rest of nature. The

concept of 'nature' and its role in the construction of a nature/society dualism is

examined. The chapter then turns to the ways in which radical ecological theories,

such as deep ecology, ecofeminism, and the work of Latour and Haraway, attempt to

transcend this dualism, and I argue that all of them fail to provide a historically

nuanced account of humans' relationships with the rest of nature, and so mislocate

the source of our problem with our environment, which is not human interaction

with nature per se but the historical form it takes (Soper, 1995: 19). I argue that

Marcuse's work retains much that is useful within radical ecology, whilst enabling a

historically sensitive analysis. In particular, I suggest that Marcuse's most important

contribution is that his work enables not just the unpicking and critique of our

relationship with our environment but that it does so at the individual-psychological

and societal-institutional level. This highlights the fact that a future in which we no

longer experience the social and ecological ills common to us now will need to be

based upon the radical transformation of what we currently consider as the

individual, the social, and the natural. His critical theory of need is key to this and is

the focus of the next chapter.

Chapter 2 builds on the preceding chapter and takes as its focus the concept of

need. I examine in detail the role of need in Marcuse's work, first situating it within

a context of wider scholarship on need, before going on to theories of basic need and

Doyal and Gough's (1991) 'theory of human need' (which attempts to bridge the

gap between basic and relativist positions). I then tum to critical theories of need and

argue that the recognition of needs as emergent from on-going interactions between

socio-economic forces and individual concerns, makes for an approach to needs

better able to capture the lived experience of needs and their satisfaction. The role of

need in Marcuse's work is discussed and I suggest that Leiss (1978) provides a way

to take Marcuse's work forward, avoiding the problem of true and false need in

Marcuse's work yet retaining his critical insight. Leiss also opens the way for the
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inclusion of ecology in the understanding of need, without relying upon a basic

needs approach.

Chapter 3 turns to look at intentional communities, placing them in context with

other forms of environmentally oriented social experimentation, Garden Cities and

Transition Towns, I take up Sargisson's (2000a) suggestion that intentional

communities function as 'transgressive utopias', allowing the exploration of

alternative and critical ways of living and being, and so contain the possibility for

the transformation of needs and satisfactions in a greener direction.

Section Two - Methodology and Cases

In Chapter 4 I outline the methodological approach taken in this research, setting

out my rationale for adopting qualitative research methods, specifically ethnographic

ones - highlighting that the research takes an 'ethnographic approach', rather than

intending to produce an ethnography. I also make a case for the importance of

reflexivity in qualitative research. This chapter details the fieldwork process,

including the sampling method, entry to the field, participant observations and

interviewing, and a consideration of ethical issues raised by the methods employed

in this research. The chapter concludes with descriptions of the six intentional

communities which form the empirical focus of this research.

Section Three - Empirical Analysis

The remained of the thesis is focused upon the analysis of the data gathered during

fieldwork. Chapter 5 forms the basis of the subsequent analysis chapters. I begin

with a discussion of the concept of community, and argue that intentional

communities enact a version of community 'as process', that is community as a

space of questioning "who 'we' are ... what we will have in common, what we will

share, and how we will share it" (Phelan, 1996:248). Based on an analysis of the

data I argue that communities act to provide specific structures - social, material, and

ideological- through which members can approach, interpret and satisfy their needs

in more sustainable ways. As much as the material arrangements of communities are
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vital in enabling a reorientation of the satisfaction of needs, it is the social narrative

underlying communal structures which supports and reinforces this attempt to

conduct one's life alternatively. I then turn to examine the role of 'community' in

intentional communities, looking at the ways in which the enactment of community,

particularly identified with notions of 'belonging' and 'care', is itself an important

element in the reorientation of needs and satisfactions.

Chapter 6 argues that individuals are electing to place themselves, and their family,

within a setting in which 'who they are', their selves and the selves of those around

them, is pushed towards a particular way of being through the institutions and forms

of sociality in intentional communities. There are two strands to this argument. The

first strand involves the transformation of the self: there are two main ways in which

talk about self-transformation appears in the data - that intentional communities

permit a different experience of the self and a re-imagining of the self. The second

strand is the transformation of children's selves through exploring the intentions,

hopes, and imaginings that adults have for children's selves in intentional

communities.

Chapter 7 looks at the status of work within intentional communities. I explore the

place of communal work, focusing on its content and organisation, especially the

sexual division of labour, and the reconceptualisation of value and labour in

communal work, discussing the challenge this makes to dominate capitalist

productive discourses. I then examine how intentional communities fulfil members'

needs for 'meaningful work', where meaningful work is understood as involving a

sense of both craftsmanship and care. As spaces which allow the alternative social

arrangement of need satisfaction, intentional communities, through their disruption

of the bond between work and wages, the organization of work as craft, and

practices of labour which embed people and their work in care, allow individuals to

satisfy the need for meaningful work in a way which opposes those satisfactions

offered through the market.
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Chapter 8 extends the argument that intentional communities constitute a space of

and for difference which enables an exploration of alternative ways of living, being,

and needing, to examining the ways in which this involves ways of relating to the

natural environment, reflecting the desires of most members to establish lives more

integrated with nonhuman nature. Picking up on the argument made in Chapter I

that it is not humans' interaction with nature that is problematic, but rather the

historical form it takes, I argue that intentional communities facilitate a greener way

of life and in doing so provide a context in which different relationships with nature

can be explored, experienced, and established. The relationships between human and

nonhuman nature constructed within intentional communities allow the needs of

both to be considered together. I then incorporate the idea of community as a process

explored in Chapter 5 into this argument, suggesting that intentional communities

operate with an inclusive understanding of what counts as community, extending to

all of the natural world.

I conclude that intentional communities constitute spaces of and for difference. The

alternative social, material and ideological institutions of communities enable the

interpretation and satisfaction of needs and desires in ecologically sensitive ways: in

ways that integrate individual's beliefs and desires into their day-to-day lives, in

ways which look to spheres beyond those provided by the market to ground a sense

of meaning and fulfilment. Thus, in choosing to live in intentional communities,

individuals place themselves in circumstances which demand the restructuring of the

satisfaction of their needs and desires, and in doing so, create a situation in which

they can live and be differently.
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SECTION ONE: THEORY

This section sets out the theoretical basis of the thesis. It seeks to build on Marcuse 's work

on 'nature' and needs, and the development of this by Leiss (1978), in order to elaborate a

framework through which to approach the study of the experience and satisfaction of needs

and desires within green intentional communities. Furthermore, it introduces Sargisson's

(2000a) work on intentional communities as 'transgressive utopias' - sites in which the

possibilities for the transformation of needs and satisfactions in a greener direction may be

found.
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Chapter 1: Marcuse and the Problem of Nature

Sign in a community garden 8

'Nature' is one of the most nominally enduring and complex words in the English

language (Williams, 1980:67); it is at once a divine 'Mother' and the hard stuff of

modem science. Whilst common sense may suggest that nature lies at the heart of

the work and ideas of those interested in the relationship between modern societies

and their environs, in reality it has been taken for granted, overlooked, or left

unrecognised as, an often ideological, concept. What, after all, is more natural than

8 All photographs were taken by the author during fieldwork.
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nature. Despite its neglect 'nature', in one way or another, remains central to all

environmentally focused thought - it is nature that some advocate a return to; nature

that some seek to preserve, or conserve; nature that is studied, detailed, and

recorded; nature that is mastered, controlled and bent to the will of those with the

technical know-how; and nature that is denied, presented as a fiction, 'real' only at

the discursive level9. Already we see in just beginning to touch upon 'nature' the

multitude of meanings and interpretations attached to the word. As Soper notes this

complexity is part of the nature of 'nature'. It is a term we are at once eminently

comfortable with and fluent in using, but "merely to contemplate this range of usage

is to sense a loss of grip on what it is that we here have in mind" (Soper, 1995: I).

With the above in mind, it is important to stress from the outset that at the task ahead

is not providing a definition of what nature is - the 'countryside' but not parks or

gardens; wilderness not the countryside; 'wild' not domesticated animals; organic

corn not GM corn - for such definitions will always be limited by time and place. As

suggested by Williams (1980:67) what matters is not the "proper" definition, but an

attempt to remain conscious of the history and complexity of the concept, and

sensitive to the temporal context of its use.

Nature/Society

In the accounts of those who have sought to provide a description and analysis of the

use and development of the concept in Western social and philosophical thought (see

Leiss, [1972] 1994; Williams, 1980; Soper, 1995, Macnaghten and Urry, 1998'

Moog, 2009) one universal feature becomes apparent: nature is regarded as what

9 Such as Tester's assertion that "A fish is only a fish if it is socially classified as one, and the

classification is only concerned with fish to the extent that scaly things living in the sea help society

define itself. After all, the very word 'fish' is a product of the imposition of socially produced

categories of nature" (1991 :46).
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'we', with our complex religious, social, scientific and cultural arrangements and

achievements, are not. Accordingly Moog proposes that a core that has held the

notion together has been

"the role "nature" has played in the construction of a number of
key dualisms - dualisms which have attempted to define the
essence of what it is to be human. Nature has been understood as
that which is not culture; natural necessity has been opposed to
uniquely human forms of freedom and autonomy; and these
oppositions have been conceptualized within a web of other
parallel and politically laden binaries: man/animal,
subject/object, self/other, man/woman, society/biology,
civilized/savage. " (2009:150)

The origin of these dualisms has been located in the separation of human and natural

realms in Judeo-Christian theology (see White, 1967 in Sutton, 2004:23; Ruether,

197510; Williams, 1980:74; Williams, 2007:133)11. Leiss (1994:Ch2) charts the

continuity and evolution of the human-nature dualism from tribal societies, through

Jewish and Christian interpretations of the scriptures, magic and alchemy, the

scientific revolution, and the Renaissance. In contrast to the animalism of Paganism,

Judaism and Christianity introduced the idea that 'spirit' was separate from nature,

and humans, unique in their possession of a soul, ruled over the earth, thus sharing to

some extent God's transcendence of nature: "only men [sic] of all earthly things

possessed spirit, and thus he did not have to fear the resistance of an opposing will in

nature; the Bible seemed to indicate that the earth was designed to serve man's ends

exclusively" (ibid.:30). Williams (1980:76-77) suggests that the separation of man

from nature allowed natural processes to be described in their own terms; this

development was essential to the scientific revolution, exemplified by the work of

Francis Bacon: that of organized scientific research into a natural world that was

there to be interrogated, mastered, and put to work for the benefit of humankind

10 Mellor (1997) provides a useful engagement with this work.

II Others (for example Gaard, 2001, Plumwood, 1993) have traced this relationship back to the elite

class of male Athenian citizens and ideas of the polis (Worthy, 2008: 151).
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(Leiss, 1994:46, 56). Leiss argues that Bacon's depiction of the relationship between

man and nature as one of mastery and domination was so definitive "that the history

of all subsequent stages in the career of this idea down to the present can be arranged

as a set of variations on a Baconian theme" (ibid.:71). However, Bacon was still

working within a Christian paradigm in which the human mastery of nature was part

of a shared project with religion - to work in the service of God, and restore

humanity to its condition of sublime innocence prior to the fall (ibid.:50).

It was during the Enlightenment that the human-nature dualism was given a secular

basis. Williams (2007: 134) suggests that the most important source of our modern

secular dualist understanding of the world is Descartes, whose mind-body dualism

introduced a new human actor, enlightened and rational, unbound by the constraints

of nature, "and imbued with agency and the ability to transcend the darkness of

earlier human existence". The focus in this secular form of the dualism became the

idea of human exceptional ism from the rest of the natural world, based not on

religious belief but in the "ever-increasing ability [of the rational individual] to

manipulate natural process to accomplish ... self-chosen ends" (Leiss, 1994:xi). So

through the social and scientific innovations of the Enlightenment, colonialism, and

the industrial revolution, the intellectual power of the human-nature dualism was

consolidated and expanded, resulting in a situation in which

"the growing sense of command over a wider territory (the
voyages of discovery and the subjugation of native peoples in the
new world). and the simultaneous awareness of a greater human
capacity to manipulate nature 'sphysical and chemical processes
- producing some very concrete material benefits - served to
reinforce this convenient rationalization for traditional forms of
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brutal exploitation of both other humans and the entire animal
world. .. (Leiss. 1994:xivJ'2

Given this historical and intellectual legacy it is unsurprising that the dualistic

conception of humans', and by extension society's, relationship with 'nature'

remains a distinctive element in both sociological and much green thought. As

Benton notes, dualisms in sociology cut very deep - they are important organising

categories, shaping both social thought and research, and commonsense thinking

outside of academia (1994:29). The separation of society and nature in sociology has

received an increasing amount of attention. Some, for example Macnaghten and

Urry (1995:204), look to Durkheim and his attempt to establish a purely social

realm; whilst others have focused their investigations on the early days of

sociology's establishment as a formal academic discipline, where an opportunity to

put the environment at its heart was forgone (Studholme, 2008). Two of the first to

systematically criticise sociology's approach to the environment were Dunlap and

Catton (1979, 1994) who argued that sociology works within a "Human

Exemptionalism Paradigm", in which not only was the physical environment

considered irrelevant in understanding social behaviour, but society was placed

outside of nature and natural limits, and thus humans considered exempt from

ecological principles. Looking at the relationship more recently both Benton

(1991:14; 1994:3) and Sutton (2004:2) suggest that sociology re-doubled its

commitment to a dualistic conception of humans and nature in reaction against the

advancements and public acceptance of the reductionist materialism associated with

genetics, sociobiology and evolutionary psychology.

12 This rationalization. founded upon the society-nature dualism, it will be argued persists today, in

ever new forms.
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Despite the multiplicity of ways and contexts in which the concept of nature is

employed in social thought, Soper suggests there are two broad positions into which

most contemporary approaches fit: "nature-endorsing" and "nature-sceptical", which

loosely map on to naturalist/realist and post-modern/constructivist positions

(1995:4). These reflect an ontological divide - realists insist on the independent

reality of a natural domain or "mode of being", whereas constructivists argue that

there is no independent 'nature' and everything that we think of as natural is always

a human construct, or cultural product (Soper, 2000: 17). The conflict between these

two positions has been well documented (see Sutton, 2004:55-75) and we do not

need to go into details now, but it can be basically characterised as follows:

"while the one party invokes nature in reference to features of
ourselves and the world regarded as discourse-independent, the
other responds by querying the supposed signified of the
signifier: a stance it supports by pointing to the multiple
constructions placed upon 'nature' at different historical periods
and in different cultural contexts ...from this latter perspective
the one thing that is not 'natural' is nature herself, and the
'herself can serve to reinforce the point ." (Soper, 1995: 7)

So, in summary:

"An opposition, then, between the natural and human has been
axiomatic to Western thought, and remains a presupposition of
all its philosophical. scientific, moral and aesthetic discourse,
even if the history of these discourses is in large part a history of
the differing constructions we are asked to place upon it.
Whether we are asked to view nature as an external realm, or
ourselves as belonging within its order; as vitalist or
mechanistic; as the mere object or instrument of human purpose,
or as dialectically shaping us as much as we shape it; all such
thinking is tacitly reliant on the appreciation of our difference
from the natural or 'the rest of nature'. and would have no
purchase on our understanding without it... (ibid. :38-9)
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Beyond the dualism

However, contra Soper, there has been a movement in both 'nature-endorsing' and

'nature-sceptical' camps to abandon or transcend reliance on the human-nature

dualism in making sense of our relationship with our environment. Moog (2009: 150)

suggests that, partly in response to the limited success of the environmental

movement in the 1960s and 1970s, those in what is now termed radical ecology

started to argue that the increasingly apparent ecological troubles were not simply

the result of flawed technical, political, or economic systems, but that the conception

of nature was the root cause. This critique encompasses an array of positions, from

post-structuralism to socialism - and everything between, above, and below. But all

share an interrogation of the legitimacy of Western ways of knowing, modem

science, liberal ethics, and the concepts of nature itself (Moog, 2009: 154). For

example, Vogel's approach to the problem of nature is to propose that the nature-

social dualism must be rejected in light of recent work which exposes the fact that

natural science and the nature it describes are the product of socio-historical forces,

and on the grounds that appeals to 'nature' are often used to legitimate oppressive

and conservative social values, stressing that the "naturalistic fallacy is a constant

political danger" (1996:8-9). The thesis he forwards is that "nature is a social

construction", in order to emphasise the way in which 'nature' is in fact the product

of human action and intervention, and so "literally socially constructed" (ibid.:6-7).

Vogel argues that whilst he shares the concern of other environmentalists about the

current ecological crisis, and their analysis that the root of the problem lies in our

conception of nature, he rejects their appeals to a separate realm of nature. Instead,

he argues that any appeal to nature is "always only an appeal to us and to our own

discursive processes of justification" (ibid.: 10). Vogel's hope is that in recognising

nature as socially constructed, the product of human action, we will come to see it as

something we are responsible for and on this basis foster a new "environmental

ethic" (ibid.). Going beyond the suggestions made by Vogel are the arguments made

by Latour (2004) and Haraway (1991) that the concept of nature itself should be

abandoned, that the task ahead is the "destruction of the idea of nature" (Latour,
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2004:25, in Moog, 2008). In Haraway's A Cyborg Manifesto (1991) she argues that

technological developments increasingly blur the boundary between human and

machine, natural and artificial:

"High-tech culture challenges these dualisms'3 in intriguing
ways. It is not clear who makes and who is made in the relation
between human and machine. It is not clear what is mind and
what body in machines that resolve into coding practices. In so
far as we know ourselves both in formal discourse (for example.
biology) and in daily practice (for example. the homework
economy in the integrated circuit). we find ourselves to be
cyborgs. hybrids. mosaics. chimeras" (1991: 177).

This dissolution of systems of logic instrumental to the domination of socially

marginalised peoples (such and women, ethnic minorities, workers) and animals

should be embraced and the full liberatory possibilities explored (ibid.: 174).

Similarly to Haraway, Latour has argued "that recognition of the causal power of

networks of human and non-human "actants" to influence the trajectory of both

social and technological development serves to blur traditional boundaries between

the technological, the biological and the cultural" (Moog, 2009: 159). According to

Latour, 'nature' bypasses truly democratic political processes - the idea of nature as

a separate realm, about which objective facts can be known suggests the possibility

of a fundamental separation of facts, nature and science from values, and therefore

from politics (ibid.). Latour's solution is a new "epistemological/political"

constitution in which non-human entities would be given a voice through the

political involvement of their "representatives" - "the scientific networks and

technical "impedimenta" in which they are embedded, and which enable them to

speak" (ibid.). Leaving aside specific criticism of these three works for now'", one

I3·'selti'other. mind/body, culture/nature. male/female. civilized /primitive, reality/appearance,

whole/part, agent/resource, maker/made. active/passive, right/wrong, truth/illusion, total/partial,

God/man" (Haraway, 1991:177).

14 Such as with regard to Latour's work we are left with ··amodel of the political process that makes it

hard for him to interrogate the real world political economy of technological development and
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general criticisms is that in these accounts 'nature' is seen as a negative, repressive

concept in contrast to culture which is perceived as always more temporary and

amenable to progressive political change. However, as Soper highlights, it is not

'nature' itself that dictates repressive relationships between people, and the

environment, but the "arbitrary" and "prejudicial" use of the concept to police

behaviour - nature may suggest the modes in which we live, but "it does not enforce

a politics" (1995: 142). Additionally all three are, as a result of their rejection of

nature along with the dualisms in which it is enmeshed, in danger of giving what

Benton (1994:44) describes as an "oversocialized view of nature", which in effect

brackets out of sociological analysis any material objective conditions of

environmental concern and neglects the "organic embodiment and ecological

embeddedness" of humans.

In contrast "organic embodiment and ecological embeddedness" is central to the

radical ecology of ecofeminism and deep ecology. Deep ecology's rejection of

dualistic thought is rooted in its commitment to the 'intrinsic value' of all 'Nature'.

The founder of the deep ecology movement, Arne Naess, stresses that deep ecology

differs from the "limited science" of ecology, by basing itself within an earth based

wisdom, an "ecosophy ... a philosophy of ecological harmony and equilibrium ...a

kind of sofia wisdom" (1973).15 In ecosophy Nature is regarded as "a significant

form of otherness" (Luke, 1997:2), guided by the ideal of "biocentric egalitarianism"

(Naess, 1988, in Sutton, 2004:21). As Devall and Sessions explain "the intuition of

biocentric equality is that all living things in the biosphere have an equal right to live

political intluence. Who currently "speaks" for genetically modified com, after all? If com "speaks"

when manipulated in a laboratory somewhere, how can we trust those who are wearing the lab coats

to tell us everything it is saying?" (Moog. 2009: 162).

15 The concept of 'sophia' is fundamental to Naess's concept of 'ecosophy', which is made up of

"eco- (originally meaning "house" or "habitation") as in ecology, and -sophy (vwisdom") as in

philosophy (philo-sophia. love of wisdom) (Drengson and Inoue. 1995:xxiv).
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and blossom and to reach their individual forms of unfolding and self-realization

within the larger self-realization. The basic intuition is that all organisms and entities

in the ecosphere, as parts of an interrelated whole, are equal in intrinsic worth"

(1985 in Luke, 1997:9). Thus humans are one species amongst many with no claim

to special rights over and above other life. Indeed, in spite of the belief in intrinsic

worth, precedence is given to the natural order over the social - humans must learn

to accept that "Nature is in control" (Spretnak, 1985, cited in Mellor, 1992:84). The

ultimate goal of deep ecologists is to reinstate a lost natural balance between humans

and nature through returning human consciousness to a "primal mind", back to a

reenchanted world, an animate resubjectified Nature, and more mythic modes of

knowing (Luke, 1997:8-9).

Ecofeministsl6 on the other hand have developed their critique by focusing on the

co-domination of both nature and women. Writers like Merchant (1990) and King

(1989) have made convincing arguments that link the oppression of women and

ecological damage to dualistic forms of thinking and gendered ways of knowing

(Moog, 2009: 156). Much ecofeminist theory stems from the premise that patriarchy

enables the male domination of both nature and women (Sutton, 2004: 106;

Sargisson, 2001a:60). The shared experience of domination by the same oppressive

system opens up space for an identification of women with nature; therefore the

attempt to protect the environment must also protect women (ibid.). Some

ecofeminists extend this point, suggesting that women are somehow closer to nature,

more attuned to her cycles, therefore less alienated (Dobson, 2000: 190; Sutton,

2004:106).

16 It is important to acknowledge the internal diversity of ecofeminism. While at its core is the

exploration of the relationship between women and the environment, the form this exploration takes

and what is taken from it depends on if you are an liberal ecofeminist, socialist ecofeminist, cultural

ecofeminist, Third World ecofeminist (see Merchant, 1992); and whether you are a "difference" or

"deconstructive" ecofeminist (see Dobson, 2000).
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Unlike deep ecologists, ecofeminists are less united on the best way to prevent

further ecological damage. Some more essentialist writers such as Henderson (1983,

in Dobson 2000: 191) argue that 'feminine' values and ways of behaving, such as

"motherhood ... parenting ... the maintaining of comfortable habitats and cohesive

communities" must be re-evaluated and prioritised above 'masculine' patriarchal

values, to the benefit of both women and the environment. However, this position is

open to criticism, firstly assigning essentialistic and oppositional gendered

characteristics to men and women and in doing so sustaining the dualistic approach

ecofeminism seeks to do away with. Secondly, Mellor (1992:77) has argued that in

their celebration of the 'feminine' these ecofeminists sacrifice their feminist

dynamic, as such their position is more accurately called 'ecofeminine'. Plumwood,

who whilst not wanting to undermine the positive value of the connection between

women and nature ("which was previously, in the west, given negative cultural value

and which was the main ground for women's devaluation and oppression"), stresses

that a re-evaluation of the co-status of women and nature must recognise the ways in

which their relationship has influenced the construction of both feminine, masculine

and human identity (1993:8). She asserts that patriarchal values must indeed be

rejected but their place filled with a general human identity, and that once this is

achieved and "nature is reconceived as capable of agency and intentionality, and

human identity is reconceived in less polarised and disembodied ways, the great gulf

which Cartesian thought established between the conscious, mindful human sphere

and the mindless, clockwork natural one disappears" (1993:5). Merchant (1990) also

attempts to provide an alternative post-dualist approach. However, her solution is

not the development of a general human identity but a new ecological mode of

understanding based upon a new unity and interconnectedness between humans and

nature (Moog, 2009: 156). Moog suggests that Merchant places much hope in the

ability of this ecological understanding to "help us ameliorate out current

environmental crisis through forms of eco-mimesis" (ibid.).
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Here then we begin to see how some radical ecologists have "produced a body of

complementary analyses of the shortcomings of the Western conceptual corpus and

epistemological traditions" (Moog, 2008.). Although suggesting different means to

achieve a better and less damaging future - recovering a sense of human

embeddedness in a re-enchanted natural world, eco-mimesis, or a new identity-based

ethics - all have done so by problematizing the boundary between the human and the

natural; but in doing so they have all been plagued by the contradictions inherent in

any attempt to "return to the fold of 'nature'" (ibid.). For Soper (2000:20) the central

problem is that they all present the independent realm of nature as one of intrinsic

value, one which has been eroded by the intrusive and damaging activities of

humans. This is problematic for two reasons. Firstly, it obscures the fact that much

of the nature being destroyed exists as it does because of years of human activity - it

is in important ways a "cultural construct" (ibid.). Thus, although the root of our

problems may lie in our very idea of nature, and our understanding of our own place

within the natural order, the solution to those problems cannot be as simple as

returning to a natural state, for as Moog (2008) asks: "Which nature should we get

back to, after all? How are we to know which is the right one?" Secondly, it

overlooks the extent to which our aesthetic attraction to, and valuation of, the natural

world is shaped by our interaction with nature - nature only has positive, intrinsic,

and redemptive powers when we have the ability to master it to the extent that we

can relate to it on a basis other than "blind animal terror" (Soper, 2000:20; see also

Dyos and Wolff, 1973). Consequently, the romanticisation of nature implicit in

much radical ecology is in fact the manifestation of the same powers that dominate

and destroy it (ibid.). Thus, as Soper argues, this approach to nature abstracts from

historical forms human interaction with nature and their environmental impacts, and

so "mislocates the source of the problem" which is not human interaction with

nature per se but the historical form it takes (1995:19). In a similar vein Williams

(1982:6) is highly critical of theories (like deep ecology, social ecology, and some

ecofeminism) that idealises a pre-industrial undamaged nature. Whilst Williams

concedes there are "important differences of degrees" between pre- and post-

industrial ecological damage "In its false contrast of physical conditions, and its
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characteristic evasion of social and economic conditions, this weak but popular case

altogether misses the point" (ibid.).

Criticisms withstanding, the approaches outlined above have contributed some

important insights into the consequences of placing humans outside of the realm of

nature, and of our destructive relations to the environments that surround us.

However, as Moog (2008) argues, attempts to dissolve the concepts of nature and

culture, the natural and the artificial, are "probably as unattainable for us as is re-

immersion in an unalienated natural world". The trouble with the approaches

discussed above is that they all evoke nature as a singular entity and as Williams

notes "We have mixed our labour with the earth, our forces with its forces too

deeply to be able to draw back and separate either out. Except that if we go on with

the singular abstractions we are spared the effort of looking, in any active way, at the

whole complex of social and natural relationships which is at once our product and

our activity" (Williams, 1980:83). An alternative is needed; one that retains the

insights of radical ecology but offers a more historically nuanced account of 'nature'

and our relationships with it.

Although often overlooked, Critical Theory offers such an opportunity for

environmental theory to start addressing some of the difficulties discussed here.

Through its critique of the scientific domination of nature and rational forms of

social organization it brings to the fore the fact "that the multiple catastrophes

[including ecological ones] of the twentieth century are not extrinsic to civilization,

but intrinsic to the rationality of the Enlightenment" (DeLuca 2001:308). Most

importantly it allows for the type of complex historically sensitive analysis called for

by Williams. In particular, I suggest that Marcuse has an invaluable contribution to

make on the grounds that his work enables not just the unpicking and critique of our

relationship with our environment but does so at the individual-psychological and

societal-institutional level, and alerts us that a future in which we no longer

experience the social and ecological ills common to us now will need to be based

upon the radical transformation of what we now consider as the individual, the
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social, and the natural. For Marcuse, such a transformation must be rooted in the

experience and expression of needs - for it is at this level that social forces are given

form. As will be seen in the following chapter, Marcuse argues that social and

individual needs coincide, dictated by the interests of industrial capitalism, with the

result that both human and non-human nature are subject domination and

exploitation through the creation and satisfaction of these needs via production and

consumption, and the instrumental logic underlying these practices (Marcuse, 1992

[1979]). Prior to examining this in more detail, the remainder of this chapter will

explore some of the ways in which Marcuse's work can be used to address some of

the shortcoming of ecology detailed above.

Marcuse, Nature, Ecology

Although Marcuse is often mentioned alongside Adorno and Horkheimer as one of

the founders of Critical Theory (Kellner 1989: 4; Bottomore, 1975: 196; Benton and

Craib, 2001: 107), his work is rarely discussed to the same degree. This extends to

green literature, in which Marcuse is rarely cited: his project is considered too

anthropocentric, utopian, or socialist to be taken seriously (Luke 1997:138). On the

occasions he is included in the envirorunental debate the tendency of those

examining the green aspects of his work has been to focus on his writings on

technology (Offe, 1988; Feenberg, 1988, 1996; Leiss, 1994; Vogel, 1996, 2004;

Gandesha, 2004; Toscana, 2005), and in doing so ignoring the less obvious, but

hopefully, equally fruitful elements for developing and expanding ecological social

theory and practice.

From the outset I suggest that Marcuse comfortably fits within radical ecology, and

that ecological principles lie at the heart of his work. However, whilst I do not wish

to detract from the insights Marcuse makes, or upset the reception his work has

received in some envirorunental circles, there are problems in Marcuse's work,

whilst these cannot be ignored, they can, I suggest be used productively. This is
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especially so if his work is to do more than plug the holes in existing ecological

thought, and be given an empirical footing. As Vogel writes, the concept of nature

has always been a particularly troublesome one for Critical Theory, "a consideration

of the tradition's history reveals it as struggling with a series of difficulties about the

concept which it has never found itself entirely able to resolve" (1996: 1). The

inconsistency with which the term is used both between critical theorists and within

individual's work has a twofold consequence. Firstly, the tradition finds itself caught

in a number of dilemmas that threaten to undermine the usefulness of the work the

concept of nature is set to do in Critical Theory. And secondly, those returning to

examine their use of the concept are, in Vogel's words, left "examining hints and

suggestions that were never fully taken up and following arguments further than

their authors ever intended to go" (ibid.).

Although nature is fundamental to Marcuse's critique of society - the condition of

one being inescapably bound up with the condition of the other - it remained an

implicit rather than explicit theme in his work. Even on the few occasions he directly

addressed nonhuman nature (1972, 1992 [1979]) he never systematically confronts

what he means by 'nature', despite that fact that he seemed aware of its obfuscatory

standing: "In some backward areas of the world, it is also 'natural' that black races

are inferior to white, and that the dogs get the hindmost, and that business must be. It

is also natural that big fish eat little fish - though it may not seem natural to the little

fish" (1964:242). However, such an awareness did not have the consequence that he

himself used the term in a clear and consistent way. Examining the relationship

between humans and nature in Marcuse's work I have identified two predominant

'natures' - an aesthetic nature, and a subjectified nature. As will become apparent,

both of these 'natures' are underlain by the conception of nature as a material realm,

the basis for all human action. Whether aesthetically as a site of freedom, as a

subject in which we find ourselves, or as what Marx called our "inorganic body"

with which we must "remain in continuous interchange [if we] are not to die ... for

man is a part of nature" (Marx, 1977:67, emphasis in original), material relations
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with nonhuman nature make possible and reflect the relationships we have with

ourselves and each other.

Nature as aesthetic

Aesthetics fulfilled an essential function for Marcuse, constituting a medium through

which the "repressed and distorted potentialities" of man and nature could be

represented (1979: 10). In The Aesthetic Dimension (1979) Marcuse suggests that art

- painting, literature, theatre, music - was the only potential vehicle of liberation

left: it alone could "explode" the given reality (ibid:6). However, in other writings

nature provides a site of aesthetic experience and in doing so a channel of liberation

- within nature lies "life-enhancing forces", "sensuous aesthetic qualities", alien to

an existence of "unending competitive performance" (1972:60-61). Marcuse argued

that nature acts as a source of aesthetic liberation: villages, valleys, and forests, like

art, are sites of contradiction - an "insoluble core" of truth value, and so represent a

qualitatively different reality (1964:69). In Marcuse we find a different theory of the

aesthetics of nature to the kind found elsewhere. Soper argues that more often than

not green thinkers overlook the historicity and cultural specificity underlying appeals

to the aestheticism of nature (1995:219); by way of illustration she observes that the

'bleak' only becomes appealing when the pastoral is the norm (ibid.:227). However,

Marcuse is quite explicit in his rejection of a politically unaware generalised

"glorification" of the realm of nature, arguing that it is "part of the ideology that

protects an unnatural society in its struggle for liberation" (1964:242). Aesthetics for

Marcuse have a liberatory power because of their explicit historicity, nature is an

aesthetic realm not because it fulfils, or approximates, a universal Kantian-type pure

aesthetic, but because nature as an "object of history", when juxtaposed to the

narrow limits of instrumental rationality, communicates "new qualities of freedom"

(Marcuse, 1972:60-61, emphasis in original). Aesthetic qualities which are non-

violent, non-domineering, allow people to become "receptive" to nature in its own

right, to experience the joy and erotic energy within it (ibid.:74). Blanke suggest that

Marcuse is not speaking of simply a contemplative appreciation of nature, but "a
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deep sympathetic vibration of the life-energy animating both human and nonhuman

nature" (1994:200).

Attempts to develop an aesthetic theory of nature are often characterised as romantic

or sentimental. It is interesting to note here the point raised by Williams (1980:80),

that where the dominant understanding of nature is based upon its capacity to

produce economic wealth any objections or alternative conceptions of nature are

dismissed as sentimental. Marcuse hotly denied any charge of romanticism, stressing

that there could never be a return to a pre-industrial rural idyll (in Keen and Raser,

1971 :62). As we have just discussed, nature for Marcuse was "an object of history",

therefore our present and future relationship with nature "cannot mean returning to a

pre-technological stage but advancing the use of the achievements of technological

civilization for freeing man and nature from the destructive abuse of science and

technology in the service of exploitation" (1972:60). However, Marcuse's discussion

of nature as an aesthetic realm has a tendency to fall back onto a romantic idealised

'natural' past. For instance he argues that in the "romantic pre-technical world" there

was still a "landscape", Hamedium of libidinal experience" (1964:76). Moreover, in

his vision of a future which has undergone the "essential transformation of the

environment and the humanization of life" contemporary cities will have given way

to "the creation of an architecture that reestablishes harmony between human

habitation and the surrounding natural environment, as was the case in Medieval

towns in Europe where you still have the feeling of symbiosis between man and

nature. I don't see any reason why such a goal on a higher level cannot be attained

today" (Marcuse in Keen and Raser, 1971 :62).

Nature as a subject

This notion of symbiosis between man and nature recurs in Marcuse's work. In One-

Dimensional Man it appears Marcuse was clear as to the metaphysical state of

nature: "Nature is in itself a negative (i.e. wanting in its own existence}", nature is an

object, "mere Nature", until humans mastered it in "the light of freedom"
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(1964:241). However, from his earliest writings Marcuse contradicts himself,

arguing that nature is both subject and object (Blanke, 1994: 198). In

"Counterrevolution and Revolt" (CR) Marcuse takes an entire chapter to develop his

argument in favour of nature "as subject in its own right":

"Commercialized nature, polluted nature, militarized nature cut
down the life environment of man [sic], not only in an ecological
but in a very existential sense ...it deprives man from finding
himself in nature, beyond and this side of alienation; it also
prevents him from recognising nature as a subject in its own
right - a subject with which to live in a common human
universe" (1972:60, emphasis in original).

Throughout Marcuse's thought human liberation is dependent upon the liberation of

nature, but until CR the liberation of nature took the form of a 'liberating mastery'.

In CR this changes to the more benign "liberation of nature" (ibid.). Nature

recognised as a subject does not conflict with it also being an object of history,

acknowledging that it exists as an object in its own right "<that is as a subject!" does

not mean it is "a manifestation of "spirit?" (ibid.:69). Nature, like humans, cannot be

other than a part of history. Under the performance principle the conception of

nature as "value-free material" there "for the sake of domination" is a historical a

priori (ibid.:61). Once liberated, nature in a free society may well have a different a

priori and "the development of the scientific concepts may be grounded in an

experience of nature as a totality of life to be protected and "cultivated?" (ibid.)!'.

Marcuse develops his idea of nature as a subject from Marx's Economic and

Political Manuscripts of 1844, in which ""nature" finds its place in the theory of

revolution" (ibid.:64). Marcuse suggested that the principal conception of the

Manuscripts was the "complete emancipation of all human senses and qualities"

(Marx, in ibid.). These emancipated senses would become practical in the

reconstruction of society:

17 For a fictional example of such an alternative scientific sensibility see Piercy (2000 (1976)),
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"The emancipated senses would repel the instrumentalist
rationality of capitalism while preserving and developing its
achievements. They would attain this goal in two ways:
negatively - inasmuch as the Ego, the other, and the object
would no longer be experienced in the context of aggressive
acquisition, competition, and defensive possession; positively -
through the "human appropriation of nature, " i.e. through the
transformation of nature into an environment (medium) for the
human beings as "species being"; free to develop the specifically
human faculties: the creative, aesthetic faculties" (ibid,
emphasis in original).

The human appropriation of nature, achieved through natural science, guided by

emancipated senses, would free nature of its "mere utility" revealing it as "life force

in its own right, as subject-object"; ever linked, humans too would "form a living

object" (ibid.:65). Humans would then be able to "relate themselves to the thing for

the sake of the thing" (Marx, in ibid.), but only on the basis that nature is objectified

as human, that it "is thus itself humanly related to man" (ibid.). Marcuse freely

admits that such a theory is "outrageously unscientific" and metaphysical, but if

current social relations produce an instrumentalised and objectified nature, why

would radical social change not produce a "radical transformation of nature"?

(ibid.). Here then we see that, as Light argues, Marcuse's sense of the subjectivity of

nature is absolutely essential to his vision of a better environmental future

(2004:231). Furthermore, Light suggests that "Marcuse' s notion of radical

subjectivity [of nature] provides the strongest ground on which to claim the basis for

duties, rights, and obligations towards nature (even if it is in fact very contentious

ground)" (Light, 2004:232). This is because Marcuse links the recognition of nature

as a subject to the emancipation of humans, and the fulfilment of 'true' human needs

and desire - in granting nature its subjecthood we enrich our own existence. Thus

anchoring his arguments so, Marcuse avoids the problems encountered with similar

arguments in deep ecology, in which it seems that humans, even in the pursuit of

meeting minimal 'natural' needs, are opposed to nature, indeed, obliterate nature in

doing so (Soper, 1995:18). But for Marcuse, it is through the meeting of needs under

a new sensibility, and through the appropriation of nature in doing so, that both man

and nature achieve true subjecthood. However, in drawing so heavily on Marx's
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1844 Manuscripts Marcuse has, if you like, kept both the baby and the bathwater.

Benton asks of Marx's work, as I do now of Marcuse's, if our connection to nature,

and so ourselves, can only be realised through a transformation of it in line with our

intentions then "what space is left for a valuing of nature in virtue of its intrinsic

qualities?" (1988:7). Furthermore, if we can only see ourselves or identify with a

world on which humanity has imprinted itself then "what is left of our status as part

of nature?" (1988:7). Benton (1988:7) argues that for Marx:

"Nature, it seems, is an acceptable partner for humanity only
insofar as it has been divested of all that constitutes its
otherness, insofar, in other words, as it has become, itself,
human. This view of a properly human relationship to nature is
certainly far removed from a utilitarian, instrumental one, but its
value-content is no less anthropocentric. It is, indeed, a quite
fantastic species-narcissism ."

Whether the charge of "species-narcissism" can be made of Marcuse I am not sure,

arguments can be made either way. This ambiguity stems from the infuriatingly self-

contradicting arguments he makes about nature. For example, a matter of pages after

he has gone into some detail about recognising nature as subject, existing for its own

sake, he turns to certain "brute" "unconquerable" facts:

"To treat nature "for its own sake" sounds good, but it is
certainly not for the sake of the animal to be eaten, nor probably
for the sake of the plant. The end of this war, the perfect peace in
the animal world - this idea belongs to the Orphic myth, not to
any conceivable historical reality. In the face of suffering
inflicted by man on man, it seems terribly "premature" to
campaign for universal vegetarianism or synthetic foodstuffs; as
the world is the priority must be on human solidarity among
human beings. And yet, no free society is imaginable that does
not, under its "regulative idea of reason" make the concerted
effort to reduce consistently the suffering which man imposes on
the world" (1972:68, emphasis in original).

This lack of consistency in Marcuse's theorisation of nature might, to some, suggest

a fundamental problem in the application of his work. Alternatively, his
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encompassing use of the term, united by its critical application to oppressive social

arrangements, can be seen as its strength. It is through the multiplicity of uses of

concepts of nature that Marcuse provides a distinctive voice, one which resists not

only the nature/society dualism, but many of the divisions within ecological thought.

As we will see, Marcuse unites much ecological theory in his critique of society,

whilst providing the historical awareness sometimes lacking.

Marcuse the ecologist

As Luke demonstrates, Marcuse shares points in common with many radical

ecological perspectives:

"He {MarcuseJ anticipates virtually every critique made by
contemporary radical ecology groups. First, like deep ecology,
he identifies the destruction of nature with instrumental
reason ...in order to ground all of his ecological arguments.
Secondly, like ecofeminism, he connects the working of the
performance principle with the destructive drives of the death
instinct and male needs for domination. Third, like social
ecology, he sees the domination of Nature flowing out of the
domination of human beings inasmuch as ruling forces and
vested interests in society subject internal human nature and
external environment to the same destructive forms of
domination. Fourthly, like many soft path technologists, he
suggest that modern technology possesses the power and
productivity to overcome material scarcity, if only its techniques
and instrumentalities were organized in more rational
emancipatory forms of application. Fifth, like advocates of
voluntary simplicity, he ties waste, ruin, and despoliation of the
environment to false needs imposed on individuals not to meet
true vital requirements but to perpetuate the powers and
privileges of vested interests that benefit from such domination
and destruction. Finally, like the new natural poets and
philosophers, Marcuse expects a new sensibility - one that is
life-affirming, aesthetic, female, erotic, and liberatory - to
provide the conceptual categories and moral values needed to
reintegrate humanity with Nature on an environmentally rational
society where technology is art, work is play, and ecology
provides freedom" (1997: 151-152).
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Most fundamentally though, Marcuse shares the universal belief that distinguishes

radical ecology from other perspectives - that "a sustainable and fulfilling existence

presupposes radical changes in our relationship with the non-human natural world,

and in our mode of social and political life" (Dobson, 2000:2); what form this new

mode would take is where disagreements arise. A call for a radical transformation in

social, political, psychological, and material dimensions of life is one of the core

tenets of Marcuse's work, and the linking of humans and nature is such that the

creation of a fulfilling, liberated existence for humans is not possible without an

equivalent revolution for nature. As Blanke notes, Marcuse's vision is "of a society

beyond domination, where the free development of nonhuman nature is the

condition for the development of human nature and vice versa" (1994:206). Similar

to the radical ecological perspectives discussed above, Marcuse forcefully criticizes

the dualisms underlying Western thought, and in reflection of this he developed a

dialectal understanding of the relationship between human and nonhuman nature; on

this point, we again return to the influence of Marx. Marx set out to show that the

relationship between human and nonhuman nature entailed two elements - that

humans are themselves natural beings, our capacity for production a form of nature's

energy; and that humans can and must transform nature to meet and develop their

needs (Leiss, 1994:83):

"He opposes himself to Nature as one of her own forces. setting
in motion arms and legs. heads and hands. the natural forces of
the body. in order to appropriate Nature 'sproductions in a form
adapted to his own wants. By thus acting on the external world
and changing it. he at the same time changes his own nature. He
develops his slumbering powers and compels them to act in
obedience to his sway" (Marx. Capital Vol. 1. in Leiss. 1994:83).

Thus through transforming nature we are ourselves transformed, we as a part of that

nature. This inseparability of humans and nature is given an additional footing in

Marcuse's analysis of contemporary society - for Marcuse human and nonhuman

nature is locked into a destructive relationship of domination in a society ruled by

instrumental reason:
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"nature is an historical entity: man [sic] encounters nature as
transformed by society, subject to a specific rationality which
became, to an ever-increasing extent, technological,
instrumentalist rationality, bent to the requirements of
capitalism. And this rationality was also brought to bear on
man's own nature, on his primary drives" (Marcuse, 1972:59-
60).

"The point I am trying to make is that science, by virtue of its
own methods and concepts, has projected and promoted a
universe in which the domination of Nature has remained linked
to the domination of man - a link which tends to be fatal to this
universe as a whole. Nature, scientifically comprehended and
mastered, reappears in the technical apparatus of production
and destruction which sustains and improves the life of
individuals whilst subordinating them to the master of apparatus.
Thus the rational hierarchy merges with the social one"
(Marcuse, 1956:170).

the scientific method which led to the ever-more-effective
domination of Nature thus came to provide ...the
instrumentalities for the ever-more-effective domination of man
by man through the domination of Nature " (Marcuse, 1964:162).

Light argues that Marcuse bridges the gap within radical ecology between

environmental materialists and environmental ontologists (2004:231).

Environmental materialism, such as social ecology (Bookchin, 1980), approach

environmental problems through analysing the organisation of the material

conditions of, invariably, capitalist economies and the social and political

arrangements that sustain them. The "best" radical ecology will push the boundaries

of these systems, insisting on alternative material organisation of society as the route

to a more sustainable future (Light, 2004:230). In contrast, environmental ontology,

(deep ecology), considers our psychological or spiritual disconnection from nature to

be the cause of ecological degradation. The solution, then, lies in the human self and

its reconnection to the non-human world which should not be considered as a

separate set of organisms, but "as an integral part of a larger life system" (ibid.).

Light suggests that Marcuse' s "environmental views belie a commitment to

environmental materialism, while at the same time demonstrate a strong
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predisposition to the importance of an environmental ontology" (ibid.:231). Bearing

this and the other points considered above in mind, it is maybe not unreasonable for

Light to suggest that not only does Marcuse "completely [avoid] any implication in

the contemporary divides because of the complexity of his views" but that he "may

have the richest and most pluralist voice" in radical ecology (ibid.:232). Marcuse

does not fall prey to the division between 'nature' and 'society' and in treading this

balance he "admits how completely interwoven nature and society actually are"

(ibid.:236).

This uniting of human and nonhuman nature is most interestingly played out in

Marcuse's use of need as the basis of liberation. For, as discussed above, it is

through a move to an "essentially different way of life" (Marcuse, 1973: 198), based

upon the transformation of needs and desires, that an existence free from our current

social and ecological ills is possible. As will be explored in the next chapter,

Marcuse argued that "needs which actually are offered to individuals by institutions,

and in many cases are imposed upon individuals, end up becoming the individual's

own needs and wants" (Marcuse, 1992 [1979]:32). Thus the needs of society,

industrial capitalist society, and the needs of the individual become one. This

arrangement results in "affirmation and conformity to the established system"

(ibid.), a system which is predicated upon the instrumental apprehension of nature;

thus the satisfaction of socially produced needs are "always tied to destruction. The

domination of nature is tied to the violation of nature" (ibid.:33). In his recognition

of embedded ness of the 'social' in the 'natural', Marcuse is able to offer an account

of needs which can move past the limited scope of other approaches, as Leiss

(1978: 123) argues:

"the discussion of human needs ...have remained within an
narrowly anthropocentric framework. In other words. these
discussions consider the many problems raised by the
quantitative and qualitative dimensions of human needing only in
relation to goals that are thought to be appropriate for a decent
state of human existence. without also considering the impact of
the activities undertaken in pursuit of those goals on the viability
of other life-forms. and on some of the common requirements of
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other living things in the biosphere upon which we depend for
our existence...

In doing so, Marcuse provides a critique of society which has the potential to expand

current ecological theory. It is to the issue of need that we now turn.
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Chapter 2: Marcuse and Need

Compost loo

"There can be few concepts so frequently invoked and yet so little analysed as that

of human needs", furthermore "all definitions of the term and all appeals to the

concept of 'human needs' are, and must necessarily remain, problematic" (Soper,

1981:1). One source of confusion arises from the terminological difference between

social science disciplines - sociology and social psychology use need; economics use

wants, choices and demands; behavioural psychology use drives; and consumer

studies use choices and desires (Leiss, 1978:62). Moreover a dichotomy is usually

set up, where needs or wants are judged to be "natural vs. cultivated, immediate vs.

derived, viscerogenic vs. psychogenic, necessary vs. luxury, physical vs. symbolic
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true vs. false, objective vs. subjective, basic vs. discretionary, and lower vs. higher"

(ibid.:63).

One of the main reasons why any discussion of need is so problematic is the

differing levels of abstraction at which the concept is brought into use. Needs are at

once conceived of as general and specific. Needs are general and universal:

everyone, after all, not only has needs, but shared needs for certain material, social,

and emotional relationships. But needs are also experienced as deeply personal and

individual, often not consciously thought about as a 'need', but as something

emerging from the fabric of daily social interaction. This, if you like, binary property

of need is reflected in the ways in which the concept is operationalised. Those who

argue for the objectivity and universality of human needs point to a set of shared

needs, the satisfaction of which is essential for culture to exist at any level (for

example, Maslow, 1943; Malinowski, 1944; Max-Neef, 1986, 1991). Whilst others,

adopting a relativist standpoint, argue that needs, along with the ways in which they

are satisfied, emerge only as a result of socialisation, and are always culturally and

historically conditioned; anyone who suggests otherwise is guilty of making

generalisations from a position of an ethnocentric and temporally bounded

understanding of human nature and needs (Soper, 1993). There are, however,

alternatives. Attempts have been made to overcome the impasse between these

positions by combining elements of both (see Doyal and Gough, 1984, 1991). Others

have taken a more critical stance, setting out to question the interaction between

needs and contemporary society, and the potential needs have as instruments of

social change (Marcuse, 1956, 1964, 1968, 1970; Leiss, 1978; Soper, 1990,
2004a,b).

In the last chapter I suggested that underpinning Marcuse's critique of social and

ecological relationships was his theory of need. In the following I briefly discuss

recent approaches to need, particularly the concept of basic needs and the problems

associated with it, especially the fact that the abstractness of hierarchical and basic

needs approaches means that they tend to dissolve when applied to actual social
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situations (Leiss, 1978:70). The role of need in Marcuse 's work will be discussed

and it will be suggested that Leiss provides a way to take Marcuses work forward,

whilst avoiding the problem of true and false need and the deterministic assessments

that Marcuse was apt to make, yet retaining his critical insight. Leiss also opens the

way for the inclusion of ecology in our understanding of need, without being

tempted back to a reliance upon a basic needs approach

Basic human needs

"Survival in a limited ecological system must begin with meeting
basic needs" (Bahro, 1982, in Mellor, 1992:239)

It has been suggested that an acceptance of the existence of basic human needs, and

an understanding of the part they play in the living of individual and social life, is an

integral part of developing a politically progressive and ecological outlook (Soper,

1993; Connelly and Smith, 2003), being central to debates concerning possible

alternative forms of society (Doyal and Gough, 1984:7). Partly on this basis it is

seen as providing an area of unity for those seeking social change: "for greens, a

commitment to basic needs represents a move to a sustainable society; for socialists,

it is the first step towards an egalitarian society. For women, 'the fulfilment of basic

needs is the priority issue' (Sen and Grow, 1987, p.89)" (Mellor, 1992:239). It has

also provided a basis for practical application in psychology, and economic and

social policy circles where it has been used to achieve many disparate aims, from

promoting cultures of caring and peace (Staub, 2003), to rural development (Lavers,

2008), to the structuring of housing policies for the disabled (Heywood, 2004).

As with many such concepts there is not a definitive account of what basic human

needs are or how they should be met. All approaches, though, draw upon an

underlying understanding of what it is to be human: some transhistorical,

transcultural, or universal notion of human nature (see Geras, 1995). One of the first

to develop a system of universal basic human needs was Malinowski (1944).

Malinowski's basic needs were metabolism. reproduction. bodily comforts, safety,
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movement, growth, and health; each of which had a culturally conditioned response

- commissariat, kinship, shelter, protection, activities, training, hygiene (ibid. :91).

Malinowski suggested that "within the domain of each need specific habits are

developed; and, in the organization of cultural responses, these routine habits are

met by an organized routine of satisfactions" (ibid.:94). Here then Malinowski was

proposing a theory of need founded upon the existence of certain universal needs

combined with the recognition of the ways in which the satisfactions of these needs

were culturally conditioned. However, writing at a similar time was Maslow (1943)

whose 'hierarchy of needs' has proved to have a greater lasting influence than

Malinowski, outside of anthropology at least. Indeed it still provides the basis for

current theory and research on an array of issues concerned with need (see Yount,

2009; Drakopoulos, 2008; Lass, 2006; Oleson, 2004; Shah and Marks, 2004;

Hagerty, 1999). Like Malinowski, Maslow proposed that there exist universal

human needs, however, whilst Malinowski suggested that these needs were good

points around which to organise the study of different cultures (1944:95), Maslow

suggested that such a framework of needs could be used to assess what constitutes a

reasonable human life without having to specify the means of gratification

(1944:309; Dodd, 1997:103). Maslow's basic argument was that individuals are

motivated by six basic needs which form a pyramid-like hierarchy of need where

'higher' needs can only be met if 'lower' ones are already satisfied: "Human needs

arrange themselves in hierarchies of pre-potency. That is to say, the appearance of

one need usually rests on the prior satisfaction of another, more pre-potent need"

(Maslow, 1943:371). Dodd (1997:103) provides a summary of Maslow's six needs:

Physiological: food, water, sleep, warmth; safety: security, order, avoidance of pain

and protection; belonging and love; esteem: self-respect and recognition of by others

of worth and competence; aesthetic and cognitive: awareness of knowledge,

understanding, goodness, justice and beauty; self-actualisation: the attainment of an

individual's full potential.

The first three needs are so called 'deficiency' needs, in that a failure to satisfy them

will result in physical or psychological harm; the other two needs are derived needs,
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whose satisfaction is the means through which full personhood is realised (Leiss,

1978:66). Leiss is highly critical of Maslow's hierarchical approach to need, arguing

that "neither the idea of temporal succession nor that of ontological development is

convincing" (ibid.). Leiss argues that in non-capitalist societies needs could well be

artificially classified into Maslow's categories, but "they are closely interwoven with

one another and in my opinion they do not emerge serially as a succession of

discrete individual or group requirements" (ibid.). Thus he suggests that rather than

illustrating truly universal needs what Maslow achieves is the reflection of the

organization of life in Western capitalist society in which there is a high degree of

specialization (ibid.). However, even this is not achieved with much success.

Maslow's theory suggests that the sphere of material exchange and consumption

should be transcended in order to reach the next level of self-actualising activity,

which should be based on 'peak experiences' such as creative moments, parental

feelings, and so on (ibid.:67). However, Leiss proposes that in modem capitalist

societies the satisfaction of needs is organised through the framework of commodity

consumption (an argument we will look at in greater detail later), to the extent that

"self-actualisation is the goal of consumption" (ibid.). Thus he argues that,

especially in contemporary capitalist society, "[o]ne simply cannot divide the non-

material and the material dimensions of needs. In industrialized as well as in other

societies the ensemble of needs constitutes a uniform sphere of activity, each

segment of which mirrors the common characteristics of the whole" (Leiss,

1978:68). Thus, Maslow imposes a lateral and horizontal segregation of needs which

not only fails to reflect the experience of needs and satisfaction in everyday life, but

also bars the ability to understand how needs combine with structural social forces to

shape the experience of needs.

Doyal and Gough (1991 :35) also criticise Maslow's hierarchical understanding of

need. They argue that not only may Maslow's needs not be exhaustive, but also,

making a similar point to Leiss, some individuals may be more interested in

satisfying, for example, self actualisation needs over and above the need for safety

(for example, mountain climbers). Equally, in deliberating over choices in our lives
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many of Maslow's categories rather than being satisfied separately and sequentially

combine or conflict (1991 :36). Doyal and Gough's criticism also focuses upon

Maslow's conceptualisation of what 'need' is. They suggest for Maslow need is

based upon the visioning of need as an inner state or drive, referring "to a

motivational force instigated by a state of disequilibrium or tension set up in an

organism because of a particular lack" (Thompson, 1987, in Doyal and Gough

1991 :35). They argue that there are good reasons why needs as universalisable goals

should be separated from motivations or drives - for example, you can have a drive

to consume something, like a lot of alcohol, which you do not need whilst at the

same time not having a drive to seek something you need, like exercise (ibid.).18

Thus, as Thompson argues, to act in some way must not be confused with an

empirical or normative justification for doing so (1987, in ibid.). We will turn to

examine Doyal and Gough's own theory of basic need presently. Lastly, Maslow's

hierarchy of needs rather than being used to explore the possibility of self-

actualization and full human need satisfaction has in fact been used to contract the

realm of satisfaction and experience. Heywood suggests that even whilst there is no

evidence to support the idea that needs are hierarchically experienced, it remains

highly influential in public policy, with the result that it is common to prioritise

needs for safety and health, whilst excluding socio-psychological needs for

belonging, esteem or self-actualisation (2004:710).

18 It is important to note that whilst Doyal and Gough argued that although needs are not synonymous

with drives, like Benton, they stress that neither are they disconnected from human nature, or the

physiological and psychological make-up of humans (ibid.). Crucially, however, our natural limits do

not determine what we should or should not attempt, "the fact remains that the choice of both reasons

and actions remains our own and is not determined by our biology" (Benton, 1991: 39).
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Beyond Universal Needs?

Doyal and Gough seek to bridge the conceptual gap between universalist and

relativist positions. They were in part motivated to develop their theory of human

need in response to problems associated with both hierarchical approaches, like

Maslow's, and their relativist alternatives, which rejected universal human need in

favour of culturally relative conceptions (ibid.). Doyal and Gough argue the

significance of this rejection of universal human need is that it supports, although

not always intentionally, the legitimacy and dominance of capitalist individualism.

After all if there is no such thing as objective human need then there is no alternative

but to believe that only individuals can know what is best for themselves and

encourage them to pursue their own goals, and what better way to do so then through

the market (ibid.:2). Soper also makes the link between a rejection of universal

human needs and an alliance with market economies, on the basis that if individuals

alone can be the arbiters of their own needs then the market has the (perceived)

advantage of responding to need rather than dictating consumption (1990:53).19

Under this understanding, needs can only be said to exist in virtue of some form of

expression where a person identifies a subjective need then acts to satisfy it, thus

needs are always directly experienced needs (ibid.). Here then, even when it appears

that society is claiming to be 'value-free' regarding needs a 'theory of need' is still

being used (Soper, 1981 :2).20 Soper argues this particular theory would:

"have us regard economic production and patterns of
consumption as conditioned by human needs. in whose service
they operate. and would ultimately persuade us that any
deliberate social policy on needs must infringe the autonomy of
individual needs and thus represent a form of political tyranny. I
want to suggest that this is. paradigmatically. the underlying
'theory of needs' that sustains a liberal politics and is subscribed

19 As will be seen such a claim is fundamentally problematised by Leiss (1978).

20 Cf. Sayer, (2011: 15-16)
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to by defenders of a social organisation based on a market
economy and capitalist production" (ibid.).

A slightly different version of the rejection of universal needs is articulated by critics

of cultural imperialism who argue that needs are specific to groups not individuals

(Doyal and Gough, 1991:14). Objective needs are accepted but they can only be

determined by specific oppressed groups (such as women, black women, ethnic

minorities, etc). Thus, whilst truth claims about human needs can be made, these

truths vary from group to group, giving rise to subjectivism of a collective not

individual nature (ibid.). What all critiques of universal human needs have in

common is a fear of a dictatorship of needs imposed 'from above', resulting in an

oppression of subjectively felt individual needs and a suppression of plurality and

diversity (Soper, 1981:2). Whilst, as suggested by Soper, there is always a 'theory of

need' at work, Doyal and Gough argue that in fact the critique and rejection of

universal human needs often operates alongside an understanding of a theory of

basic needs at work at the everyday level (1984:6-7) and implicitly in much social

theory where "[tjhe coherence of the concept of social progress depends upon the

belief that some modes of social organisation are better suited to satisfying human

need than others" (Doyal and Gough, 1991:22).

Doyal and Gough adopt a distinctive understanding of needs, in which they argue

that needs should be understood as a particular category of universal goals. Here

needs are contrasted with wants, which are goals but derived from individuals'

preferences and cultural environments, and are neither universal nor essential

(ihid.:39). Needs are universalisable on the grounds that if they are not satisfied by

an appropriate satisfier then serious harm of an objective kind will result, thus not

satisfying these will be against the objective interests of individuals (ibid.).

However, Doyal and Gough recognise that the distinction between needs and wants

is sometimes argued to be essentially normative - for example, if different groups set

standards for shelter at different levels, and thereby endorse different criteria for

levels of harm, what universal standard can be appealed to? (ihid.:43). Their answer

is to equate serious harm with a significant impairment of pursuing goals which are
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deemed valuable by individuals (ibid.:50).21On this account, to be seriously harmed

amounts to being fundamentally disabled in pursuing one's vision of the good:

"Unless individuals are capable of participating in some form of life without

arbitrary and serious limitations being placed on what they attempt to accomplish,

their potential for private and public success will remain unfulfilled - whatever the

detail of their actual choices" (ibid.).

So then, needs are understood as goals geared towards the avoidance of harm, and

whilst such goals maybe culturally specific, in order to achieve them individuals

must have the capacity to act. Doyal and Gough (1984:15) thus reason that there

must be certain preconditions for such actions to be possible, which they identify as

the mental capacity to deliberate and choose, and the physical conditions to follow

their actions through. To put this another way:

"in order to act successfully, people again need physically to
survive and need enough of a sense of their own identity or
autonomy to initiate actions on the basis of their deliberations.
Survival and autonomy are therefore basic needs: they are both
conceptual and empirical preconditions for the achievement of
other goals" (Doyal and Gough. 1984:15, emphasis added).

These then are Doyal and Gough's two basic human needs: those goals which must

be achieved if any other goal is to be achievable, however culturally specific those

other goals are. Doyal and Gough refined their position slightly, supplanting

'survival' with 'health', arguing that people must possess good health to be able to

engage in the manual, mental and emotional tasks that life entails (1991:56).

Although Doyal and Gough acknowledge that what is considered 'healthy' is to

some extent culturally specific, when people experience ill health, for example

21 Although, this is scarcely an objective basis.
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tuberculosis, regardless of their culture they will not be able to fully engage in social

life - their agency will be impaired, subjectively and physically (ibid.:57-8).

Similarly, it is worth clarifying what Doyal and Gough mean by their other basic

need, autonomy: "to have the ability to make informed choices about what should be

done and how to go about doing it ... In these minimal terms, autonomy is

tantamount to 'agency'. It is a clear precondition for regarding oneself - or being

regarded by anyone else - as being able to do, and to be held responsible for doing,

anything" (Doyal and Gough, 1991:53, emphasis in original). Doyal and Gough

identify three variables affecting levels of individual autonomy: the level of

understanding of self, culture and the expectations of being a member of that culture

(ibid.:61). Next, psychological capacity to formulate opinions about yourself, put

another way individual's emotional and cognitive capacities. (ibid.:63). Thirdly,

objective opportunities enabling one to act accordingly (ibid.:60). This third variable

is the range of opportunities for new and significant action open to people, where

significant means activities which are socially significant, or which someone

believes to be significant for improving their participation in life (ibid.:66).

Doyal and Gough suggest a further layer of needs to their two basic ones, arguing

that such individual needs cannot be met without the meeting of certain basic

societal needs (ibid:lO). Doyal and Gough identify four such needs: material

production, reproduction (separated further into biological reproduction and care and

socialisation of infants (1984: 19», communication, and authority (ibid.:80). These,

then, are the structural activities which any minimally successful mode of social life

must be able to carry out. The degree to which individual needs are met will depend

in principle on such success, which will in turn depend upon individuals who are

healthy, autonomous and educated enough to know what is expected of them, how to

do it and what will happen to them if they fail to take action (Doyal and Gough,

1984:21). Doyal and Gough stress that individual and social needs are "dependent

on each other for overall success ... we therefore argue that human needs are

systematic or interwoven like a web" (1984: 10-11).
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Thus far we have explored Doyal and Gough's two basic needs - health and

autonomy - and the four societal needs upon which the securing of these basic needs

rely. Further to these Doyal and Gough argue that these needs are accompanied by a

group of universal satisfiers, or 'intermediate' needs. Whilst basic needs are

universal their satisfiers - the "objects, activities and relationships which satisfy our

basic needs" (Doyal and Gough, 1991:155) - are often relative. However, as

identified by Sen (1984, 1985, 1987), there are a group of satisfiers which can be

considered universal, consisting of "those properties of goods. services. activities

and relationships which enhance physical health and human autonomy in all

culture" (ibid.: 157, emphasis in original). This category of universal satisfiers

provides a conceptual bridge between universal basic needs and socially relative

satisfiers. Doyal and Gough choose to re-term universal satisfiers as intermediate

needs on the basis such needs constitute second order goals which must be achieved

if the primary goals of health and autonomy are to be attained (ibid.). These

intermediate needs are (ibid.: 157-8): Nutritional food and clean water; protective

housing; a non-hazardous work environment; a non-hazardous physical

environment; appropriate health care; security in childhood; significant primary

relationships; physical security; economic security; appropriate education; safe birth

control and child-bearing.

Criticisms of Doyal and Gough

It is useful to bear in mind that Doyal and Gough developed their theory of human

needs with an eye to its being used as a tool in policy making and development

programs, through, for example, the construction of need indicators (1991: 18); and it

has enjoyed a degree of popularity, particularly in development studies.2:! Dodd

22 See the UN's (1995) definition of absolute poverty: "a condition characterized by sever deprivation

of basic human needs, including food, safe drinking water, sanitation facilities, health, shelter.

education and information. It depends not only on income but also on access to social services" (see

also, Townsend and Gordon, 2002).
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(1997:95, 102), for example, supports the use of Doyal and Gough's approach on the

grounds that it avoids the "commodity fetishism" of many economically centred

approaches to measuring well-being in development programmes. However, he

concedes that problems concerning quantifying social or psychological needs and

difficulties in drawing boundaries between needs and wants means the "approach

provides little guidance to well-being in medium and high income countries, in

which subsistence requirements are met for the vast majority of the population"

(ibid.). Here then we can begin to see one of the main problems with Doyal and

Gough, namely that they fail to strike a balance between maintaining the objectivity

of their proposed needs, via a necessary degree of abstractness, and giving it enough

content to be useful to policy makers (Soper, 1993). Soper argues that for some of

Doyal and Gough's needs "either we claim these to be common to all cultures, but

only remaining wholly non-specific as to their content, or we give them sufficient

content to guide social policy, but only at the cost of acknowledging the culturally

conditioned interpretations we are bringing to these" (1993). This problem arises

particularly with regard to 'intermediate' needs, especially needs such as such as

'appropriate education', 'significant primary relationships', 'economic security'

(ibid.). Soper questions the degree to which these can be operationalised, or

"formulated in terms which would respect differences in individual need while still

providing an absolute standard for consumption" (ibid.). Furthermore, it is not clear

how the norms of 'appropriate', 'significant', and 'secure' can be measured and

translated into a common satisfier in the absence of cross-cultural, or universal,

indices for measuring and translating them (ibid.). This problem undermines the use

of these as a guide for policy provision. It can further be argued that phrases such as

'economic security', 'significant primary relations', and so on, are purely reflective

of Western values and priorities, that they betray the ethnocentrism of what is
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claimed to be universal (ibid.).23This is Soper's (1993) main criticism of Doyal and

Gough:

"No one, therefore, who proposes to define 'basic' or universal
needs at anything less than the most abstract level, can hope to
avoid the problem that the more empirical content they inject
into their argument, thus gaining it an essential degree of
political relevance, the more at risk they are of positing as
'objective needs' what are, in reality, culturally conditioned
perceptions of the 'good'. "

Difficulties surrounding the level of abstraction at which needs are discussed also

forms the core of Leiss's (1978) criticism. Whilst Leiss was not directly criticising

Doyal and Gough's work his comments are no less relevant. Leiss argues that an

approach that relies on the concept of universal needs, like Doyal and Gough's,

discusses needs through abstract principles, and in doing so rarely focuses "on the

concrete socio-economic reality wherein particular needs are formulated and

wherein all attempts at individuals need satisfaction occur" (1978:9). For Leiss, the

problem posed by need can only be clarified by approaching needs in their dynamic

relationships with specific, socially organised forms of satisfaction (ibid.). Trying to

distinguish between the biological and the cultural, or the basic and the relative,

dimensions of need as Doyal and Gough do, is an inadequate way to try to deal with

the complexity of human needs:

"So tightly interwoven are the biological and cultural
dimensions that, when they are separated into distinct
categories, the result does not do justice to the concrete unity of
human behaviour in practical. everyday situations ...The
biological-cultural distinction is purely abstract and cannot
really help us to understand the diverse practical orientations of
human behaviour, because every culture assimilates the

23 Additionally, Doyal and Gough's inclusion of "non-hazardous work environment" and "non-

hazardous physical environment" points to unresolved issues surrounding agency in the face of

imperfect knowledge of the world. How is non-hazardous to be defined? It is surely contingent upon

knowledge of material conditions at a particular time.
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biological dimension of existence into its socialization patterns,
which are the actual determinants of the interpretation of need"
(ibid.:64-5).

Leiss suggests that even the most basic needs - nutrition, shelter, sociality, and so on

- can only be conceived of at such a level of abstraction that they become trivial

(ibid.:72). Instead he suggest that the "most interesting and important" issues are

uncovered when the focus is turned to examining how the universal necessities of

human life are "filtered through the symbolic process of culture and of individual

perception" (ibid.). He continues:

"In short, all the most important issues arise in that nebulous
zone where the so called objective and subjective dimensions
meet. It is trivial to calculate the need for food in terms of
minimum nutritional requirements, for example. The real issues
are: What kinds of foods? In what forms? With what qualities?
And how does the perceived needfor certain kinds offoods stand
in relation to other perceived needs?" (ibid.: 72).

Leiss calls for an abandoning of all attempts to try and establish a universal basis for

needs. However, he also argues that the debate must move beyond simply stating

that needs are socially conditioned, since this "does not tell us very much or get us

very far" (ibid.:70).

Marcuse and a Critical Theory of Needs

As an alternative, Leiss suggests drawing on the critical perspective of needs,

arguing that the "valuable contribution of the critical perspective is its insistence that

the formation of needs can only be understood as the outcome of a dynamic

interaction between individual psychology and socio-economic interest" (ibid.). If

the abstractness of hierarchical or basic needs approaches means that they tend to

dissolve when applied to actual social situations, the critical perspective allows both

for the fact that needs are shaped by the historical forms of power inequalities

combined with an exploration of the "mundane sphere of everyday life in which
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individuals struggle with the interpretation of their needs" (ibid:62). Marcuse is one

of the central proponents of this critical approach.

Central to Marcuse's thought was the concept of true and false needs. This concept

is a common theme in much Marxist work (Soper, 1990:54; Springborg, 1981:5). A

key to the popularity of the argument was its combination of a critique of capitalism

and capitalist culture, with a description of the "motivational and economic

mechanisms which account for the dynamics of the system, thus explaining

consumerism, the longevity of capitalism and the psychic and social effects of

alienation in the most economical way possible" (Springborg, 1981:6). The

argument runs that experienced needs do not reflect 'natural' or ahistorical needs but

instead reflect the particular structure of the relations of production in which they are

experienced. The success of capitalism lies in its ability to introject certain needs in

the psyche of individuals, thus manipulating them in to consuming in line with the

interests of capital (Soper, 1990:54; Springborg, 1981:6). Therefore, the professed

needs of individuals and their consumption habits should not be considered a

reflection of 'true' needs, but rather evidence of 'false' needs generated by the

economy; under different conditions of existence people would need very differently

(Soper, 1990:54). Furthermore, through co-opting individuals to need and consume

in line with the interests of capital, a more extensive form of alienation is produced

than by the outright exploitation of labour in earlier capitalist phases (Springborg,

1981:6). Springborg (ibid.) suggests that Marcuse is the foremost exponent of this

doctrine.

However, as Doyal and Gough (1984:9) point out, whilst drawing on many aspects

of the false needs argument outlined above, Marcuse maintained that there is a

category of basic and true needs, anchored in his particular understanding of human

nature, that exist in some form regardless of the structural properties of the society in

question. Marcuse draws his concept of human nature from both Marx (1977 [1844])

and Freud (1930), both of whom suggested that there are elements in human nature

driving towards liberation (Levitas, 1990:134), and both of whom were, in their own
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ways, interested in the costs of civilisation (Springborg, 1981:165). Marcuse turned

to Freud to counter the absence of a discussion of individual liberation and the

psychological in Marxism, and to provide a framework from which to explore why

revolutionary consciousness had failed to develop (Kellner, 1984:154). This fusion

of Freud and Marx is set out most systematically and extensively in "Eros and

Civilization" (1956), drawing in particular on Freud's theory of instincts. Marcuse

argues that in his theory of instincts:

"Freud traces the development of repression in the instinctual
structure of the individual. The fate of human freedom and
happiness is fought out and decided in the struggle of instincts -
literally a struggle of life and death - in which soma and psyche.
nature and civilization participate" (1956:21).

In Marcuse's interpretation of Freud, the emphasis is on Freud's argument that

instinctual repression is vital for the emergence of humans as conscious individuals,

moving from existing as a "bundle of animal drives" to an "organised ego", and

consequentially repression is essential for the creation and continuation of

civilization - the history of humankind is the history of its repression (ibid.: 12-14).

Such instinctual repression obligates a change in the governing value system from

one characterised by immediate gratification, pleasure, joy, and receptiveness, to one

dominated by delayed satisfaction, restraint of pleasure, toil, and productiveness;

which in Marcuse's reading, Freud described as the transformation of the pleasure

principle to the reality principle (ibid.: 12). The goal of the basic instincts being

pleasure, the pleasure principle is incompatible with the reality principle, resulting in

the repressive regimentation of the instincts (ibid.:36). For Marcuse, the important

work that Freud's theory of instincts does is to make the suggestion that "a

repressive organization of the instincts underlies all historical forms of the reality

principle in civilization" and so, not necessarily intentionally, expressing ''the

historical fact that civilization has progressed as organized domination" (ibid.:34).

Where domination is understood as "in effect whenever the individual's goals and

purposes and the means for striving for and attaining them are prescribed to him and

performed by him as something prescribed. Domination can be exercised by men, by
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nature, by things - it can also be internal, exercised by the individual on himself, and

appear in the form of autonomy" (Marcuse, 1970:1-2). So, as Kellner (1984:158)

notes, "Under the tutelage of the reality principle, the person learns what is useful

and approved behaviour, and what is harmful and forbidden". Thus for Marcuse

"the reality principle enforces the totality of society's
requirements, norms and prohibitions which are imposed upon
the individual from the 'outside '. Thisprocess constitutes for him
a thoroughgoing domination of the individual by society, which
shapes thought and behaviour, desires and needs, language and
consciousness ...Marcuse thus reconstructs Freud's theory in
order to provide an account of how society comes to dominate
the individual, how social control is internalized, and how
conformity ensues" (Kellner, 1984: 158).

Underlying the reality principle is the constant presence of scarcity (Ananke),

causing existence to be a struggle in a world unable to immediately satisfy even the

most basic human needs (food, warmth, shelter). Thus needs can only be met

through the "suspension" of pleasure and the prevalence of pain in the form of work

(Marcuse, 1956.:35). Marcuse is critical of Freud's restricted view of the role

scarcity plays in the reality principle, suggesting that Freud's argument only relates

to the fact of scarcity, whilst the repression of instincts is more specifically the result

of the organisation of scarcity (ibid.:36). Marcuse then attempts a historicising of

Freud. He argues that the division of labour has been a constant feature of

civilisation precisely because the historic levels of scarcity have not been distributed

collectively along lines of individual need, nor has the production and provision of

goods been organized with equal satisfaction of individuals needs in mind (ibid.).

Therefore, both the distribution of scarcity and the work needed to abate it have

always been imposed onto individuals - first by violence then by the rational

utilization of power (ibid.). However, the rationality used is specifically a rationality

of domination, in that it is exercised by a particular group to sustain and enhance

their privileged position; any technical/material/intellectual advancement is an

unintended by-product of the keeping of privilege through the preservation of

irrational scarcity, want, and restraint (ibid.:37). Different modes of domination of

people and nature result in distinct historical forms of the reality principle - for
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example a society in which all members work requires different modes of repression

to one in which only a specific group work, similarly different modes of repression

are needed in a society in which a planned rather than market economy prevails

(ibid.). As such "[e]very form of the reality principle must be embodied in a system

of societal institutions and relations, laws and values which transmit and enforce the

required 'modification' of the instincts" (ibid.). However, Marcuse further argues

that whilst the reality principle itself requires repression of the instincts, surplus-

repression is created by the specific social institutions and dominant interests of the

historic form of the reality principle (ibid.).

This notion of surplus repression - the extra restrictions necessitated by social

domination - is a key characteristic of the prevailing historical form of the reality

principle, the 'performance principle', named as such to "emphasize that under its

rule society is stratified according to the competitive economic performances of its

members" (ibid.:44). Under these conditions, Marcuse argues, "men do not live their

own lives but perform pre-established functions" (ibid.:45), and similarly, "In a

social organisation that opposes atomized individuals to one another in classes and

leaves their particular freedom to the mechanism of an uncontrolled economic

system, unfreedom is already operative in the needs and wants themselves"

(Marcuse, 1968:168). Marcuse argues that for Freud the performance principle and

the reality principle are practically synonymous; as such Freud's argument does not

seem to be compatible with a different reality principle based on freedom from

repression (1956: 131). This being so Freud's theory (of instincts) provides one of

the strongest arguments against the relativelhistorical character of the reality

principle (ibid.). However Marcuse suggests that Freud's theory indicates the way

the problem should be looked at - if historical circumstances change which make

obsolete the institutions of the performance principle, so the organisation of the

instincts resultant from performance principle should also become obsolete (ibid.).

However, in contemporary society whilst the basis of civilization has changed the

principle (of rational domination) has been retained (Marcuse, 1956:139). For

example, the material and technological progress made by modem industrial

58



societies, in theory, should allow a reduction in repression on the grounds that it

minimizes the time needed to be spent on producing the necessities of life and so

allow for a qualitative change in needs and "the development of needs beyond the

realm of necessity and of necessary waste" (ibid.:93). However, the closer the

possibility of liberating the individual from the constraints once justified by scarcity,

the greater the need to perpetuate and even intensify these constraints in order to

maintain the hierarchy of the status quo; therefore productivity rather than being a

liberatory force, must be turned against the individual, "it becomes itself an

instrument of universal control" (ibid.). This (ir)rational use of human productivity

is a central element of Marcuse' s critique of contemporary society:

"the fact that the destruction of life (human and animal) has
progressed with the progress of civilization, that cruelty and
hatred and the scientific extermination of men have increased in
relation to the real possibility of the elimination of oppression -
this feature of late industrial capitalism [has] instinctual roots
which perpetuate destructiveness beyond all rationality. The
growing mastery of nature then ...with the growing productivity
of labour. develop and fulfil the human needs only as a by-
product: increasing cultural wealth and knowledge ...provide the
material of the regressive destruction and the needfor increasing
instinctual repression." (Marcuse. 1956:87)

Marcuse argues that this system of (ir)rational domination and alienation is

supported by society's growing capacity to manipulate and control needs in line with

its capacity to manipulate technical progress (1964.:82). Indeed, he suggests that the

"most effective and enduring form of warfare against liberation is the implanting of

material and intellectual needs that perpetuate obsolete forms of the struggle for

existence" (ibid.:6). This is done to such effect under the performance principle

because it is not simply externally imposed upon individuals, as an expression of the

reality principle it is internalised:

"the societal authority is absorbed into the "conscience" and
into the unconscious of the individual and works as his [sic] own
desire. morality and fulfilment ...the individual lives his
repression "freely" as his own life: he desires what he is
supposed to desire; his gratifications are profitable to him and to
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others; he is reasonably and often exuberantly happy" (Marcuse,
1956:46).

Here then we being to see how the creation of specific experiences of needs and

their satisfaction are intimately linked to socio-historic material conditions, and

further to this, how under the reality principle societal needs, in this case the needs

of capitalism, become individual needs. In modem industrial societies people are

locked into a vicious circle of production and consumption in which needs are

shaped and satisfied, and individual control over needs lost: "the goods and services

that individuals buy control their needs and petrify their faculties" (ibid.: 100) whilst

"the time devoted to alienated labor absorbs the time for individual needs - and

defines the needs themselves" (ibid.: 111). The commodities that people buy and fill

their leisure time with in the end act only to divert their attention away from "the

real issue" - the realisation that they could work less and determine their own needs

and satisfactions (ibid.:l00),

Marcuse's argument relies upon the notion of socialisation as the shaper of needs,

and his approach is a distinctive one. Kellner (1984:159) suggests that Marcuse

develops a "critical theory of socialization", which rather than legitimating social

domination in name of 'progress', exposes the repressive content of Western

civilization and ideals of progress". There might be some concern that Marcuse is

expecting the idea of socialisation to do too much; after all is it reasonable to

suggest that socialisation can really come to dominate the both the public and private

inner psychic lives of individuals in the way Marcuse suggests? An argument can be

made that it is. As Fromm (1956:79) notes, socialisation shapes "the energies of the

members of society in such a way that their behaviour is not a matter of conscious

decision as to whether or not to follow the social pattern, but one of wanting to act as

they have to act and at the same time finding gratification in acting according to the

requirements of culture". This shaping of the consciousness of individuals, and as a

result societies, is well illustrated by Soper's discussion of the relative power of

nature and culture over humans. Soper suggests that our "developed powers over

nature have brought about a situation in which we today are far more at mercy of
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what culture enforces than subject to biological dictate" (1995: 140). Thinking about

sexuality as an example, she points out that it is easier to alter the body to bring it in

line with cultural prescriptions than enact change at the cultural level (ibid.). Here

then we see an illustration of the extent to which socialising norms provide a

framework for how we understand and behave as social actors.

What are the needs that Marcuse accords such importance to? Marcuse draws

attention to the fact that there exist some basic human needs (which he also

sometimes calls 'biological' or 'vita!'). These needs are nourishment, clothing, and

lodging at the attainable level of culture - the satisfaction of which is the

"prerequisite for the realization of all needs" (1964:8).24 In addition to these, in his

later writings Marcuse also suggests that freedom is a vital need, a need which has

been obscured in capitalist societies (1970:65). Marcuse argues that beyond the

"biological level" needs are historical, in that whether or not something is

considered a need depends on whether it is seen as desirable and necessary for the

prevailing social interests (1964:7), and continues to argue that these historical needs

can be differentiated into true and false needs. False needs, such as the need to relax,

consume in line with advertisements, "love/hate what others love/hate", are needs

"superimposed upon the individual ... which perpetuate toil, aggressiveness, misery

and injustice" (ibid). It seems that false needs are those which require surplus

repression to secure their satisfaction, being, fundamentally, mechanisms of social

control, the content of which individuals have no power to determine. The following

quote sets out more fully Marcuse's concept of the inter-related repressive

relationship between capitalist production and consumption, and the production of

needs:

24 It is interesting to note here that Marcuse has a similar' instrumental' understanding of basic needs

to Doyal and Gough - that these basic needs must be met in order for any other need, or action, to be

realised. Additionally both suggest that freedom. or critical autonomy. is a basic human need in that

its fulfilment opens up potential ways of being.
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"The productive apparatus and the goods and services which it
[advanced industrial society] produces "sell" or impose the
social system as a whole. The means of mass transportation and
communication, the commodities of lodging, food and clothing,
the irresistible output of the entertainment and information
industry carry with them prescribed attitudes and habits, certain
intellectual and emotional reactions which bind the consumer
more or less pleasantly to the producers and, through the latter,
to the whole. The products indoctrinate and manipulate; they
promote a false consciousness which is immune against its
falsehood. And as these beneficial products become available to
more individuals in more social classes, the indoctrination they
carry ceases to be publicity; it becomes a way of life. It is a good
way of life - much better than before - and as a good way of life,
it militates against qualitative change. Thus emerges a pattern of
one-dimensional thought and behaviour in which ideas,
aspirations, and objectives that, by their content, transcend the
established universe of discourse and action are either repelled
or reduced to terms of this universe. They are redefined by the
rationality of the given system and of its quantitative extension"
(1964:14).

Once, then, needs become defined by society's productive apparatus, defined by

constantly increasing material standards of living, non-conformity with the system

appears 'irrational' (ibid.:4).25 Thus, through the economic-technical manipulation

of individual needs and interests advanced industrial society tends towards

totalitarian social relations (ibid.:xlv). Finally, Marcuse argues that regardless of

how much individuals identify with false needs or find themselves in their

satisfaction "they [needs] continue to be what they were in the beginning - products

of a society whose dominant interest demands repression" (ibid.:7).

Veblen uses a similar conception of false needs; in capitalist culture consumption

practices, particularly those connected to leisure, are intrinsically alienating because

they do not spring from real needs but from the perception of what society requires

of the individual (Rojek, 1995:74). Veblen suggests that capitalism severs human

25 This bears similarities to Unger's (1998) 'false necessity',
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practices from meeting human needs. Conspicuous consumption is organised around

show, display and distinction, rather than consumption as a means of meeting real

human needs (ibid.:77). Therefore, the tragedy of consumer capitalist culture is that

it has become engrossed in fulfilling false human needs while real human needs are

left unsatisfied (ibid.:79). Unlike Marcuse, Veblen believes that we now find

ourselves in the situation where we are forever severed from our real needs by the

totalising superficiality of consumer culture (ibid.:83). Incontrast, and in spite of the

critical assessment of contemporary society, because of the material progress made

under the performance principle (1956:197) Marcuse suggests that the preconditions

for a qualitatively new reality have been created: "The elimination of human

potentialities from the world of (alienated) labor creates the precondition for the

elimination of labor from the world of human potentialities" (1956: 105). Marcuse

makes an argument for the possibility of a new reality principle based upon a non-

repressive society in which 'civilized' morality is reversed and instinctual freedom

and order are harmonised -liberated from (surplus) repression instincts tend towards

"free and lasting existential relations" (1956: 152). Under a new reality principle

basic human needs - food, clothing, housing, leisure - would be satisfied without

toil, that is without the rule of alienated labour and surplus repression (ibid.), and

other needs would be redefmed (1964:250). Unlike false needs Marcuse does not

expand on what form such true needs might take. Instead he argues that only

individuals can decide what true needs are but only "when they are free to give their

own answer", so long as they live under conditions of domination and repression

their answer to the question "cannot be taken as their own" (ibid.:8).

Marcuse concedes that life under the new reality principle would involve a lower

standard of living, when living standard is measure by ownership of consumer

goods, but this criterion is itself a facet of the performance principle. Freed from the

performance principle the level of living would be measured on a different basis:

"the universal gratification of the basic human needs, and the freedom from guilt and

fear" (1956: 153). Life under the new reality principle would amount to a new way of

existence with new needs - vital needs (1970:67). Here Marcuse seems to be using a
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slightly different conception of 'vital' needs to the one discussed already. In this

instance vital needs would be the "determinate negation of the existing needs" - the

negation of the need to struggle for existence, the need to earn a living, the need for

wasteful productivity which is inseparably bound up with destruction (ibid.). In the

place of these would be the:

"need for peace ...for calm, the need to be alone, with oneself or
with others whom one has chosen oneself, the need for the
beautiful, the need for "undeserved" happiness - all this not
simply in the form of individual needs but as a social productive
force. as social needs that can be achieved though the direction
and disposition of productive forces" (1970:67).

Under a new reality principle, once "all present subjective and objective

potentialities of development have been unbound, the needs and wants themselves

will change" (Marcuse, 1968:193).

Criticisms of Marcuse

Marcuse has come under heavy criticism for his work on needs (see Noonan, 2008;

Giddens, 1982; Hoffman, 1972; Macintyre, 1970). Whilst I wish to retain the core

insight of Marcuse' s conception of needs - that the experience of and satisfaction of

needs is a reflection of the socio-historic conditions of a given society, and the

priorities and values it holds - his reliance on the distinction between 'true' and

'false' needs is highly problematic. Not least that Marcuse "distinguishes between

'true' and 'false' needs without ever providing a clear definition of needs that at the

same time distinguishes between needs and what we might call wants or desires"

(Noonan, 2008:273). Furthermore, Soper argues that to talk about false needs and

their renunciation seems to suggest the relinquishing or sacrifice of current sources

of pleasure and enjoyment for the uncertain promise of a better future to come

(1990:8). It also lays exponents open to charges of puritanism or self-righteousness,

flying in the face, as it does, of modernity's definition of pleasure: "individualistic,

materialistic, nonchalant regarding the future and narcissistic" (ibid.).
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Springborg (1981 :9) makes some criticisms of false needs which are particularly

pertinent to my reading of Marcuse. Marcuse's account of true and false needs rules

out any appeal to individual human experience as evidence for needs, as he

comments "In the last analysis, the question of what are true and false needs must be

answered by the individuals themselves, but only in the last analysis ... As long as

they are kept incapable of being autonomous, as long as they are indoctrinated and

manipulated (down to their very instincts), their answer to this question cannot be

taken as their own" (1964:8). Under capitalism, we are subject to a false

consciousness divorcing us of access to our real needs. Here then is a contradiction

in the theory:

"It makes ajudgement on capitalism as a system which does not
permit man to realise his latent powers and his full development
as an individual, on the tacit assumption that under other
conditions or another system these powers can flourish. But to
find his way out of the condition of alienation presupposes that
man still has the critical judgement and moral capability to
transcend the constraints of his condition. And yet it is precisely
this critical judgement and moral capacity that the doctrine
denies by arguing that false needs have been introjected into the
psyche of the individual, so that behaviour is predetermined"
(Springborg, 1981: 11J.

A similar criticism is applied by Leiss (1978) to Marcuse's argument. Leiss points

out that Marcuse and other exponents of the critical position are ready to suggests

that those, for example religions, authoritarian moral philosophies, and so on, who

use an objective framework for judging human desires, are conditioned by the

historical circumstances in which they developed (1978:69). However, Marcuse

seems to exempt himself from the reach of history, maintaining that "an evaluative

framework that is grounded in a critical study of modem social development

indicates a way toward a different and better determination of needs by individuals

in a future, non-authoritarian form of society" (ibid.). Similarly to Springborg, Leiss

also questions how individuals in a society conditioned by "heterogeneous needs"

can attain a state of autonomy and freedom? (ibid.). Leaving this criticism to one

side for now, Leiss makes the further criticism that accepting Marcuse's argument
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that "the socialization process is so intense that the imperatives of the capitalist

market economy itself. .. becomes internalized as deeply felt needs in the experience

of individuals" raises the question as to whether it is reasonable to describe these

needs as false? (ibid.). If this practice of socialisation and introjection is not unique

to capitalist societies, which Marcuse does not suggest it is, and so in consequence if

it constitutes the reality through which the majority of individuals in any given

society experience their needs, in what sense can they be deemed 'false'? It is

possible to disagree on a nonnative basis with priorities suggested by conventions of

need in a society, or with the way in which the satisfaction of needs are sought, but

this does not give any basis for considering some needs as false and other, more

appealing ones, as true (ibid.). Furthermore, Leiss argues that if all needs arise out of

the process of social conditioning, and through this process all individuals learn to

interpret their needs and mould themselves to the prevailing modes of approved

behaviour, any proposed alternative to this 'false' system remains nothing but an

abstract possibility (ibid.).

However, in common with the approach taken in this work, Leiss argues that

Marcuse makes some important insights into the role of need in modem capitalist

society in his "insistence that the formation of needs can only be understood as the

outcome of a dynamic interaction between individual psychology and socio-

economic interest" (ibid.:70). In particular, Leiss expands on one of the most

interesting points in Marcuse's work on needs: not only are needs and desires shaped

by socio-economic interest, but that the range of legitimate satisfactions is also

determined by material conditions (1956:46; 1992:33).

Leiss and the Satisfaction of Needs and Desires

In his own work on needs, Leiss sets out to examine the interaction between needs

and their satisfactions in order to provide a way of understanding the problems of

endlessly expanding human needs in market capitalism (ibid:7). He argues that in
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modem capitalist societies the problem facing all individuals is matching needs with

opportunities available to satisfy them. In a market economy individuals are

encouraged to orientate their needs towards the satisfactions provided by the

consumption of various commodities:

"Of course the socialization process in every society teaches
individuals how to shape their desires and behaviour into the
'holistic' orientation that constitutes one's personality, into an
integrated perspective for interpreting one's needs. What is
unique to the high-intensity market setting is the necessity for
being able to identify states of feeling systematically with
appropriate types of commodities. The vast number and variety
of material objects enjoins the person to break down states of
feeling into progressively smaller components and instructs him
[sic] in the delicate art of recombining the pieces fittingly ...The
point of all this is quite simple: the fragmentation of needs
requires on the individual's part a steadily more intensive effort
to hold together his identity and personal integrity. In concrete
terms this amounts to spending more and more time in
consumption activities" (ibid.:29).

Leiss writes that it is broadly accepted that human needs and wants are insatiable,

and by this it is often assumed that humans' needs and wants for commodities are

insatiable, that is wants for material things and the services that support their use

(ibid.:34; see also Bauman, 2004:91). Most discussions of need and want do not

attempt to explore the problems individuals have in interpreting their needs in a

market economy, where the link between desires and types of satisfaction are highly

ambiguous; this is what Leiss suggests needs to be done by recognising that when

"individuals switch their pattern of needing from the context of relatively modest

and slowly changing assortment of goods to one which makes available an immense

and rapidly changing variety, they must reinterpret the entire pattern" (ibid.:35).

Leiss argues that a lack of knowledge and familiarity with commodity items means

that the capacity to make an independent assessment of their suitability to meet

needs will be diminished. On this account, there is the real danger that individuals

will misinterpret the relationship between their needs and the means of satisfaction

(ibid.). The crux of Leiss's argument is that modem capitalist society "encourages its

citizens to orient their search for the satisfaction of their needs more and more
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exclusively toward consumption activities, in part by neglecting all other

possibilities for individual self-fulfilment" (ibid.:38).

As already discussed, Leiss rejects attempts to make distinctions between biological

and cultural elements in the formation of needs (ibid.:64). Instead he talks about the

'duality of needs', in which it is recognised that needs occupy a position that

combines both material and symbolic facets of human life in a way which renders

this combination indivisible (ibid.:74). This is based in the belief that the emergence,

interpretation, and satisfaction of needs, and the ways in which we relate to our

material environment (it is, after all, through the material environment that any

needs at any time can be met in any way) are shaped both materially and

symbolically (ibid.). Thus Leiss argues that "every expression or state of needing has

simultaneously a material and a symbolic or cultural correlate" (ibid.). What is

unique about capitalist societies is the complexity of the correlates between needs

and the symbolic and material spheres "marks a profound deepening of both the

intensive and extensive dimensions within the duality of material-symbolic

correlates in human needing" (ibid.:76). Leiss, then, provides us with a way of

understanding the experience of needs which, like Marcuse, recognises that needs

and satisfactions are the product of the socio-historic conditions of a given society,

but does not make recourse to ideas of true and false needs. Leiss argues instead that

in most cases people have a reasonable set of needs, but under conditions of high-

intensity market capitalism they misinterpret the relationship between their needs

and possible forms of satisfaction by orientating them almost exclusively towards
the market (ibid.:73, 95).

Leiss's analysis does not lead him to make suggestions as to what the appropriate

desires of individuals should be, nor to set out the 'proper' satisfaction for

individual's needs. Rather he contends that the "theory of needs which informs this

analysis is 'negative' in the sense that it refrains from defining the categories that

might be appropriate to a coherent network of needs. Only the individuals and

groups who discover for themselves the inadequacy of the existing system can

68



provide those categories" (ibid.: 111-112). However, he does argue that the ideology

of insatiable wants and unlimited growth, and the social practices which sustain

them, must be explicitly challenged (ibid.: 110). On this basis he proposes that, in

common with writers such as Fourier, Marx, Morris, Kropotkin, Bookchin, Fromm,

Illich, and Marcuse, a qualitative change in the experience of needs is required in

which "a social transformation could make possible a rich dimension of genuine

satisfaction in both labour activities and the free time of all individuals ... rooted in

the creation of a well-functioning sphere of shared activity and decision-making

within which individuals would forge the means for satisfying their needs"

(ibid.: 115). Leiss suggests that in this perspective the satisfaction of needs would

depend more upon the organization of productive activity, not a function of

consumption (ibid.: 116). If this argument is correct then it is reasonable to suppose

that "the possibilities for progressive social change are dependent upon identifying

other spheres of activity, apart from the consumption process, in which the sense of

satisfaction and well-being also may be grounded" (ibid.). Leiss acknowledges that

although critics may argue that his work is "romantic" or "reactionary", he maintains

that in no way is it attempting to glorify an early stage of society, hence suggesting

we attempt a return to it (ibid.: 120). What is does suggests is that the current

arrangement discourages growth of personal autonomy, creativity and responsibility,

discourages but importantly does not prevent; there is the potential for the

expression of these traits in all social forms (ibid.). As such he stresses that "we need

not adopt the stance that our existing society represents a scene of unrelieved

repression of individual self-fulfilment nor that any set of alternative proposals

promise an instant and complete cure for all the ills of humanity" (ibid.).

Leiss argues that there is also an ecological imperative in moving towards different

ways of satisfying our needs, ways which would recognise their satisfaction within

the larger context of ecological networks (ibid.:123). He contends that in directing

our energies outwards to the satisfaction of desires through an unceasing

consumption of material goods, fuelled by the uncontrolled domination of nature,

not least in the search for additional resources, we avoid examining the character and
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objectives of our material demands (ibid.:53). Instead of examining the nature of our

satisfactions and dissatisfactions and the current level of consumption, we seek

compensation in extending the reach of our domination (ibid.). As Leiss notes, this

does not seem a reasonable course of action, not only because of the damage it does

to the ecosystems we depend on for our survival, but also there is good reason to

believe that expanding the realm of our commodities will simply shift our

dissatisfactions, not meet them (ibid.). Furthermore, seeking alternative ways to

satisfy our needs would, Leiss speculates, encourage a less instrumental relationship

with non-human nature. Reorientating the way we approach our needs would require

us to consider far more carefully the character of our objectives in transforming and

appropriating nature for our use, encouraging us to regard it not as a source of

human satisfaction but an end in itself (ibid.: 138). Including efforts to both conserve

resources and protect ecosystems, and respect the independence of non-human

nature, would prompt us to:

"think more carefully about the quality of our experiences that
we are denying to ourselves as well as those that we wish 10
make available, when we organize our relationship 10 the natural
environment so exclusively around the hunt for
resources ...Respect for the independence of non-human nature
means that we would not force the entire spectrum of possible
experience arising out of our interaction with nature into a
single mould" (ibid.).

Leiss is making the suggestion then that through questioning our needs and

rethinking the ways in which they are satisfied we may in the end recognize the

"limits to satisfaction that we have imposed on ourselves by restricting our search

for well-being" (ibid.: 144).

Leiss's work shares some important ground with the writings of Kate Soper (1981,

1990, 2004a, 2004b, 2008). Soper argues that the concept of need, and needs

themselves, have an inescapably political content in that any theory of need, or

claims of neutrality regarding need, always embody a value commitment to a

particular way of life - a politics of need (1981:6). Soper also rejects the distinction
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between needs and wants, arguing that it acts to veil needs in political neutrality by

suggesting that needs can exist outside of value judgements at both a social and

individual level, in effect isolating needs from the power dynamics of the socio-

historical period in which they are manifest:

"actual needs are not spontaneously self-generating in the
breasts of individuals, but always exist in the context of a
particular social-economic organisation and series of
institutions that are necessarily subject to and moulded by the
'coercion' and 'constraints' of the theory of need which
underlies that organisation, however implicit and unstated that
theory may be" (ibid: 9).

Soper calls for an "authentic" politics of need which recognises itself as just that - a

politics - and confronts the question of value or true need (ibid.:4). She suggests,

like Leiss, that confronting the value content of our needs in this way, and their

relationship to the material structuring of our world, would open up the possibilities

of reinterpreting our needs and their satisfactions in new and creative ways (ibid.:9).

Soper suggests that this is already taking place, to some extent, in a movement she

has termed 'alternative hedonism' (2004a:115). Such alternative hedonism acts to

"subvert current perceptions and attractions of a consumerist materialist culture"

(2008:567), through, for example, choosing to cycle or walk instead of drive not just

to avoid adding to pollution levels but because of the intrinsic pleasure these

alternatives afford (ibid.:572). Soper argues that this "surfacing of desire for

otherness", which whilst may not be a fully formed, cohesive movement, and may

be "contaminated by all the banality and political confusion and ordinariness of the

everyday consumer culture out of which they will... be emerging" is nonetheless an

authentic attempt to establish more gratifying forms of satisfaction (2008:576, 582).

However, and I do not think Soper would dispute this, alternative hedonism is for

the most part concerned with finding alternative sources of satisfaction and pleasure

through commodity consumption. It is a shift towards ethical consumption, slower

consumption, locally based consumption (Soper, 2004a: 115), but still always

consumption of commodities mediated by the market. On these grounds Soper's
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alternative hedonists may not in fact be exploring alternative satisfactions of the kind

called for by Leiss.

Need and Intentional Communities

Leiss joins Marcuse, amongst others, in arguing for a qualitative change in the

experience of needs, in which "a social transformation could make possible a rich

dimension of genuine satisfaction in both labour activities and the free time of all

individuals ... rooted in the creation of a well-functioning sphere of shared activity

and decision-making within which individuals would forge the means for satisfying

their needs" (1978: 115). Using this notion of a qualitative change in the experience

of needs and their satisfactions as a starting point, the remainder of this work turns to

looking at the experience and satisfaction of needs and desires in green intentional

communities. As will be suggested, intentional communities constitute what

Sargisson calls 'transgressive utopias' (2000a:2). These are spaces in which

opposition can occur, in which it is possible to think and act differently, in which

alternative social arrangements can be imagined and explored (ibid.:52). Here then

may lie more potential for exploring "other spheres of activity, apart from the

consumption process, in which the sense of satisfaction and well-being also may be

grounded" in which people may experience a "change in the ways in which needs

can be expressed and satisfied" (Leiss, 1978:116), and think "more carefully about

the quality of...experiences that...people wish to make available" (ibid.: 138). On

these grounds there is the possibility that intentional communities can be seen as

acting as sites for the education of desire - teaching to desire, to need, in 'better' and

'different' ways (Thompson 1977, in Levitas 1990:122; Abensour, 1999). And, as

such, allow for the exploration of satisfying needs in new, ecologically sensitive, and
personally fulfilling ways.
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Chapter 3: Intentional Communities

Ecovillage at Findhorn

"utopias can be usefully understood as spaces in which we can
be different ... They are spaces in which we can begin to think
differently, play with alternatives, explore ideas to their limits -
and from which, perhaps, we can approach the world with a
fresh viewpoint. Utopias permit us to radically change the way
we think. Once that process has begun, we can, perhaps, begin to
act in ways that are sustainably different." (Sargisson,
2000b:140)

The previous chapter raised the idea that intentional communities may contain the

potential to enact a qualitative change in needs, that within them it may be possible

to find a "change in the ways in which needs can be expressed and satisfied" (Leiss,

1976:116). This chapter sets out to consider this idea further, addressing what

constitutes an intentional community and examining the ways in which they act as
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spaces which facilitate a different relationship with needs and their satisfactions, or

in Sargisson's term, how they function as 'transgressive utopias' (2000a:2).

However, before we start this exploration it is important to recognise that intentional

communities are not the only attempts that have been made to establish non-

conventional social arrangements. Other forms of social experimentation have and

are being attempted, especially with regard to society's relationship with its

environment. Two such examples are the Garden City and Transition Town
movements.

Garden cities of tomorrow

The architect of the Garden City Movement was the previously unknown Ebenezer

Howard with his 1902 book, Garden Cities of To-Morrow. 26 Hardy (2000:60) argues

that Howard was part of a wider movement interested in the creation of cities which

"would be the very antithesis of the products of unbridled capitalism". The "ideal

city of the future would be one built through the reconstruction of lost values" such

as "rhythms of the countryside, a sense of community, the clarity of social order, the

reassurance of continuity, a human scale of labour, a respect for Nature" (ibid.).27

Howard's work was an amalgam of utopian influences, such as Kropotkin, Owen,

More, Saint-Simon, and Fourier (Hall and Ward, 1996:14), as well as his

contemporaries, Bellamy and William Morris (ibid.:ll; Hardy, 2000:61; Darley,

2007:184). Writing against the backdrop of prolonged agricultural depression,

fuelling migration to urban slums, Howard argued that an alternative to the

deprivations of both country and town was needed, one which contained "all the

advantages of the most energetic and active town life, with all the beauty and delight

of the country", which would result in "the spontaneous movement of the people

16 A slightly different version of this book had been previously published in 1889 under the title To-

morrow: a peaceful path to real reform.

17 For an analysis and critique of such yearnings for an idealised rural past see Williams (1975).
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from our crowded cities to the bosom of our kindly mother earth, at once the source

of life, of happiness, of wealth, and of power" (1965:45-6).

Only a brief discussion of Howard's blueprint for his garden cities can be given

here28• The basic proposal was for a network of garden cities, each of which would

be "built on a central core of 1000 acres, with a surrounding ring of 5000 acres of

farm land ... 30,000 people would live in the city and a further 2000 in the

agricultural belt ... Circular in form, land use would be strictly zoned to keep apart

incompatible uses and ensure the distribution of functions was in the best interests of

the community as a whole" (Hardy, 2000:62-3). The use of green spaces was an

important element of garden cities, providing not only aesthetic and leisure

opportunities for residents, but also acting to distinguish between neighbourhoods

and separate housing from non-residential areas (ibid.:63). Housing would be

spacious, factories (powered by smokeless electricity) would provide employment,

transport would be provided by a circular railway, the farmland supporting the city

would be fertilized by the city's sewerage, and produce would be sold to the local

market (ibid.). Hall and Ward (1998:23, see also de Geus, 1999:134) point out the

extent to which garden cities meet modem ideas of sustainability: they were

walking-scale settlements, obviating the need for cars: "the densities are high by

modem standards, thus economising on land; and yet the entire settlement is

suffused by open space both within and outside, thus sustaining a natural habitat."

Howard was convinced that garden cities would solve society's ills:

"Yes, the key to the problem how to restore the people to the
land - that beautiful land of ours, with its canopy of sky, the air
that blows upon it, the sun that warms it, the rain and dew that
moisten it - the very embodiment of Divine love for man [sic] -
is indeed a Master Key. for it is the key to the portal through
which, even when scarce ajar, will be seen to pour a flood of
light on the problem of intemperance, of excessive toil, of restless

28 For more detail see Howard (1965), Beevers (1988) or Hardy (1991, 2000).
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anxiety, of grinding poverty - the true limits of Government
interference, ay, and even the relations of man to the Supreme
Power" (}965:44, emphasis in original).

As such, garden cities would act as building blocks in the progressive reconstitution

of society as a whole (Hardy, 2000:62). It is this aspect of Howard's garden cities

which is of particular interest here. Garden cities were not merely a solution to

problems such as migration and housing, but were agents of social change,

presenting "a golden opportunity for the reconstruction of the entire fabric of our

civilisation ...New cities well planned and thought out because the needs of all will

be considered will displace the cities of today which are chaotic, disorderly, untidy,

because founded in selfishness" (Howard, in Hardy, 2000:62, emphasis added). Key

to the trans formative potential of garden cities was communal ownership (ibid.:64).

The land for the garden city was to be bought by a sponsoring trust, with a rate of

return for the trustees not exceeding four percent (ibid.:63). All citizens would pay

rent which would be used to "pay interest on the initial capital sum, to pay back the

capital, and to pay for the general running ... ofthe garden city" (ibid.). Over time the

costs of the first two expenditures would diminish, and in contrast to other planned

settlements, the resulting revenue would not go to the trustees but would be available

to reinvest into the community (ibid.). de Geus (1999:121) argues that Howard

considered property ownership to be the "fundamental cause of the destruction of

nature, social inequalities, and the general moral decline of his day". Thus, radical

changes in public and private land ownership were foundational to his vision and

creation of "consciously-designed living environment, enabling ... citizen[s] to live in

harmony with nature" (ibid.).

Within the garden city movement we can see an attempt at the spatial and

institutional reorganisation of society, with the aim of addressing the needs of all,

and in so doing providing people with a better (and less environmentally damaging)

material standard of living, but also enabling individuals to experience different

relationships with society, others, and themselves. That is, to paraphrase Howard,

garden cities would produce an entirely new fabric of civilisation.
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Transition Towns

Although separated by a period of some hundred years, the Transition Town

movement shares some ground with the Garden City movement. Primarily both

focus upon creating localities which meet the needs of residents in ways conducive

towards flourishing social and ecological relationships. For example, Hopkins

(2009: 198) writes that the Transitions movement is focused upon increasing

"diversity" and "modularity", meaning diversity of livelihoods, food systems, and

businesses, coupled with increased local self-reliance and localised supply chains.

This chimes with the organisation of garden cities discussed above, both expressing

the belief that such localism is both necessary and socially progressive.

The Transition Towns movement began in 2006, pioneered in Kinsale (Ireland) and

Totnes (England), and is, according to its founder Rob Hopkins (2008: 14,202), at

present the fastest growing and most important social and environmental

experiment. The Transitions website (www.transitionnetwork.org/initiatives) states

that as of August 2011 there are 453 official Transition initiatives worldwide, with

195 in the United Kingdom, all of which are community-led responses to peak Oil29

and climate change:

A Transition Initiative (which could be a town, village, university
or island etc) is a community-led response to the pressures of
climate change, fossil fuel depletion and increasingly, economic
contraction. There are thousands of initiatives around the world
starting their journey to answer this crucial question: "how can
we make our community stronger and happier as we deal with
the impacts of peak oil and economic contraction while at the
same time urgently reducing C02 emissions?" (Transition
Network)

The Transition approach is based around four key assumptions:

29 For a definition of peak oil see page 4. footnote 2.
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"1. That life with dramatically lower energy consumption is
inevitable, and that it's better to plan for it than to be taken by
surprise.

2. That our settlements and communities presently lack the
resilience to enable them to weather the sever energy shocks that
will accompany peak oil.

3. That we have to act collectively, and we have to act now.

4. That by unleashing the collective genius of those around us to
creatively and proactively design our energy descent, we can
build ways of living that are more connected, more enriching and
that recognise the biological limits of our planet ... (Hopkins,
2008:134).

At the heart of these lies the notion of 'resilience', that is "the ability of a system,

from individual people to whole economies, to hold together and maintain their

ability to function in the face of change and shocks from the outside" (ibid.: 12).

Thus, one of the key objectives of any Transition project is the creation of an

'Energy Descent Action Plan', which aims to "set out a practical pathway for how

the town can move away from oil dependency and thrive in the process" (Hopkins,

2009:199). This sense of practicality is what Barry and Quilley (2009:2) argue

distinguishes the Transition movement from other environmental groups: rather than

limiting their activities to campaigning, they seek to "take charge of their own

destinies and to develop relocalisation strategies - initiatives that 'pre-figure' or

anticipate what is seen to be an inevitable reversal of globalisation". Similarly, Urry

(2011:92) suggests that the political significance of the Transition movement lies in

its "imagining altematives ... demonstrating through actions, and building material

futures that substantially challenge twentieth-century carbon capitalism". Just as in

the Garden city movement the belief was that structuring a community along new

lines would lead to alternative social and individual relationships, so too the

Transition movement, in actively anticipating the changes demanded by climate

change and peak oil, engenders "behavioural and structural change at the level of

families and communities ... For TT [Transition Town] advocates, responding to
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climate change and peak oil involves an integrated and seamless transformation of

family, community and economic life" (Barry and Quilley, 2009:3).

Thus, in both the Garden City and Transition movements we can see senous

attempts to create alternative forms of sociality: new social, material and relational

arrangements which implicitly begin to address the framing and satisfaction of

needs. However, I suggest that as important as these projects are, neither are as well

placed as intentional communities for successfully realising these kinds of novel

social practice and the possibility for a qualitative change in needs contained therein.

The first, and arguably most successful, attempt at creating a garden city was the

establishment of Letchworth in Hertfordshire in 1903, which Hardy (2000:67, 72-3)

argues was a mixture of conformity and change. For whilst Letchworth was certainly

green; the housing was good; there were opportunities for employment, cooperative

living, and progressive education; and it was accessible to both the working and

middle classes; it failed to realise Howard's plans (ibid.). Although "Conditions

might have been improved for its workers ... the basic infrastructure of capitalist

society remained untouched" (ibid.). Similarly, although the Transition movement

offers individuals and communities practical opportunities to come together to

explore and create ways to live more lightly on the planet, it does so without a

coherent ideology that it is global capitalism against which it is struggling and

seeking to transform (Barry and Quilley, 2009: 11). In "keeping with its resolutely

and unapologetically pragmatic character" (ibid.) the Transition movement seeks

partnership with established political and economic interests; and so, in pursuing

pragmatic solutions it attempts to work with rather than challenge the very processes

which underlie the problems it desires to ameliorate. In both these cases, the critical

point seems to be that attempts to create alternative ways of life are hampered by the

failure to occupy and maintain a position of opposition and critique towards the

values and practices of mainstream, capitalist, society. In contrast, intentional

communities maintain such a critical position: "Intentional communities are at once

inside and outside the wider community. They are embedded. They stem from it.
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They are part of it. However, they exist because they are deeply critical of dominant

norms, values, and practices" (Sargis son, 2007:411). Thus, whilst Garden Cities and

Transition Towns may offer alternative social arrangements they do not constitute

the transgressive spaces of intentional communities.

Intentional Communities

This notion of transgression will be returned to shortly, but first let us consider what

constitutes an intentional community. Different terms for intentional communities

abound. Sargisson and Sargent (2004:2) provide an extensive list of alternative

labels: "intentional societies, communal societies, cooperative communities,

practical utopias, communes, withdrawn communities, enacted communities,

experimental communities, communal experiments, alternative societies, alternative

lifestyles, communitarian experiments, socialist colonies, collective settlements,

mutualistic communities, communistic societies, utopian societies, concrete utopias

and utopian experiments." Each term reflects, in part, the history of the scholarship

of these social groups.i'' Recently, 'intentional communities' has been taken up,

offering a more politically and historically neutral term (ibid.; Miller, 2009). It also

works to highlight the two distinctive characteristics of the phenomenon in question:

intent and community, as Shenker sets out:

"The two elements of the term are equally important. They are
intentional communities in that they are not like, say, a tribe or a
village which has arisen or developed spontaneously over the
years. Intentional communities have emerged as a result of a
number of people consciously and purposefully coalescing as a
group in order to realize a set of aims ...These aims are not
partial: they attempt to create an entire way of life, hence, unlike
organizations or social movements, they are intentional
communities" (1986: It), emphasis in original).

The history of intentional communities is a long one. Shenker (1986:1) suggests that

each period of history produces its own generation of communards; indeed,

30 Which dates back to Mary Hennell's study, published in 1841 (Sargisson and Sargent, 2004:2).
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communalism can be traced back as far as the egalitarian communalism of the early

Christian church (Kumar, 1991:64; Abrams and McCulloch, 1976:2), if not further

to the withdrawn Jewish communities of the pre-Christian era (Sargent, 1994:18).

The nineteenth century was marked by a flurry of interest in intentional

communities, as religion became less central to peoples' lives and communities

began to emerge based upon more secular images of the good life (Sargisson and

Sargent, 2004:1). Much work has been devoted to studying the intentional

communities of the nineteenth and early twentieth century, for example Holloway's

(1966) study of American utopian communities up to 1880, Harrison's (1969) book

on Owenite communities in Britain and America, and Thacker's (1993) social

history of the British Tolstoyan community of Whiteway (see also, Hadfield, 1970;

Rexroth, 1975; Taylor, 1987; Oved, 1993; Hardy, 2000; and Coates, 2001).

Similarly, since their establishment in 1909 the kibbutzim have been the focus of

much scholarship (see, Spiro, 1958, 1970; Bettelheim, 1969; Tiger and Shepher,

1977; Near, 1992, 1997). The wave of community formation in Europe and America

in the 1960s and 1970s also generated a body of analysis. Many of these works

focused on particular issues or aspects of communal life, for example, Shenker

(1986) focused on ideology, alienation, deviance and conformity, and 'the family'

within Hutterite communities and the kibbutz. Abrams and McCulloch (1976)

centred their work around solidarity, individualism and gender in British

communities, whilst Kanter (1972) sought to understand the basis on which some

communities established and sustained a collective vision and longevity. Rigby

(1974a,b) identified a typology of four kinds of intentional community, and studied

the beliefs, internal organisation, membership process, daily routines, finances,

external relationships, and problems of each", whereas Pepper (1991) set out to

assess the green credentials of a number of British intentional communities and

compare them to an idealised green worldview. It is worth noting at this point that

31 For a more recent attempt to construct a typology of intentional communities see Meijering et al

(2007).
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although issues such as gender, power, alienation, and so on, do feature in my study

of intentional communities, they are a product of my analysis of the experience of

needs and their satisfactions within communities, rather than a focus in their own

right.

As Sargisson and Sargent highlight, there is "no universally agreed definition of the

term intentional community" (2004:5). However, Sargisson (2000a:29) offers the

following definition, adopted in this work: intentional communities are "bodies of

people who have chosen to live together - and usually work in some way - together.

They have a common aim or commitment. This commitment might be to such things

as political ideology, a spiritual path or to co-operative living itself." To turn back to

the issue of transgression, Sargisson (2000b: 140) argues that it is this notion which

underlies the trans formative potential of intentional communities: "It permits them

to break significantly with confining traditions of thought and behaviours. This in

turn issues transformative potential." It is in this sense that intentional communities

present a unique opportunity for the study of a qualitative change in needs. I suggest

that intentional communities present a more total environment than the alternatives

offer by other groups, such as the Transition movement, one in which through

making a sustained break with received patterns of being and doing, new ways of

interpreting needs and their satisfactions are opened up. As Sargisson (200Ib:76)

notes, the "fact that intentional communities are identifiable and discrete spaces with

certain boundaries make them safe ... Often members ... feel able to explore different

ways of behaving and acting in the community, which might not be possible or

advisable outside".32 Intentional communities represent the often conscious decision

of individuals to attempt to find ways to fulfil needs and desires left unaddressed by

mainstream society, and as such can be "understood as part of a desire to live

according to one's beliefs in the fullest way possible" (ibid.). An example of this can

32 This issue of boundaries will be pick up on again shortly.
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be seen in the Owenite communities of the nineteenth century.v' The first of these

was established when Robert Owen purchased the New Lanark cotton-mills in 1799.

As Harrison (ibid.: 156) notes, "New Lanark was more than just an efficiently run

and humanely managed factory. It was also a genuine attempt, even though

rudimentary and clumsily paternal, at community organization". Owen's goal was to

"transform the lives of his community of mill workers, through improving living and

working conditions, free medical care and education" (Davidson, 2010:232). Owen

believed that "a whole community can become a new people, have their minds born

again, and be regenerated from the errors and corruptions which ... have hitherto

everywhere prevailed" (in, Kumar, 1991 :74), if they were provided with an

appropriate social and material environment. Thus, as Harrison (1969: 151) argues,

''the Owenites needed a partial withdrawal from the world in order to live according

to their principles and precepts. Only in a community could alternatives to the evils

of the old immoral world be worked out".34

Intentional communities, then, involve groups of people living and working

together, and, as we have seen. doing so in a bounded space, physically and

politically separate from mainstream society. Indeed, it has been common to depict

intentional communities as engaging in acts of 'withdrawal' from the mainstream

33 For full discussions of these important contributions to the history and development of progressive

communal experiments in Britain and America see Harrison (1969), Garnett (1972), Hardy (1979),

Taylor (1987), Taylor (1982), Taylor (1983), and Geoghegan (1991).

34 In the Owenite communal ventures in Britain, Ireland and America (see Harrison, 1969; and

Geoghegan, (991), such alternatives followed principles quite different from those of mainstream

society. For example, at Ralahine in Ireland, amongst other things, alcohol was banned, there was

relative gender equality, work was determined by the community in the interest of the community and

rewarded with special labour notes (to be used in the community store) instead of money, and there

was communal raising and educating of children (Geoghegan, 1991).
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(Kanter, 1972; Sargent, 1994:18). Seen in this light, intentional communities bear

more than a passing resemblance to Goffman's total institutions:

"A basic social arrangement in modern society is that the
individuals tend to sleep, play, and work in different places, with
different co-participants, under different authorities, and without
an over-all rational plan. The central feature of total institutions
can be described as a breakdown of the barriers ordinarily
separating these three spheres of lift ...The handling of many
needs by the bureaucratic organization of whole blocks of
people ...is the keyfact of total institutions. " (Goffman, 1961:6)

Furthermore, Goffman (ibid.: 12) also suggested that total institutions are a "forcing

house for changing persons ... a natural experiment on what can be done to the self'.

Within intentional communities a similar disruption of the boundaries between the

spheres of public and private is found (Sargisson, 2000a, 2001b), of which the

exploration of new relationships between self and other is often an essential part

(Abrams and McCulloch, 1976; Sargisson, 2001a). However, there are some

fundamental differences between total institutions and intentional communities, a

brief examination of which will further demonstrate the transgressive character of

communities and their functioning as a space in which needs and desires can be
experienced otherwise.

Sargisson (2007:396-7) argues that "Intentional communities need to provide a

space inside which members can explore the good life. This exploration often

involves deep experimentation with the self as members seek self-improvement,

self-development and/or self-transformation in a search for a different ontological

relationship with the world". This self-directed 'changing of persons' is in stark

contrast to the affront to the self experienced within total institutions, Goffman's

prime example being, of course, the asylum, in which individuals undergo a

"mortification of the self', the possibility of which is dependent upon a loss or

renunciation of self-determination (1961:44). For example, whilst in intentional

communities the voluntary and self-directed experimentation with and change of the

self is often the result of the perceived failure of mainstream society to attend to
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certain needs and desires resulting in the pursuit of, say, "better (more authentic,

genuine, or transparent) way of relating to other people, or ... [the] desire to be closer

to the divine, spirit, or nature" (Sargisson, 2007:397); within total institutions these

changes arise from "a series of abasements, degradations, humiliations, and

profanations of ... selves" (Freidson, 1983:360). In both situations the provision of a

distinct and bounded space is essential: intentional communities require "physical

estrangement, in which distance or separation from the local community permits

members to concentrate on their self-appointed task while insulated from external

interruption, interference, and criticism" (Sargisson, 2007:397). However, unlike

total institutions which are symbolised by "barriers to social intercourse with the

outside" (Goffman, 1961:4), as Meijering et al (2007:43) argue, communities may

be physically separate for mainstream society, but they are often still politically and

economically involved, even if this involvement is critical. Thus, as Sargisson notes:

"Sometimes. then. an intentional community represents a space
which offers people the security to pursue their utopian vision
and explore utopian practices. It is also a space whence the
group acts collectively and reaches outwards to impact the wider
community. And sometimes it is a space into which the group
needs to retreat ...All of this process requires some level of
spatial estrangement ...{which} permits intentional communities
to pursue a normative agenda. generate a collective identity and
cohesive group, nurture a shared vision, and follow a path to the
good life... (2007:400-401)

Furthermore, these temporally and contextually fluid boundaries are essential if

intentional communities are to avoid incubating the more disturbing characteristics

of total institutions.V Boundaries "need to be robust, but they also need to be porous.

35Sargisson (2007:406) discusses the case of Centrepoint community in New Zealand. in which it

emerged that there was systematic abuse of power within the community. a community founded upon

teachings of non-possession of both material goods and personal relationships. Challenges to the

leadership of the community were met with punishments. such as the withholding of items such as

toothbrushes and tampons. or more subtly, the withdrawing of friendship and support (ibid.), "What
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These boundaries need to permit a two-way gaze and flow of ideas and activity.

They need, in other words, both to maintain and mediate estrangement" (Sargisson,

2007:407).

An area where this analysis of intentional communities is complicated is in relation

to children. For, not only are children not voluntary members of communities in the

same way as adults, the consequences of membership on children's selves are more

ambiguous. Shenker's (1986) study of Hutterite'" communities looked at the ways in

which educational practices and the Hutterite lifestyle manufacture an unquestioning

acceptance of the authority and structures of the community (ibid.:137). Hutterite

communities have a very low defection rate, which Shenker suggests is the result of

the construction of the parameters of children's selves to coincide with the

parameters of Hutterite life (ibid.). One way this is achieved is through limiting

children's education: "Too much education is likely to tum the child away from

physical labour... and will encourage him [sic] to want to travel, question, doubt"

(ibid,: 136). The issue of children in community will be returned to in Chapter 6.

We have so far been discussing intentional communities in general, exploring the

ways in which the distinct space, or more total environment, that they enact suggests

the possibility of an exploration of alternative relationships to needs and

the community had once given, it now withheld; it left the challengers isolated within the group as

well as estranged from the wider community: alienated and devastated" (ibid.:406-7). This bears

similarities to techniques of the mortification of self within total institutions, such as the "withdrawal

of all the physical and social supports that once sustained [individuals]" (Freidson. 1983:360).

36 Hutterite communities date back the Protestant Reformation, emigrating from German-speaking

Europe to America in the 1870s (Shenker, 1986:54). They are strictly hierarchical and patriarchal

communities, committed to simple living and a literal acceptance of the New Testament (ibid.:52).
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satisfactions. We will now tum to consider the particular case represented by green

intentional communities.

Green intentional communities are a particularly vibrant strand of communalism,

with many such communities being established over the last twenty years

(Halfacree, 2006:314), as well as existing communities, such as Findhorn and Old

Hall, orientating themselves more towards environmental practices and values, or

privileging previously latent environmentalism (Sokolowska, 2010). Green

intentional communities have traditionally been set in rural locations, usually

incorporating aspects of low-impact building and design, and self-sufficiency in

food and energy (Pepper, 1991; Sargisson and Sargent, 2004; Halfacree, 2006;

Meijering et ai, 2007). In all such communities, individuals have chosen to live

together because of a shared concern with environmental issue or ethics, whether

this is in terms of wanting to live more practically sustainable lives, developing a

spiritual relationship with 'nature', or returning to what is considered a more

'natural' way of life (or often a combination of such factors). Sargisson and Sargent

(2004: 135) stress that what makes green intentional communities unique is not the

mere fact that they live low impact lives, or are concerned with conservation issues

or climate change, but that "They are places where people have chosen to come

together to live, everyday, a more sustainable lifestyle. They do not use alternative

energy because they have to but rather because it fits their worldview", Individuals

within green intentional communities:

"use their homes as spaces in which and from which
participation in the fringes and mainstream of environmental
politics (or resistance and creativity) can occur. In terms of the
purely domestic, they deliberate and act upon deep questions
about what food to produce, how to produce it, and how to
dispose of organic and human waste. The whole cycle is
considered. This involves thinking about methods of production
(organic, vegan, permaculture - intensive, extensive), economic
context (co-operative ownership, waged labour or volunteer
work), and how to work on and with the land. They incorporate
environmentally practices and ethics into their daily patterns of
production and consumption ...Further, because these
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communities are semi-public spaces, they become showcases for
alternative ways of life. "{Sargisson. 200Ib:87)

A relatively new development in green intentional communities has been the

emergence of the ecovillage movement (Sargisson and Sargent, 2004: 113; Ergas,

2010:35). Like other green communities, ecovillages often set out to achieve a

simpler life, closer to nature (Dawson, 2006:75), are based around shared land, and

are designed to maximise conviviality and resource sharing (Sargisson and Sargent,

2004: 132). Where they differ is in location and orientation: tending to be situated

within easy reach of a town or city, and seeking to remain integrated to a greater

extent into mainstream society, being "less interested in getting back to nature in the

raw" (ibid.:135). Gilman (1991) defines ecovillages as "humanscale, full-featured

settlement[ s] in which human activities are harmlessly integrated into the natural

world in a way that is supportive of healthy human development and can be

successfully continued into the indefinite future". However, as Dawson (2006:21)

notes, Gilman's definition is more aspirational than descriptive, pointing towards the

goals the ecovillage movement hopes to achieve rather than the situation they are

currently in. More practically, the Global Ecovillage Network (GEN) defmes

ecovillages as "urban or rural communities of people, who strive to integrate a

supportive social environment with a low-impact way of life. To achieve this, they

integrate various aspects of ecological design, permaculture, ecological building,

green production, alternative energy, community building practices, and much

more." However, there remains much contention around establishing a defmition of

an 'ecovillage', and rather than doing so Jackson (1998) suggests ecovillages are

better understood through their agreed principles of living. These affmnations stress

a matching of needs, attitudes and lifestyles to the capacity of the environment:

economic and social localism; fulfilling and meaningful work for all; the fostering of

"self-realization and co-operative interdependence"; and recognition of all human,

environmental and spiritual actualities (Kennedy, Bates and Joseph, 1996 in Jackson

1998). Here then, ecovillages play the same role as other green intentional

community with regards to the framing and meeting of needs and desires in
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distinctly green ways, and so containing the potential for the articulation and

satisfaction of them in ways unavailable elsewhere.

A final, but important point is left to be made. For although members of intentional

communities attempt to live their lives in-line with particular values and political

commitments, they neither illustrate nor claim to be perfect communities: "They are

living, breathing, and real, and are full of problems, challenges, and mistakes. None

claim to be perfect but community members often volunteer a belief in a sense of

educative mission. They are trying to live more sustainably, more ecologically, in

more holistic balance" (Sargisson, 200Ib:79-80, emphasis in original).
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SECTION TWO: METHODOLOGY AND CASES

Section Two sets out the methodological approach taken in this research and provides and

introduction to the intentional communities selected for study. It details the rationale for

adopting an ethnographic approach in light of the move to apply Marcusian theory to an

area of relatively novel social practice through the exploration of individual's experience of

needs and desires within their everyday lives. The section concludes with an overview of the

six intentional communities studies in the research in preparation for their analysis in

Section Three.
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Chapter 4: Methodology

Myhand

As mentioned in the Introduction, this is an exploratory piece of research, drawing

on both Marcusian and ecological theory, which aims to examine individuals'

understandings of their needs and desires and the ways in which these are satisfied

within green intentional communities. As such, the intention of this research is

neither what O'Connell Davidson and Layder (1994:47) call 'theory-testing' or

'theory-constructing' but entails elements of both through the exam ination of an area

of relatively novel social practice and existing social theory. Broadly, this thesis sets

out to explore how individuals understand their actions and the meanings attributed

to these within the context of their everyday lives, in this case as those lives are lived
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within the context of intentional communities. The focus of my empirical research,

then, has two dimensions: one at the individual level, focussing on the ways in

which individuals interpret and understand what they identify as their needs and

desires, and furthermore how they go about satisfying these needs and desires within

the context of their community. And secondly an institutional focus, which sets out

to examine the ways in which intentional communities frame individuals'

interpretations and actions, that is the ways, if any, intentional communities mediate

the understanding and satisfaction of needs and desires. The goal is to produce an

analysis of the interplay between individual subjectivities and the social institutions

and cultural practices which resource and shape the interpretation and practical

expression of said subjectivities; the end focus of the analysis always being on the

articulation and satisfaction of needs and desires.

To address these issues this study has adopted a qualitative methodological

approach. As Hesse-Biber and Leavy (2006:5) note, qualitative research methods

offer "a range of epistemological, theoretical and methodological possibilities";

indeed it is this flexibility of qualitative methods which makes them especially

suited to exploratory research (Silverman, 2006:35). Specifically, as my interest lies

in the ways in which individuals understand their beliefs and actions within the

context of their everyday lives, I draw upon the interpretative tradition which is

"concerned, in some sense or another, with problems of language and meaning in

relation to the 'interpretative understanding' of human action" (Giddens, 1982, in

O'Connell Davidson and Layder, 1994:30). The interpretivist approach is extremely

broad, being distinguished more by a commitment to knowing, to understanding, to

verstehen, than specific methodologies (Schwandt, 1998:221). However, Holstein

and Gubrium argue that much interpretivist research, drawing variously on social

phenomenology (Schutz, 1962), social constructionism (Berger and Luckmann,

1966), and symbolic interactionism (Blumer, 1969), has maintained a focus upon the

construction and management of social realities in which the analytical emphasis has

tended to lie on examining how social reality is constructed, to the exclusion of

investigating "what is being accomplished, under what conditions, and out of what
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resources" (2005:484). In other words, the focus on the symbolic and discursive

properties of individuals' experience of their social worlds has been at the expense

of the incorporation of wider cultural and institutional contexts into the analysis.

However, this (im)balance is beginning to be redressed:

"Analyses of reality construction are now re-engaging questions
concerning the broad cultural and institutional contexts of
meaning-making and social order. The emerging empirical
horizons. while still centred on processes of social
accomplishment. are increasingly viewed in terms of
"interpretive practice" - the constellation of procedures.
conditions and resources through which reality is apprehended.
understood. organized. and conveyed in everyday
life...Interpretive practice engages both the hows and the whats
of social reality; it is centred in both how people
methodologically construct their experiences and their worlds.
and in the configurations of meanings and institutional life that
inform and shape their reality-constituting activity" (ibid.,
emphasis in original).

It is to this current strand of interpretivist research, centred upon "interpretive

practice", that my research speaks, focusing as it does on how individuals construct

interpretive understandings of their everyday lives, specifically their needs and

desires, whilst considering how such achievements are situated within the specific

cultural and socio-institutional spaces presented by intentional communities. That is,

it sets out to addresses both the 'how' and the 'what'.

As Denzin and Lincoln (2008:28) stress, social researchers always enter the field

with pre-existing ontological and epistemological assumptions which determine the

course of their research (see also Davies, 2008:5). Indeed, my decision to analyse

both individuals' understanding of their everyday lives and the institutions which

"inform and shape" this "reality-constituting activity" (Holstein and Gubrium,

2005:484) betrays assumptions I make about the social world, and thus the role of

social science. In line with Williams (2002: 129), I suggest that good sociological

research should move from interpretations of individuals' actions to social

explanation. This is achieved through an appreciation that individual realities are the
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outcome of wider social processes, that they are in effect evidence of structures

existing beyond the individuals investigated (Williams, 2002: 138). This is in

contrast to those who argue that within interpretative inquiry "Generalizations are

impossible since phenomena are neither time- nor context-free" (Guba and Lincoln,

1982 in Williams, 2002: 130). For whilst I do not deny the problem of generalizing

from and in interpretive research, I do suggest, following Williams, that

interpretative research and explanation-generalisation are compatible if limits are

set. Williams terms these 'moderate generalizations' which stress that though "there

may be evidence of a shared reality as experienced, or shared underlying structures,

the complexity of these structures and the possible agency to transform them, means

that generalizations can only be moderate ones" (2002: 138; see also Payne and

Williams, 2005; Alasuutari, 1995, in Silverman, 2010:150). My intention, then, is to

adopt what Smith (1989, in Schwandt, 1998:224) calls the methodological middle

ground - a synthesis of constructivism and social realism (Schwandt, ibid.), or "a

cross between ontological constructivism and epistemological realism" (Crang,

2003:494), which attempts to capture and account for the complex relationships

between agency and structure, whilst maintaining a focus on understandings of

individuals' meanings and motivations. O'Connell Davidson and Layder (1994:27)

and Davies (2008:23) argue that adopting a reflexive approach to research is vital to

navigating such a methodological middle course. They suggest it aids the

recognition that "there is a world separate from our concepts and beliefs, despite the

fact that researchers have preconceived ideas, values and beliefs which affect their

view of the world" (O'Connell Davidson and Layder, 1994:33). To some extent, the

act of qualitative research is a reflexive enterprise in itself (Hesse-Biber and Leavy,

2006:5; Denzin and Lincoln, 2008: 14, 28). However, as will be discussed in more

detail, the reflexivity employed in qualitative research is open to a huge amount of

variety, both in terms of technique, motivation, and outcome (Finlay, 2002).

Whilst Williams (2002: 129) suggests that "the adoption of interpretivist methods has

quite often been the result more of adherence to an anti-science position than the

utility of the method itself', my decision to opt for a qualitative, interpretivist
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approach is not a reflection of the belief in a methodological dualism based on

essential epistemological and theoretical differences between qualitative and

quantitative research (see Bryman, 1992; Payne et al., 2004). Rather, qualitative

methods have been selected on the basis that they best "fit the problem at hand"

(Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992: 30). Following this reasoning an ethnographic

approach was decided upon, entailing participant observations and semi-structured

interviews.

An Ethnographic Approach

Savage suggests that the term 'ethnography' can be applied to "research that is

carried out in everyday settings; uses several methods; evolves in design through the

study; and focuses on the meaning of individuals' actions and explanations"

(Savage, 2000, in O'Reilly 2005:2). This certainly fits the scope and focus of the

research proposed here. I suggest that two facets of my research in particular make

the adoption of ethnographic techniques preferable; these are the focus on needs and

their enactment in individuals' everyday lives within the specific social context of

intentional communities. Ethnographic techniques provide both the depth and

flexibility required to fully explore these issues. It is important to make clear what I

mean by 'ethnography'. I suggest that my research makes use of an 'ethnographic

approach', in that although I borrow heavily from the ethnographic methodological

canon, I do not wish to make what Wolcott (1990:62) would call an "untutored

claim" that I am "doing ethnography". For the purposes of this research I adopt

Hammersley and Atkinson's approach to ethnography, which sees it as "referring

primarily to a method or set of methods. In its most characteristic form it involves

the ethnographer participating, overtly or covertly, in people's daily lives for an

extended period of time, watching what happens, listening to what is said, asking

questions - in fact, collecting whatever data are available to throw light on the issues

that are the focus of the research" (1995: 1). In addition to taking this liberal
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approach to ethnography, I also follow Hammersley and Atkinson (1995: 16) in

adopting a reflexive ethnographic approach (see also Davies, 2008).

Reflexive ethnography

Banister et al. (1994, cited in Finlay, 2002:211) have suggested that reflexivity has

become the defining feature of qualitative research. At the very least, most

qualitative researchers will now attempt to account for their role in data gathering

and interpretation in order to enhance the trustworthiness and respectability of their

work (Finlay, 2002:221). For ethnography, reflexivity has been offered as a way

forward out of the debates between positivists, naturalists, and postmodemists about

the nature of the 'reality' ethnographers set out to study, and issues such as

objectivity, validity and representation (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995; Valentine,

1997a; Taylor, 2002; Pettinger, 2005). Reflexive ethnography attempts to take into

account "the fact that soc ial researchers are part of the world they study"

(Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995: 16). For, as Walkerdine (1997:59) argues: "it is an

impossible task to avoid the place of the subjective in research ...instead of making

futile attempts to avoid something which cannot be avoided, we should think more

carefully about how to utilise our subjectivity as a feature of the research process".

In doing so Hammersley and Atkinson argue that reflexive ethnography roots

ethnographic practice into a realism which avoids the nai've realism of natural

ethnography and the anti-realism of postmodemism, and in doing so allows the

researcher to "produce accounts of the social world and justify them without placing

reliance on futile appeals to empiricism" (1995:21-22). Although there are many

approaches to reflexivity, for example Finlay (2002) identifies at least five, it can

broadly be defined as

"...a turning back on oneself, a process of self-reference, In the
context of social research, reflexivity at its most immediately
obvious level refers to the ways in which the products of social
research are affected by the personnel and the process of doing
research" (Davies, 2008:4),

96



In practice this amounts to focusing on "the research process and raising questions

of representation, self-identity and reflexivity during the data gathering" (Pettinger.

2005:361). This compels the researcher to recognise the ways in which personal

history, disciplinary background, and sociocultural circumstances effect research

from the outset (Davis, 2008:5). Furthermore, recognising that relationships with

participants in the field are inescapably social interactions in which the research is

enmeshed (ibid.), and similarly what is 'seen' in observations is an outcome of the

researcher's positionality: as Burke observed, "A way of seeing is always a way of

not seeing" (in Wolcott, 1990:55). Thus, researchers need to incorporate such

insights into the practice of research, to acknowledge subjective experience and

reflect on it as an intrinsic part of research (Davies, 2008:5).

However, reflexivity itself has come to be questioned. Skeggs (2002:360) is critical

of much reflexive practice in social research, arguing that problems of power,

privilege and perspective cannot "be dissolved by inserting one's self into the

account and proclaiming that reflexivity has occurred in practice". Skeggs goes on to

suggest that reflexive practice, rather than counteracting pitfalls of qualitative

research, is in fact just a rearticulation of old exploitations: 'just as the middle class

has always been able to use and access the bodies of the working class for labour,

now knowledge of and from others is used to shore up the composite of the

academic reflexive self... [as such] the ability to be reflexive via the experience of

others is a privilege, a position of mobility and power" (ibid. :361). Furthermore,

rather than reflexive accounts making the murkier depths of the research process

more transparent and bringing the researcher to account they can, in fact, operate as

forms of 'textual seduction' - after being given the confession of the researcher, after

sharing in their experience, we are less likely to question the authority of the

researcher (Skeggs, 2002:364). Furthermore, within reflexive practice there is the

danger "of infinite regress, with researchers getting lost in endless narcissistic

personal emoting or interminable deconstructions of deconstructions where all

meaning gets lost" (Finlay, 2002:226). Bourdieu argues that the consequence of such
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reflexivity is "to substitute the facile delights of self-exploration for the

methodological confrontation with the gritty realities of the field" (Bourdieu, 2003,
in Crang, 2005:226).

As Finlay (2002:227) notes, it can seem that researchers are "damned if they do and

damned if they don't". However, I suggest that what Skeggs appears to be criticising

is the cynical use of reflexivity to give the academic voice legitimacy and authority.

The problem she has identified is one of relying on reflexivity as a means to

legitimize work rather than using it as a way to continually and critically evaluate

research and the claims made within it. And similarly for Bourdieu, reflexivity can

offer an 'easy way out' of engaging with the more demanding realities of fieldwork,

rather than attempting to integrate these into a rigorous research account. My

motivation in being reflexive is not, intentionally, to try and add legitimacy to my

argument but to encourage better research and analysis. Whether I have been

successful in this or not is another matter.

I attempt to follow the approaches of Hammersley and Atkinson and Davies, which

"requires a continuing reflexive awareness as part of the condition of ethnographic

practice, without allowing such awareness to blind us to the existence of a reality

beyond ourselves which provides a legitimate basis for the production and critique

of theoretical abstraction" (Davies. 2008:23). Hammersley and Atkinson (1995:19)

argue that reflexivity is only meaningful if it is integrated in to all aspects of the

research, and so rather than deal with reflexive methodological practice in a separate

section I will attempt to weave the discussions throughout the chapter. My research

therefore acknowledges my part in the social events and processes I observed and

narrate, but attempts to stay on the right side of the "line between reflexivity as

rigorous contextualization of qualitative data and narcissistic, emotionally motivated

navel gazing" (Ley and Mountz, 200 I :245). However, to risk crossing this line for a

moment, I would like to briefly reflect upon my reflexivity. My decision to adopt a

reflexive approach is itself the outcome of both epistemological and personal

positions. Reflexivity not only fits with my beliefs about the nature of social reality,
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but, as Coffey (1999: 1) notes, it has become increasingly fashionable to

'personalise' accounts of fieldwork, and I am likely a 'fashion victim' to some

extent. Furthermore, whilst my fieldwork was a hugely enjoyable experience, it was

also an incredibly difficult one. I cannot reflect on my research with making

reference to the events and relationships which made it such a rich experience, and I

believe to try and do so would be to misrepresent my fieldwork and therefore the

data generated and recorded. Indeed, Law (2006, in Smart, 2009:296; see also

Charmaz, 2004:980) has criticised much qualitative research for tidying up what is

in reality a messy business. Iendeavour to keep a bit of the mess in.

Entering the Field ...and beyond

Formally, my research was based in six intentional communities across the UK, in

which I stayed for one week in Midwood and Hilltop Farm, 10 days in Southlands,

11 in Findhorn, Heydon Hall for three weeks, and Greenways for four.37 Full details

of the communities are given in Chapter 3, but to recap: all the communities were

situated in rural locations, the smallest community, Southlands, had 17 members and

the largest, Findhorn, 400 members, although such a large community is unusual.

Community members' ranged from a few months old to people in their 80s. During

my stays in these communities I carried out participant observations and semi-

structured interviews, but before these are discussed we need to establish how this

sample was arrived at and how access to these communities was secured.

37 The amount of time I spent in communities was negotiated before I arrived. As many regularly

have wwoofers to stay they already had set rules about lengths of stay. for example in Hilltop Farm

this was limited to a week, and I had to split my stay at Greenways into two sections as they only

allow people to stay for a fortnight at a time. In contrast, I initially suggested that I stay at Heydon

Hall for a fortnight, but I was persuaded by Lillian to stay for longer.
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Gaining Access

Rather than carry out research in just one community (see Hatton, 2007), I made the

decision to study multiple sites. This decision was informed by reading Sargisson

and Sargent's (2004) work which highlighted the heterogeneity of intentional

communities. So whilst I was not intending to create a 'representative' sample of

green intentional communities, I was aiming to achieve a sample which would allow

me to painted picture of intentional communities and the people, values and

processes within in them. Furthermore, being able to compare and contrast the data

gathered in multiple communities would, I hoped, allow me to contextualise my data

and aid me in producing as full and balanced a study as feasible, supporting the

validity of my claims (Bell, 2005). However, I am aware that by adopting multisite

research I dramatically reduced the amount of time I could stay in each community,

thus sacrificing depth of study for breadth (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995:40).

I arrived at my sample using purposive sampling. Patton (2001: 106) argues that the

power of this sampling method lies in its ability to select "information rich cases for

study in depth". It is a commonly used qualitative sampling method in research

which to aims to "seek out groups, settings and individuals where...the processes

being studied are most likely to occur" (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994, in Silverman,

2010:141). I was interested in green intentional communities, and through drawing

on the Diggers and Dreamers (Bunker et ai, 2007), and the WWOOF directory, I

compiled a list of twenty-five communities that self-identified as 'green' .38 I then

wrote to each community (see Appendix 1) explaining who I was and requesting if I

could make a short, informal, visit. If I received no response the letters were

followed up by an email. As all the communities use consensus decision making it

could sometimes take them a while to get back to me. However, if after two months

38 Descriptors communities used included green, environmental, ecological, permacultural, eco-
permacultural.
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I had received no response I assumed the community was not interested in engaging

with me and so I ceased all contact. I possibly could have been more persistent.

however, I felt it was more important to forego a potential fieldwork site than to

harass people.

1decided to initially propose short visits to enable me to 'scope the field' in order to

judge the suitability and feasible of conducting research in the communities

(Schatzman and Strauss, 1973, in Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995:38). This also,

importantly. allowed people to meet me, to scope me out, and ask questions about

the research. Often people are more concerned with what type of person a researcher

is, whether they can be trusted, and what they have to offer, than with the research

itself (Hammersley and Atkinson, ibid.:83; Kawulich, 2011:65). This was

highlighted by my visit to Greenways, where by the end of it Charles said the

community would be happy for me to return because they had met me and knew

they could trust me.39 Furthermore, making these initial visits helped me to develop

and refme the focus of my subsequent fieldwork (Hammersley and Atkinson,

1995:25; Sampson, 2004). Overall I felt that, although time consuming, these visits

were a good decision as they allowed me to establish relationships with people

which made my 'research proper' a smoother process (Kawulich, 2011:59).

Out of the 9 communities I visited in total, I made preliminary visits to 5. For the

remaining 4, time and distance prevented an initial visit. Luckily, these communities

were happy for me to research them without meeting me first (see Appendix 2 for

letters to these communities). Only one community decided not to agree to be part of

my research, claiming they were JOo busy to accommodate me. There were three

communities I excluded as a result' of my visits: one because its relationship to an

attached organisation made it very institutionally complex, and I judged it was too

39 Although this reliance on trust was to present me with some ethical issues later on in my research

there.
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unique a case. The other two I excluded for more personal reasons: one was the first

community I visited, and I found the whole experience completely overwhelming. I

visited in January, by the time I left I was coated in mud, had been mobbed and spat

on by a group of small children, and largely ignored by the adults. Driving away late

that night, I vowed never to return! I was a more seasoned researcher when I visited

the other excluded community. The difficulty there lay with the woman who acted as

my host, who unpredictably swung between friendliness and open hostility. Given

the importance of good relationships with participants in ethnographic fieldwork

(Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995; Kawulich, 2011) I decided not to pursue this

community as a research site. This does raise the issue that scoping the field may

allow researchers to avoid more challenging fieldwork encounters, to select sites in

which they feel (relatively) comfortable, rather than sites which may be more

interesting or testing to researcher's values and commitments. For example, I am

fairly certain that had I made an initial visit to Findhom, I would have excluded it on

grounds of over-complexity and difficulty of access and in doing so would have

omitted what proved to be an important site.

In total then, I contacted 25 communities, visited 9, and studied 6. To the

communities I could not visit prior to research, and to those who indicated they were

prepared to take part, I sent (or left) information about my PhD (see Appendix 3). I

wanted from the outset to establish open and trusting relationships with the

communities, based in informed consent, which necessarily entails disclosure

(Kawlich, 20 II :63). In the information I supplied I stressed my intention to be much

like a normal wwoofer," that is I would stay in the community, working with

community members at whatever jobs needed doing, in exchange for bed and board;

except, in this case, my activities and observations would be recorded as part of my

fieldwork. and I would aim to carry out in-depth interviews. This not only gave me

41) See footnote 50, page 137 for definition.
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the advantage of not having to negotiate a new role in the field (Hammersley and

Atkinson, 1995:108), but additionally I hoped that by framing my visit in this way I

would make my proposal as understandable as possible in terms of what I was

proposing to do, thereby strengthening informed consent, and as well as reassuring

communities that I was intending to pull my weight.

Gatekeepers

As Davies (2008:58) stresses, it is necessary to go through gatekeepers for research

in most institutional settings, and intentional communities are no exception. My first

point of contact in all communities was with the community member with

responsibility for dealing with wwoofers and other visitors. As decision making in

communities is consensual I relied on them, in the first instance, to pass my request

to visit or research the community onto the rest of the members during a community

meeting. Once I arrived at a community, it was often this same individual who

showed me around and started introductions to other members. In many instances

these individuals did more than this, they were often enthusiastic about my research

and devoted time and energy to helping me, giving me specific information and

helping arrange interviews. The reasons why people were so helpful varied: Sue

(Hilltop) hoped my research would provide insight into her struggling community;

others had done doctoral research and so were keen to help out of a kind of

solidarity; Maddie (Midwood) was a new member, and I think was keen to

demonstrate and confirm her communal position and knowledge through helping an

incomer.

The importance of gatekeepers in my research cannot be underestimated, but this

was particularly so in Findhorn. The complexity of Findhorn means there is not one

community, nor a single point of access. After speaking to ex-members I sent letters

(see Appendix 4) and emails, and made telephone calls to people they suggested

may be good points of contact, however I never received a reply. I then started

sending emails to any address I could find on the Findhom website, and eventually
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received a response from Dieter. I had arrived at Findhorn with no 'way in' to the

community other than the short-term guest programme, in which I worked for three

half days, always with different people. I stayed in a bed and breakfast on the

ecovillage (which was being sublet to a young couple who had only been there for a

month and a halt), and then camped on my own. My field diary is full of my despair

at knowing no-one and seeing no way to progress with my fieldwork. Then I

arranged a meeting with Dieter. Deiter had completed a PhD himself and

enthusiastically threw himself in to explaining how Findhom works, introduced me

to members of the community, and arranged four interviews. He also suggested I

advertise for interviewees in the community's magazine - something that would

never have occurred to me. Furthermore, he invited me to attend events with him,

and was generally a friendly face in what I was fmding a very challenging

environment. However, I was aware that both Deiter, and those he introduced me to,

gave me an 'official' picture of Findhorn, which contrasted with the accounts given

by people I met through my advert, networking, and working in the community. This

acted to highlight to me that "even the most friendly and cooperative of

gatekeepers ...will shape the conduct and development of the research. To one degree

or another, the ethnographer will be channelled in line with existing networks of

friendship and enmity, territory and equivalent 'boundaries'? (Hammersley and

Atkinson, 1995:75; see also Reeves, 2010). I tried to remain sensitive to this

throughout my fieldwork, guarding against over-reliance on establishing

relationships through single gatekeepers and complacency with the presentation of
'facts' .

Participant Observations - living and working in communities

Participant observation formed the bulk of my research. It can broadly be defmed as

the researcher taking part "in the daily activities, rituals, interactions and events of a

group of people as one of the means ofleaming explicit and tacit aspects of their life

routines and their culture" (DeWalt and DeWalt, 2002: I). Between participant and

observer there are numerous positions fieldworkers can and will adopt. Indeed,
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Rabinow (1977, in Davies, 1999:83) depicts the relationship between participation

and observation as a dialectic, where "participation changes the anthropologist and

leads him [sic] to new observations, whereupon new observation changes how he

participates". More schematically, Junker (1960) developed a fourfold typology of

participant observation ranging from complete participant, to participant as observer,

to observer as participant, to complete observer. Whilst quibbling over the difference

between participant as observer and observer as participant is of limited, if any,

value, I approached my fieldwork as participant as observer. I considered

participating in individual's everyday lives, living and working within the rhythms

of communities, as vital for enabling an understanding of the relationships between

individuals, communal life, and needs and desires; as Bell and Newby suggest,

participant observation "enables the researcher to get close to the realities of social

life" (1975:81). And so I hoped that participating in people's lives, and observing

them as they went about their community, would provide a way in which to get at

individuals' understandings of their needs, as well as teasing out the ways in which

such needs are satisfied. As discussed in Chapter 2, the study of needs is not a

straightforward undertaking. My approach to needs attempts to recognise their dual

nature - they are to some extent always universal and generalisable whilst also

always deeply personal and individual, often not consciously comprehended but

emerging from the fabric of daily social interaction. As Leiss argues, needs are best

approach in their dynamic relationships with specific, socially organised forms of

satisfaction:

.....all the most important issues arise in 'hat nebulous zone
where the so called objective and subjective dimensions meet. It
is trivial to calculate the need for food in terms of minimum
nutritional requirements, for example. The real issues are: What
kinds of foods? In what forms? With what qualities? And how
does the perceived need for certain kinds of foods stand in
relation to other perceived needs? .. (ibid: 72).

Thus, I hoped that living alongside people as they negotiate their needs and desires

would act specifically to open up the ways in which needs are conceived of and

dynamically expressed in individuals' everyday lives, through their material and
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social practices - the relationships they have, the food they eat, the work they do,

where they live, how they dispose of their waste, their interactions with their

environment. Participant observation also allows the often unexamined character of

needs to be addressed. Becker and Geer (1969:247) argue that "Many events occur

in the life of a social group and the experience of an individual so regularly and

uninterruptedly, or so quietly or unnoticed, that people are hardly aware of them, and

do not think to comment on them...or they may have never become aware of them at

all". Similarly, reflecting on his research in urban Zambia, Ferguson writes that

"there is much to be understood, but none of the participants in the scene can claim

to understand it all or even take it all in" (in Crang, 2005:227). Our knowledge of

our lives and the circumstances in which they are lived is always incomplete, but

this may be exaggerated in regard to our needs and desires, which, as I have already

stated, often go unexamined. Participant observation allows this incompleteness to

be negotiated somewhat by opening up talk and action to scrutiny (Becker and Geer,

1969:249). It is common in all research that "What people say they do is not always

the same as what they do. What they do varies with circumstance and setting"

(O'Reilly, 2005: 10), and such disjuncture may be even more salient in the case of

needs. Participant observation allows for the possibility of a more nuanced picture of

people's relationships to their needs and desires, and the fulfilment of these, to be

generated, by "providing a rich experiential context" which illuminates the

incongruous and unexplained (Becker and Geer, ibid.). Or, in the words of Goffman,

"1 don't give hardly any weight to what people say, but I try and triangulate what

they are saying with events" (in Charmaz, 2004:979).

Here then, attention to not only what individuals say about their needs, but the

practical activities of their everyday lives through which they are expressed, what

Malinowski called the imponderabilia of actual life - how people 'do' their lives,

their "daily routines, the preparing of food, the details of the care of the body,

conversations and social life" (O'Reilly, 2005: 15), was an important focus of the

fieldwork. Drawing on both the idea of the imponderabilia and Felski's (2002)

work, the 'everyday' is understood as the "routines of existence, and what happens
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'day after day'; eating, sleeping, cleaning, washing, commuting", privileging "the

home space" (Bhatti et al., 2009:64-5), in this case the home space being the

community. Taking part in and observing these practices, "watching, listening,

asking questions, formulating hypothesis, and making blunders", allowed me to

"acquire some sense of the social structure of the setting and begin to understand the

culture(s) of the participants" (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995:100). For, as Davis

( 1999:81) argues, "participation in the everyday lives of people is a means of

facilitating observations of particular behaviours and events and of enabling more

open and meaningful discussions with informants." However, it is possible to go

further than this: "You can argue that every world...provides a life. And...[that's

what you're] trying to get to quickly, you see. So the way to get this is to need it.

And the only way to need it is to not have anything of your own" (Goffman, 1989, in

Charrnaz, 2004:987). For Goffman, participating in the lives of those you are

studying means "being stripped of your ordinary life", forcing you to join the world

in the field setting (Charrnaz, ibid.). This then is more than just observing and

talking about the behaviours of others, it is about subjecting yourself to another way

of life with the intention of reaching "intimate familiarity with the

phenomenon ...gaining a level of knowledge and understanding that penetrates the

experience" (ibid.:984). I cannot claim to have achieved this kind of understanding

during my fieldwork, Iwas only at some communities for a week. However, staying

in communities and working, eating and socialising with members certainly took

away much that was my own and forced me into a very different way of life.

I chose to study intentional communities because they suggest a different way of

living to mainstream society. When it came to actually doing the fieldwork, this

same difference suddenly made them seem a less appealing prospect. I had two

primary fieldwork fears: one, that living communally would deprive me of my

privacy; and secondly, not being a particularly gregarious person, Iworried Iwould

not be able to forge the kinds of relationships needed to carry out my research. It

turned out that neither of these fears was grounded, but that other challenges lay in

wait.
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With the exception of Findhorn, my fieldwork followed a similar pattern in each

community. On my arrival there would usually be someone to meet me and show me

to where I would be staying. Sleeping arrangements differed considerable from

community to community: in Greenways I stayed on a sleeping platform in the

wooden community building, in Hilltop Farm I camped, and in Heydon Hall my

fieldnotes record my joy at being given a room with a double bed and towels! Often

I was given a tour round the community which not only helped to orientate myself

but was a good opportunity to ask a few preliminary questions. The majority of my

time was spent doing communal work. As mentioned in my research proposals I

positioned myself as a wwoofer for my stays in the communities, therefore I was

expected to work six to seven hours a day in return for food and accommodation.

Therefore, although in much participant observation "opportunities to participate

will normally increase as ethnographers develop a social network within their

research sites" (Davies, 1999:72), this was not my experience as from the outset I

was involved in the everyday tasks of communal life. The work I did varied,

although much of it was working in communities' gardens planting, pruning and

endlessly weeding. In Greenways I dug more trenches than I ever imagined possible;

at Heydon Hall I spent a lot of time working with the animals; at Southlands I helped

lime render a strawbale building; and in all the communities I chopped a lot of

wood, cooked a lot of food, and did vast amounts of washing-up.

Although there were some drawbacks to this level of participation which will be

discussed, I found undertaking this amount of communal work helped to facilitate

my research in several ways. As Hammersley and Atkinson (1995:81) note, striking

up conversations with community members while hanging out and becoming known

helps to establish a position with which others may become comfortable. Thus, the

successful adoption of an appropriate role importantly shapes the type and amount of

data available during research (Flick, 1998:55). Engaging in communal work gave

me vital opportunities for spending time with community members, more so than at

meal times and evenings which proved better for withdrawing slightly and making
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observations. When working I spent hours at a time with community members, one-

on-one or in small groups, in which we unfailingly fell into conversation. This was

particularly useful for getting to talk to members of the community who I had found

difficult to approach. For example, a member of Southlands had barely spoken two

words to me in the nine days I had been there; working in the garden together one

day we fell into talking about growing turnips, this conversation eventually led to

him telling me about the emotional relationship he felt with the land and seasons,

and about how this was fostered by living in his community. Therefore, the hours I

spent in communal work was an important way in which I went about both

establishing rapport with members of the communities and gathering data.

Reeves argues that the research relationship is characterized by the researcher's

desire (and possibly need) to establish and maintain rapport in order to gain rich data

(Reeves, 2010:321). Participant observation is "based in and depends on social

interaction" (Davies, 1999:88), and as such establishing 'good' - by which I mean

open, trusting and if possible friendly - relationships with participants is essential to

the very possibility of research. Impression management is a demanding but

necessary step in this (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995:83; Fielding, 2001:149).

The fact that I shared some important identities and beliefs with communards - the

majority were white, middle class, with green/left or anarchist politics - aided my

attempts to forge relationships with them. The role that these often unspoken

commonalities played in establishing rapport with participants was made apparent to

me during my stay at Findhom, in which I found it far harder to establish rapport

with people because of my lack of spirituality, and to be frank, the irritation that

much New Ageism provokes in me." Kawulich (2011:63) stresses that rapport

41 As Taylor (2004:204) stresses, the location of the emotional self has an important impact on the

type of research produced. The strong feelings that aspects of my fieldwork invoked - the irritation

with some of the beliefs held by Findhom members, and the sympathy and affection felt for other
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needs to involve respect for people's cultural values, and, to my detriment, at

Findhorn this is something I struggled to cultivate at times. One of the main tactics

for establishing rapport is establishing one's identity as 'normal' (Hammersley and

Atkinson, 1995:89), and again work was central to my positioning as such. All the

communities were focused on self-sufficiency to some degree, and as mentioned

much of the work I did was in communities' gardens and farms. In each community

someone commented with surprise that although I was 'an academic' I was practical

too. If I had not done so before, I told them about growing up on a farm from which

my granddad ran his market garden and my uncle kept cows, as well as being a keen

gardener myself. This gave a further point of commonality, and meant I could

confidently ask questions about gardening or farming practices, which often

provided the foundations for further conversations on wider topics. Thus, this history

and my enthusiasm for getting my hands dirty helped to diminish my otherness: as

Lillian from Heydon Hall commented whilst we were pruning raspberry canes, 'see,

I knew you were a sensible person, you're like us really'. Thus, it also acted to veil

slightly my position as a researcher, and integrate me into communities (see Fine,

1993:281). For, whilst at no point did I try to conceal the fact I was carrying out

research, neither did 1want to be constantly reminding people about it.

Whilst some (Charmaz, 2004; Labaree, 2002) depict this development of research

relationships in terms of movement from 'insider' and 'outsider', I am reluctant to

adopt this convention. Not only is it unrealistic to claim that in the relatively short

periods of time I was in each community I manage to traverse this division, but the

notion of an insider/outsider duality is questionable (Crang, 2003). Valentine argues

that conceiving of research relationships in this way constructs them "either as

relationships of difference, articulate through an objectifying distance; or...sameness,

understood as the researcher and researched being in the same position" (200 1:313).

communities and participants - need to be taken on board with regard to the analysis of my data:

"recognising emotion provides an insight in its own right" (ibid.).
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In both cases the implication is that the relationships can be reduced to categories

such as gender, class, and ethnicity, which remain static (ibid.). The alternative is to

attempt to be sensitive to the fact that relationships with individuals do not guarantee

similar relationships with the wider community, and that these relationship are

dynamic, there are "myriad ways of being 'inside" (Woodward, 2008: 147; Soni-

Sinha, 2008).

If these identities helped to establish rapport with community members, then gender

played a slightly more ambiguous role. Gender inescapably effects research,

although its implications vary across settings (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995:93;

Reeves, 2010; Kawulich, 2011). Reflecting the gendering of roles in society

(Dickson-Swift et al, 2009:67), my gender helped me access certain aspects of

individual and communal life. In every community women would unprompted talk

to me about raising children in community, at one point I had so much data on

mothering in intentional communities I considered changing my research! I was

often used as a babysitter, and at other times could sit quietly in a corner with a child

on my lap giving me space to observe the comings and goings of the community.

Furthermore, the assumptions made about emotional labour (Hochschild, 1990),

helped me to position myself a sympathetic listener. Thus, my gender helped me to

enter the domestic and personal worlds of community members. However, it also

excluded me from some activities, such as a shooting trip at Greenways to which the

man who was wwoofing was invited but I was not. Furthermore, it influenced the

grounds on which people interacted with me: a man at Southlands seemed very

interested in talking to me about my research until I made it clear I would not be

visiting him in his caravan. And a woman at Midwood seemed to try to exclude me

from conversations whenever possible and generally make me feel unwelcome. I

was extremely puzzled by this as everyone else was very friendly, until I noticed she

seemed to be trying to establish a relationship with another community member, so

perhaps did not appreciate the presence of any unattached females.
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Crang (2003 :494) questions whether "methods often derided for being somehow soft

and "touchy-feely" have in fact being rather limited in touching and feeling".

However, participating in communal work allowed me to experience what it 'felt'

like to be a member of the community, the embodiedness of communal life (Davies

and Dwyer, 2007; Longhurst et al, 2008; Carolan, 2009). Although people talked

about their love of digging in the garden, of working closely with the animals, of

eating the community's food, or of the physical demands their community made of

them, these accounts did not come to life until I had similar experiences of my own:

of feeling grounded in your body yet submerged in the environment whilst working

on the land; the smells, warmth and sounds of being surrounded by thirty sheep in a

small stable; and the palm-blistering, back-breaking consequences of chopping wood
for days on end.

However, there were problems associated with my approach to participant

observation too, namely over-participation impeding my research abilities, and my

negotiation of my identity as a researcher. I have discussed how my enthusiasm for

much communal activity aided my research. However the same enthusiasm on

occasion distracted me from it. Hammersley and Atkinson warn "one should never

surrender oneself entirely to the setting or to the moment...one should be constantly

alert, with more than half an eye on the research possibilities" (1995:116). There

were times where I was so involved in what I was doing that my observation of the

situation slipped, and others when I became so interested in something I let it

completely sidetrack me - I now know a surprising amount about goat husbandry. A

more pervasive problem though was the extent to which communal work left me too

physically exhausted to research, as Fine (1993:280) notes, "much is excluded [in

ethnography] because it passed right under our noses and through our ears because

our hands were too tired to note the happening". In Greenways in particular the work

was extremely physically demanding. Most evenings I just did not have the energy

to force myself to socialise with community members, instead I crawled up to my

sleeping area, wrote my fieldnotes if possible, and was asleep by 9.30 pm. Similarly,

there are brief entries in my fieldnotes in which I have not been able to write much
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because my fingers have been too stung by stinging nettles, or my hands are too

blistered, to hold my pencil.

My role as a researcher was an unanticipated source of great anxiety for me. I

sincerely wanted to base my research in relationships of openness and trust, but as

Fine (1993:269) observes, researchers are "caught in a web of demands that compel

them to deviate from formal and idealistic rules". Hammersley and Atkinson

(1995:114) suggest that anxiety is a common feature of participant observation,

because individuals are forced to continually inhabit two worlds simultaneously -

that of researcher and that of participant. I felt constantly torn between these worlds:

one the one hand I was constantly working on my relationships with people in order

to gather as much rich data as possible, keeping an eye and ear on what was going

on around me; but on the other hand these were people I genuinely liked and felt like

I was spying on them whilst chatting and laughing, finding out about them and their

lives and families. For as much as I was interested on a human level, I knew

anything 'interesting' they said would be duly noted down. Duncombe and Jessop

(2002) talk about establishing rapport as 'faking friendship', I think my difficulty

came from the fact that in the majority of cases I was not 'faking it'. As such,

maintaining these two identities resulted in feelings of betrayal (Hammersley and

Atkinson, 1995: 114). I also had to keep reminding myself of the ambiguities of these

relationships (Davies, 1999:92). For whilst members of communities may have

become central figures in my world, emotionally and in terms of securing my

research, I was just one more visitor to their community, one face amongst many, to

whom it was easy to be nice to precisely because the of the impermanence of the

relationship.

A further source of anxiety which had a significant effect on my fieldwork stemmed

from assumptions I found I was making about power relations between researcher

and participant. There is a strong belief in some quarters, for example feminist

(O'Reilly. 2005:64) and postmodemist (Charmaz, 2004:990), that the balance of

power in research is always tipped in favour of the researcher. It is argued that the
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researcher has the power to "exploit people: by making them feel they should

respond; by taking from them and giving nothing; by extracting painful admissions

they might rather not give...by refusing to explain or being deceitful about what

[they] are doing" (O'Reilly, ibid.). This is coupled with ethics committees who work

with a model that presumes that researchers will transform their participants for the

worst, a position which Charmaz (ibid.) argues inflates the effect of the researcher.

Setting out into the field with these concerns about power in my mind, and with the

desire to conduct ethical and sensitive research, I approached my research

relationships plagued with concerns about imposing on people, of forcing them to

take part in my research. Implicit in this was the assumption that my research was

intrinsically harmful, that it required people to give of themselves and their lives for

no justifiable reason. The most extreme outcome of these beliefs was during my

fieldwork in Greenways, during which I actively tried to avoid some members of the

community in order to 'protect' them from my research, I even failed to tum up to

an interview for this reason. In these cases Fine suggests that participant observation

turns into participant intervention, that in "Identifying with our informants in loco

parentis is wishing to...protect them from harm, and make everything right"

(1993:287). Luckily after Greenways I spent some time reflecting on my research

and decided that the position I adopted was in reality patronising towards my

participants - I robbed them, at least in my mind, of any agency in negotiating their

own relationships with me and my research. I had cast them as passive victims of the

power-wielding researcher, when in fact power relationships in the field are far more

complex and fluid, with researchers often being in quite dependent positions

(Reeves,2010:32l).

A final element of my participant observations was recording my observations in my

fieldnotes. I started to write my fieldnotes from my first preliminary visit to

communities. Inmy earlier diaries my entries are like a stream of consciousness as I

struggled to make sense of so many new experiences and encounters. However, as

my research progressed and I gradually discovered what aspects of communal life I

was interested in, they became more focused. In addition to recording what I had

114



observed, done, and learnt that day, my diaries played an important function in

allowing me to record my feelings about my research, particularly my worries, and

feelings of loneliness. My diary functioned as an important tool for me to be able to

put some of those emotions aside when it was time for me to re-join the community I

was staying in. I decided not to make notes in the presence of others, on the grounds

that this would act to highlight my research activities, reminding people that despite

appearance to the contrary I had my own "commitments and priorities" (Emerson et

al, 2001:357). Instead I made notes in my room whenever I had the time and energy.

Occasionally I made "brief jottings" to jog my memory later on (Hammersley and

Atkinson 1995:178). Rather than making myself conspicuous by doing so in a

notebook I used my mobile phone to write a word or two which I saved and

retrieved when needed. This was not a technique I had planned on using, but it

proved a practical solution to recording some interesting data when I had no pen.

Interviews

"The relationship between observation and interviewing is intertwined and mutually

supportive" (Gerson and Horowitz, 2002:200). For whilst participant observation

may illuminate some aspects of individual's lives, there is no guarantee of

understanding what is seen, nor of observing the 'right' things: "We mishear, we do

not recognize what we see, and we might be poorly positioned to recognize the

happenings around us" (Fine, 1993:279). Therefore, much use is made of the semi-

structured interview in participant observations (Davies, 1999:81). Early on in my

fieldwork I realised that the conversations I had with people over breakfast, milking

the goats, or weeding, which I often, though not always, directed with my research

in mind, were themselves comparable to a casual interview (Davies, 1999:139).

Indeed, as I was to learn, individuals were often far more relaxed and forthcoming in

these conversations than they were in the interviews proper. However, here I will

focus on the formal interviews I arranged.
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Combining participant observation with semi-structured interviews means that the

interviews nearly always take place between individuals who have a pre-existing

relationship (Davies, 1999: 105),42 as such, not quite so much work was needed to

establish rapport. However, I was aware that an interview constituted a new context,

and so made every effort to shore-up my research relationships and create a relaxed

and friendly interview environment. Kawulich (2011 :63) stresses that rapport has to

be based in not only the willingness of the researcher to share aspects of their selves,

but in demonstrating a willingness to listen and value what is said. In line with this I

stressed the exploratory nature of my research and that there were no right or wrong

answers, instead that I was only interested in hearing their thoughts and experiences.

I hoped that the use of semi-structured interviews would allow the tricky topic of

needs and desires to be addressed by permitting relevant themes to be pursued as and

when they arose, and through creating a space in which people can "step back from

their ordinary routines and reflect upon their lives" (Gerson and Horowitz,

2002:225). To create such an interview atmosphere I attempted to approach each

interview as a "conversation with a purpose" (Burgess, 1984, in Mason, 2002:225).

It is now largely accepted that semi-structured interviews are co-created by

interviewer and participant (Rapley, 2001), and in an attempt to avoid hierarchical

power relations, rather than adopting the position of the neutral research, I asked

open-ended question, sharing my own thoughts and experiences as it felt appropriate

(Oakley, 1981). This worked well in all the interviews but one, in which the

participant seemed slightly baffled about my involvement in the interview.

Unfortunately, the more I said the more withdrawn he became, and so the more I

tried to encourage him to talk by talking myself.

In total I conducted 35 interviews, 22 with women and 13 with men. Participants

ranged from 25 to 74 years old, and had been community members for between 1

41 The exception in my case being Findhorn, in which I had met only two out of seven prior to

interviewing.
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month and 33 years. Interviews lasted between 30 minutes and 3 hours, the average

being an hour and a half. Schatzman & Strauss (1973) suggest that interview

samples are often drawn focusing on categories such as age, gender, status, role or

function in organization, stated philosophy or ideology (in Conye, 1997:624). Whilst

I was not aiming to create a representative sample, I certainly tried to interview a

variety of communards across such categories, although in practice I ended up

interviewing anyone who would agree to take part. On my arrival at each community

I made my hope to conduct interviews alongside my participant observations clear."

With the exception of Hilltop Farm, all the communities had had researchers before

and so had some idea of what interviews would involve. Many community members

volunteered to take part, whilst others were recruited by gatekeeps (discussed

above), and others I asked directly often during or after working with them.

In developing my interview questions I consulted Sargisson's (2000a) interview

schedule from her research into intentional communities, as well as using my

conversations with ex-Findhorn members and preliminary visits to construct an

interview schedule through which I hoped I could elicit accounts of people's needs

and desires and how these were played out within their communities (see Appendix

5). Given the often unexamined status of needs, especially as they are manifest in

people's everyday lives, accessing an account of needs is not simply a matter of

asking them straight out 'what they need'. Therefore, I tried to address people's

needs obliquely, for example asking why they live in an intentional community,

what were the factors that brought them there, and what were the greatest pleasures

and challenges, before then moving on to slightly more explicit questions about need

in which I asked individuals about what they thought people need for a meaningful

life, and how their community worked to satisfy such needs. At the beginning and

end of the interviews I asked more general questions, first asking for a brief life

43 This was also made clear in my request to carry out research in the communities.
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history and finishing by asking what their hopes for the future were. The intention of

these questions was not only to produce valuable data but to ease people into the

interview process by asking a broad question about themselves, and then to

hopefully finish the interview on a positive note. However, this occasionally

backfired as some people had very pessimistic views of the future! It is important to

stress that my interview schedule acted as a loose guide which I used to keep both

me and the participant on track. Overall, the interview process was balancing act

between maintaining an informal feel and allowing participants to digress from the

topic at hand and talk about things they felt were particularly interesting, and making

sure I covered all the areas I had identified as important in the time given.

Before the interviews commenced I explained my research again, and made clear

that the interview was going to be recorded, that the interview could be stopped at

any point, and asked each participant to sign a consent form (see Appendix 6). There

is the temptation, in the interest of countering researcher bias, to shield participants

from the focus and assumptions of the research (Davies, 1999:107). However, this in

fact may be more likely to leave people feeling constrained by the need to put

energy into guessing what the researcher is actually interested in. Thus ambiguity

can result in interviewees "not knowing 'what questions the researchers are asking'

but...the researchers do not know what questions the respondents are answering"

(Davies, ibid.). As such, if participants asked I would tell them as much as I could

about my research and my views on pertinent topics, such as climate change and

consumption. J felt assured that taking this approach had not discouraged people

from expressing their own opinions as most participants at some point would

contradict if not challenge me." The interviews were arranged to suit the

participants and took place at a location of their choosing. Many took place in

44 Some, and I will just add that they were all men, even lectured me about how I was asking the

wrong questions, and re-asked and answered questions they thought were more interesting.
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people's private living spaces, or sat outside in quiet comer of the community if the

weather was good. In Greenways both interviews took place whilst preparing dinner

which posed some challenges. Although I aimed to keep the interviews relaxed and

conversational, carrying out interviews in such a public setting left me with little

control over the context; other community members, wwoofers, and on one occasion

a woman who wandered into the community, all started to contribute to the answers.

This did have its advantages, Mae, who I was interviewing, had been very conscious

of my digital recorder, the other people taking part seemed to help her forget its

presence, and points were pursued and clarified, which I may not have done myself.

However, these public interviews did problematise my promise of confidentiality

(Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995:142). On the grounds of this experience at

Greenways, and worries about one partner inhibiting the other (c.f. Chandler, 1990,

in Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995:144), I had resisted interviewing couples

together. However, I found interviewing Emma and Thomas together at Midwood

actually had advantages, and they elicited much more information from each other

than I believe I would have done alone.

Leaving the field, analysing data

Knowing when to stop in qualitative research is not always an easy matter. Most

studies rely on the concept of saturation - that is the point at which fieldwork stops

producing new information or themes - as a limit (Guest et al., 2006:59; Gerson and

Horowitz, 2002:211). And whilst in the last two fieldtrips I made to Heydon Hall

and Midwood I did notice the same themes and issues reoccurring in my participant

observations and interviews, ultimately it was sheer emotional exhaustion that

brought my fieldwork to an end. Leaving each community did not pose any

problems as the length of my stay was always arranged before I arrived.

Hammersley and Atkinson (1995: 122) suggest that people often leave the field with

mixed emotions, and this was certainly true for me. I was always relieved to be able

to get home to my 'real' life, anxious that I had not done 'enough' fieldwork, but
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predominantly sad to be leaving places and people I had grown fond of. The need to

establish sound relationships with people quickly, being relatively isolated, and

becoming privy to the intimate details of people's lives, makes research relationships

quite intense, and there were some people I was particularly sad to say goodbye to.

The hardest place to leave was Heydon Hall, for although I had only been there three

weeks I had established very good relationships with many of the members, and

received thoughtful gifts when I left.45 Although the offer of return (non-research)

visits was made, once I left the community I felt I could not return whilst still doing

my research. I needed both the emotional and intellectual distance from the field in

order to analyse the data I had gathered (Davies, 1999: 131).

Transcription

Transcription is often dealt with as something that is done in order for data analysis

to be possible, rather than as an important process in its own right (Davis, 1999: 126;

Smart, 2009). I found transcription to be hardest part of my fieldwork, which came

as a surprise. After all, surely transcription is just a matter of deciding the

appropriate detail of transcription (Hammersley, 2010:556), and then working your

way through the tedious task of typing out, in my case, 35 interviews. Charmaz

(2004:981) argues that entering the field "means being fully present during...and

deep inside the content afterwards". Even after leaving the field I felt myself to be

deeply emotionally implicated in it. It was difficult to listen to my interviews as

'data' without also re-experiencing the relationships and emotions I had had with the

individuals and communities in question. Furthermore, I found the process of taking

the complex verbal, personal, information I had recorded, and stripping away so

much of the individual, so much of the meaning that the written word cannot hold,

extremely difficult. I felt this to be an act of violence against individuals who had

given me so much. Lofland (1971, in Fine, 1993:271) writes that at some point

45 The most treasured of which is a scarf knitted for me with wool from the community's sheep.
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qualitative fieldworkers have to face the "agony of betrayal", as our analysis

requires us to be more detached than our emotions demand. Transcription was my

moment for this agony.

Analysis

It would misleading to suggest I had a discrete phase of analysis in my research, as

with all ethnographic-type works, analysis is woven into the research process itself

(Davies, 1999:131). What Davies (ibid.) calls 'formalized' analysis began once Ihad

completed my fieldwork and returned to University. This analysis concentrated

mainly on my interview data, using my fieldnotes to provide descriptive details and

context for this analysis.

My analysis was based upon a thematic analysis of interview transcripts, which was

supported by the use of NViv0846 which facilitated the management of my data,

allowing the identification and detailed coding of themes (Gibbs, 2002). Thematic

analysis is one of the most fundamental tasks in qualitative research, one which

draws strongly from the interpretivist tradition (Ryan and Bernard, 2003:86),

offering an accessible and theoretically flexible approach to analysing qualitative

data (Braun and Clarke, 2006:77). Whilst thematic analysis is an umbrella term for a

number of approaches, one of the most common methods for identifying themes is

isolating repetitions and patterns within data (Ryan and Bernard, 2003:85; Braun and

Clarke, 2006:79). Ryan and Bernard (2003:88) identify two main types of themes: 'a

priori themes' that are often the result of previous research, researchers' values,

theoretical knowledge, and commonsense constructs; and themes that are induced

from empirical data. Different authors refer to these types of theme differently, such

as Geertz's (2000:57) 'experience-near' and 'experience-distant' themes. Both

occurred in my analysis, reflecting the "creative tension" (Davies, 1999:131) I tried

46 NVivio is a CAQDAS (computer assisted qualitative data analysis) programme.
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to maintain in producing an analysis based on a dialectic interaction between theory

and data, whilst remaining reflexive about the data collected.

My analysis began with a preliminary reading of my fieldnotes and interview

transcripts to identify any obvious themes. I aimed to produce what Braun and

Clarke (2006:83) call a "rich thematic description" of the data in which the

predominant themes were identified from the surface meaning of the data. However,

this yielded little usable data; the richness of my data meant that there were so many

themes it was overwhelming. I decided my unfocused approach had actually led me

to be too specific in my coding of the data. Instead I concentrated on how people had

described their community. This more bounded approach helped me to become

sensitised to my data and allowed me to get a better perspective on relationships

between and within interviews, which led to me identifying a number of themes

which formed the basis of the rest of my analysis. Although Jackson (2001:202)

suggests that coding data is intended to avoid "the temptation of jumping to

premature conclusions", in reality it is very difficult to consider the data "without

simultaneously reflecting on the theoretical premises or conceptual issues that led

one to undertake the research". However, whilst I was aware of the risk of imposing

my theoretical position onto my data, not only does data never simply speak for

itself (Wolcott, 1994:13), it was also an important tool in my analysis: multiple re-

readings of the interviews, continual coding, and mapping the data onto theoretical

possibilities, helped to continually refine the themes and relationships I had initially

identified.

In recent years the use of computers in qualitative data analysis has lost much of its

controversy (Fielding, 2001:453). However, programmes like NVivo are not neutral

tools (Davies, 1999:245), but if used with care they can honour the reflexive,

recursive perspective on data central to much qualitative analysis (Fielding, ibid.).

Functions such as searching data for key words can lead to very shallow

understandings of data if relied on as a primary means of analysis (Davies, ibid.). As

such I did not use this function at all until I reached the stage of writing my analysis
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up, at which point it was useful navigation tool. I was aware that using a word search

function as an analysis tool would have severely limited my contextual

understanding of my data. One trap I did fall into was over-coding my data as a

result of the "potential for completeness" that computer programmes offer

(ibid.:247). The coding process can be done on multiple levels, therefore it was very

easy to find myself breaking down my themes into ever smaller parts; additionally, I

found my data so interesting I ended up coding things I knew were not relevant to

my research.

Ethics

Prior to embarking on my fieldwork my research had to be approved by the

university's ethics committee. In addition to this, I was guided by the British

Sociological Association's Statement of Ethical Practice, paying particular attention

to the researcher's responsibility to participants with regard to the establishment of

open and trusting relationships rooted in fully informed consent and an awareness of

issues of power in research (2002:3). This being said, as O'Connell Davidson notes

"virtually all social research is intrusive and exploitative to some degree. because

though researchers may truly believe that their work is in the interests of their

human subjects, it is seldom undertaken at the behest of these subjects" (1994:215,

emphasis in original). All methodological techniques have their own ethical

considerations. For example, the primary ethical debate in regard to participant

observation is whether to conduct covert or overt research (Hammersley and

Atkinson, 1995). In this instance, my choice to conduct fully overt research means

these debates do not have to be rehearsed here. Instead there are four main areas

which need to be discussed in terms of the ethical issues they raise: informed

consent, anonymity and confidentiality, rapport, and children.
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Informed consent

The issue of gaining informed consent was particularly important in my research

because of the challenges in guaranteeing confidentiality and anonymity poses (see

below). Several steps were taken to secure the informed and on-going consent of the

participants in my research: accompanying my requests for access communities was

detailed written information about the purpose, methods, demands, possible

outcomes of my research, and how my fmdings are likely to be disseminated (see

Appendix 3); and at the beginnings of interviews I asked participants to sign a

consent form. However, there is a tension between ethnographic practice and

informed consent (Fine, 1993:274). Like much ethnographic research, mine was

exploratory, and therefore I struggled to give information about what exactly I

would be researching (Charmaz, 2004:981; O'Reilly, 2005:62). I could only commit

to a rather vague 'interest in needs' and the intention to focus on areas like the

'production and consumption of resources' and the 'distribution, ownership, and

control of property'. Similarly, although I indicated my research would be

disseminated 1 could not say for certain how, or how widely. I also struggled to

secure written confirmation of communities' consent to take part in my research.

The decision to allow me access to communities and carry out participant

observations was taken at a communal level; as such I prepared communal consent

forms (see Appendix 7) to signed on my arrival, and following the advice of Lutz

(1986, in Bell 2005:44) I wrote a 'contract' in which I set limits to my research, such

as my length of stay and not entering people's private spaces without permission

(see Appendix 8). However, I only managed to get one communal consent form

signed and give one contract, and that was under pressure from me. As far as the

communities were concerned they had agreed I could come, they knew I was

carrying out research, and had decided to trust me to do so respectfully. The need for

formal documentation of these principles was waved away as unnecessary, leaving

me feeling a little foolish for my bureaucratic approach. Not wanting to force the

issue I had to reconcile myself with the fact that if carrying out research on trust

alone was good enough for my participants, I would have to live with it. On

reflection I perhaps should have sent the consent form and my contract with my
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request for access. In recognition that consent is an on-going process I sent drafts of

my fmished work to my participants for them to comment on before final

submission. If anyone had had a significant problem with the interpretation I had

made of their community or interview I would have negotiated a resolution with

them. However, nobody had any negative comments to make.

Another complication to securing consent in my research was in regard to visitors to

the communities during my research. As Hammersley and Atkinson (1995 :226) note

that in "carrying out research in natural settings...control over the research process is

often limited: [researchers] simply do not have the power to ensure that all

participants are fully informed and freely consent to be involved." Quite often there

would be other wwoofers in communities and friends of members would drop by. In

all cases I made it clear to everyone I met that I was carrying out research, and

discussed it with many of them, at their instigation. This is not equivalent to them

officially giving their consent but meant that they were aware of the research and did

have the option of choosing not to talk to me.

Anonymity and confidentiality

As Bell and Newby suggest "it is a convention that individuals should not be

recognizable and anonymity and confidentiality should be respected", although they

continue by stating that "in practice this is very difficult to achieve" (1975:79). It is

especially difficult to do so when researching intentional communities: there are

relatively few, and fewer still that identify as green. Furthermore, the small size of

communities means that members may be identified, especially by other members.

Whilst pseudonyms have been used, for both people and communities, individuals

will inevitably recognise themselves, each other, and their community when reading

the fmal text. As such I could not guarantee participants' anonymity - that no one,

even the researcher, will be able to identify which responses came from which

participants (Bell, 2005:48). I did, however, attempt to ensure the highest level of

confidentiality I could: none of the data gathered was accessible to or passed on to
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third parties, all data recorded was kept in password protected files, and no real

names were recorded. I made the limitations of the research in these respects clear in

the information I sent to communities. Furthermore, many communities have been

subject to research before, and it is interesting to note that in their research neither

Pepper (1991) or Sargisson (2000a) attempted to disguise their communities at all.

Communities are not, then, completely naive about research and realise that what

they say to a researcher may be incorporated into the fmished work. For example, on

many occasions people would ask for certain things to be 'off the record', implying

that they understood other things were 'on record', and so were able to exercise

power over what information they shared. As mentioned already, there were

difficulties with the confidentiality of interviews done in public areas of

communities. This brings us back to the difficulty of controlling the research to meet

ethical standards environment in ethnographic-type research (Hammersley and

Atkinson, 1995:142). The only thing I felt I could do was to keep asking if people

were happy to continue with the interview, and trust they would stop if they felt

uncomfortable; the fact that having other people present seemed to make one

participant noticeable more relaxed encouraged me to continue with the interview.

Findhorn demanded a different approach regarding confidentiality and anonymity,

for whilst I could more confidently secure greater anonymity, I could not

accommodate confidentiality of the identity of the community. Findhorn produces a

vast amount of documentation about itself, both in its website and in books. Idid not

want to sacrifice using these as sources in my research, which Iwould have had to

do if! was going to disguise the identity of the community. Furthermore, Findhorn is

such a unique and well known community, Idoubt my attempts to disguise it would

have been very successful. What Findhorn does offer that the communities do not, is

that its size can accommodate partial anonymity of participants: with over 400

members there is safety in numbers. However, many of the individuals I interviewed

knew each other, and knew they had all spoken to me, so it is possible that they will

be able to recognise each other in my writing. So as with other communities, the best

Ican offer is the security and confidentiality of the information they shared with me.
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Rapport

As mentioned, establishing rapport was an important tool in my research. This

relied on an element of self-disclosure to help build rapport and balance power

inequalities between me and my participants. However, the use of this technique

brought with it a set of ethical dilemmas, namely how much of myself did I disclose,

and which self. As discussed, I shared many of the same politics and interests as

many of my participants, but there is no doubt on occasion I 'played up' in certain

ways, or glossed over certain things, to try and present myself in the most favourable

way to different people. The most uncomfortable example of this is when I joined in

mocking certain community member's beliefs with another member of that

community in order to build our rapport during an interview. The people I was

laughing at had been exceptionally kind to me, and I felt and still feel ashamed of

my behaviour, but am not sure I would not do the same thing again if I thought it

would benefit my research. For whilst it was certainly not a kind or nice thing to do,

and was motivated by a purely selfish desire to get a 'good' interview, I do not know

if it is unethical as such. However, it did make me aware that if I was presenting

myself in such a partial way then the participants probably were too (Rapley,

2001 :303). Additionally the self that communities experienced was different to how

my friends and family know me, bringing into question how honest I was being in

my relationships. I needed people to cooperate with me in order for my research to

be possible, as such I made every attempt to always be amiable, always available,

always happy to talk; this necessitated a huge emotional effort on my part.

The British Sociological Association states quite clearly that "Sociologists have a

responsibility to ensure that the physical, social and psychological well-being of

research participants is not adversely affected by the research" (2002:2). However,

as I found out during my research there is not telling what topics will arise, people

talked to me about everything from health, to adoption, grief, postnatal depression,

childhood traumas, and sexuality. Try as we might, there is no way to guarantee

protection from the potential of emotional pain. In two particularly moving

interviews, one woman talked to me about her own and her daughter's experience of
127



cancer, and another woman talked at length about her difficult childhood and the

effect that it had on the rest of her life. After both of these episodes 1was relieved to

hear that both these woman had found the process of talking to me a positive one.

Other people also commented on what a sympathetic listener I was, and how they

found talking to me, in their words, therapeutic. Whilst I was pleased that people

found talking to me, both in and out of interviews, a positive experience, I was

troubled by their reference to therapy. Birch and Miller (2000: 199) point that the line

between some qualitative interviewing and counselling and therapy is easily blurred

- both centring round enabling people to talk and actively listening to them.

However, 1 am a sociologist, not a therapist. This raises the question of whether I

over-did rapport with some participants, with the result that they disclosed more that

they intended to. However, it must also be recognised that people do take part in

interviews for the very reason it allows them a pseudo-therapeutic experience (Birch

and Miller, 2000).

Children

Before commencing my fieldwork I undertook a CRB check in acknowledgement

that I would be staying in communities where lived. However, in my ethics report I

made it clear that children under the age of 16 would not form part of my research.

In retrospect this was a hugely naive claim, for whilst I did not target children in my

research, parents often gave me their children to look after, children often followed

me around, and I sometimes sought them out to play. They were an inescapable and

wonderful part of communal life, and whilst I never talked to them about my

research or asked them questions pertaining to it, they did prove useful for

establishing relationships with their parents. However, I do not feel that this posed a

great ethical problem as I did not consciously exploit children as a means to adults, it

was an unexpected dynamic which emerged during my research. Furthermore, I

excluded any conversations I had with children from my analysis, focusing instead

on parent's accounts of their children's' lives in communities.
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The remainder of this chapter is devoted to the communities studied in this work,

setting out to give an introduction to, and overview of, each of the six communities

in which I carried out my fieldwork: Findhom, Greenways, Heydon Hall, Hilltop

Farm, Midwood and Southlands. All of the communities I visited were situated in

rural locations, and all shared a commitment to living lives together which are

socially and ecologically sustainable, even though the ways they set about achieving

this differ considerably, as we will now see.

Descriptions of communities

Findhorn

The Findhom Foundation describes itself as "an experiment in conscious living, an

education centre and an ecovillage. Based mainly at The Park, Findhom and at

Cluny Hill College in the nearby town of Forres, the community extends also to

individuals, businesses and organisations within a 50-mile radius, and to the islands

of Iona and Erraid on the west coast of Scotland"

(http://www.fmdhom.org/aboutus/community). As can be seen from this description

the Findhom Foundation is not one single community, but an umbrella under which

a number of bodies sit. With approximately 400 people and 33 businesses, and the

other sites mentioned above all involved in some way with the community, it is an

extremely complex organisation. Findhom is fundamentally a spiritual community,

with a strong emphasis on nature and sustainability. Its three guiding principles are:

deep inner listening, and acting from that source of wisdom; co-creation with the

intelligence of nature; service to the

One

world

(http://www .findhom.org/aboutus/visionlfounding-principles).

participants, Karen, explains what these mean to her in practice:

of my

there's wisdom within if you spend time quietly in meditation, in prayer,
in openness you'll get inner guidance, this is helpful (laughs). And lots of
people getting inner guidance ... can create harmony and goodwill and
effective working together ...That there's an intelligence in nature, nature
can actually directly communicate either in words images, feelings,
picture, intuition, there's lots of different ways. Urn, but it's available,
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and the more we use it the more harmoniously we can live on the planet,
the less harm harmful we'll be as a species. And the only real way to get
joy out of life is to give to others.

For an overview of the different organisations within the Findhom Foundation see

Sargisson (2000a). However, as I only visited The Park this will be my focus.

The Park, the centre of Findhom, is the site of the original community, established

by Eileen Caddy, Peter Caddy and Dorothy Mclean in a caravan park in the Scottish

Village of Findhom in 1962 (Parker, Fournier, and Reedy, 2007: 100). It is a 30 acre

site which includes areas of garden and sand dunes leading to a long stretch of sandy

beach. Both the dunes and the beach are breathtakingly beautiful, and worth visiting

in themselves. The Park contains the community's main buildings - the Community

Centre, which houses the community'S kitchen downstairs and meeting rooms

upstairs; the Universal Hall which allows Findhom to host large events, such as

conferences, music performances, and films; and the 'original garden' planted by

Eileen Caddy and within it The Nature Sanctuary, a meditation space. There is also a

cafe and shop, both of which are open to the public and community, and a visitors'

centre. In addition, there are number of other buildings - from old caravans to

innovative eco-buildings - which provide accommodation for community members

and office space for the Foundation's many departments and businesses. Many of

the new buildings incorporate experimental environmental building techniques,

using recycled materials, straw bales, local wood, non-toxic materials, and "a

'breathing wall' structure, which allows the fabric of a building to beneficially

interact with people to moderate humidity and air quality"

(http://www.findhorn.org/aboutus/faq/#nature). The community generates its own

power from four wind turbines, and has its own anaerobic sewerage system - The

Living Machine - which mimics the cleansing functions of wetlands.

The people I spoke to often talked about how cosmopolitan and culturally rich The

Park is, attracting people from all over the world:
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"you have like all continents presented you know it's fantastic, all these
different cultures and stories and backgrounds. And for a wanderer like me
if I have to be steady somewhere in one place for awhile, you know, the
world's coming here." (Hans)

This was complemented by a large array of services, as Karen explained:

" ... we've got bank, we've got farm, we've got health department, we've got
every kind of practitioner and crafts person we need, most of the technical,
you know, the plumbers and electricians and, and lots of retreat centres and
lots of educators and lots of consultants both travelling and local. So there's
a dimension that, and a fair bit of arts and cultural events happening through
the Hall and lots of other ways."

The Findhom Foundation was founded around a group of people to whom others

came for spiritual guidance. This personality-driven hierarchical basis appears to

still be in evidence. Dieter, an interviewee who worked in the community,

encouraged me to try and talk to certain people who were 'very influential' in the

community, whilst a woman I interviewed, Franzi, urged me to track down a man

who seemed to be the centre of interest at that particular time, being very connected

with his spirits, and so, inspirational. Several references were made to 'people high-

up in the community', particularly in an interview with Sam and Rosa, who felt

themselves to be on the margins of the community. They had had a dispute with one

such person who had, they said, physically attacked their youngest child. They felt

that the individual's influence within the community protected them from having to

account for, or apologise for, their behaviour.

Both the hierarchical and complex nature of the community is reflected in its
decision making:

In the Findhorn Foundation decisions are made daily by
individuals and by each relevant department. A Management
Team consisting of J J people make decisions which affect the
organisation as a whole. and this team consult with a Council of
committed members (approximately 40 in number) who meet
regularly to discuss issues and participate in team-building
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activities. The Management Team are responsible to the Trustees
of the Foundation, who meet four times per year. Decisions are
made by a process of listening to or reading information about a
proposal, asking questions to learn thefacts, and also meditating
to open a space for intuitive information to be included in the
decision-making process. Sometimes silence is used to create this
meditative space, called 'attuning', where each person does their
best to find an inner state of mind in which goodwill is foremost
and any outcome will be one which serves as the best for all.
Sometimes people share their thoughts, feelings, and any other
information gained from attuning, and then a vote is taken.
(http://www..findhorn.orglaboutuslJaql#community)

The Park is also home to the Ecovillage, which is situated on a patch of land referred

to as 'The Field of Dreams' or 'The Field'. Although it is within The Park where

most of the community's staff live, residents of the Ecovillage are more likely to be

'open members', as Sargisson notes; staff members are unlikely to be able to afford

to live on The Field (2000a:32). Indeed, Sam and Rosa suggested that most residents

were middle aged or retired single women; this, they said, did little to make The

Field into a 'real' community with people of all ages. The lack of children was

noticeable during my time at Findhom. The Ecovillage is slightly separate from the

community in that anyone can live there; houses are bought and sold on the open

property market, often changing hands for market prices. All the buildings have been

built using green building techniques, such as local wood, sheep's wool insulation,

passive solar heating, and biomass heating. Each building is different, and all are

beautiful. Individuals have responsibility for the building and up-keep of their homes

in the Ecovillage, as well as abiding to a list of rules. Each household also has to pay

for electricity, water and sewerage charges, and ground rent each month.

Although the Ecovillage is presented as an integral part of Findhom (see

http://www .findhorn.org/aboutus/ ecovillage/ ecovillage-at- findhornJ), those who

have chosen to build their homes there have a variety of relationships with the

community. Some people are very much involved, holding key positions in the

management structure of the organisation. Others are not involved in the running of

the community but involve themselves in some aspect of the community's life, such
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as meditation, five rhythms dance groups, or volunteering in the communal kitchen

for a couple of shifts a week. Or some are largely detached from the community,

such as Sam and Rosa, discussed above, or the couple I was staying with who were

renting their house for a few months whilst their baby was still very young, before

going travelling.

Greenways

With its winding paths and wooden buildings blending into the woods which

surround it, Greenways is quite an enchanting place. It was founded in 2000 after a

group of friends decided they wanted to establish a vegan. land-based community.

As Charles, one of the three remaining founding members commented, "we didn't

just want to join an existing project. There weren't any vegan low impact land-based

projects at that time, urn so we wanted to show it's possible to do it from a vegan

point of view". After two years of 'visioning' - forming the group, discussing their

ethos, and looking for land - the group purchased a 32 acre area of plantation

woodland. At the time of my visits in 2009 there were 12 adults and 9 children in the

community (giving an age range of a few months to early forties), which was felt to

be Greenway's full capacity.

The community is run as a housing co-op. Since a number of other communities in

this study take this form, it is worth briefly outlining what a housing co-op is:

"A housing co-op is a legal entity founded on cooperative
principles, in which members (usually residents) control the
legal body that owns the housing. They are both tenants and
collective owners, but individual portions of ownership have no
direct transferable financial value. This is because 'shares' in
co-ops usually have a fixed and nominal resale price ...Any
mortgages or loans are held in the name of the coop. Members
pay monthly rent, some of which pays the mortgage, if there is
one" (Sargisson and Sargent, 2004:81).

All community members are thus also members of the co-op and pay a weekly rent

of £ 12 per adult which goes towards paying off the loans that were taken to buy the

woodland; in addition they also make a monthly contribution to the communal food
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kitty. The situation in Greenways is somewhat complicated by the fact that

community members build their own houses on becoming a member. However there

is no formal policy for dealing with the transfer of property when members leave.47

In addition to community members' private homes there is a main communal

building, built on one level, with a sleeping platform for visitors in the roof. It

houses the communal kitchen, sitting room with access to a telephone and computer,

and a play/education space. When the weather allows an outside area with seating

around an open fire is used for most of the communal cooking; this is also where

most socialising happens. There is also a communal laundry room and bathhouse, in

which, like in the rest of the community, water is heated on a wood-burning stove.

And lastly there are a number of compost toilets - two for solid waste, and two for

urine - the main solid waste toilet having a large window with views over the

woodland (which can leave you feeling a little exposed when first using it!).

The community holds meetings on a weekly basis in which they discuss issues such

as finances, woodland management, growing areas, and any other communal matters

which need attention. In addition to rotas which individuals sign up to, communal

work is also decided in these meetings. All decisions are made by consensus

decision making, in which individuals' "opinions are considered equally valid and

important" and decisions are made which "have (in theory) the consent of the whole

group" (Community literature). The aim of consensus decision making is that

everyone agrees to a decision not necessarily because it is the one they want, but

because it is the one they are happy to accept as the best for the group. As will be

seen in other communities, consensus decision making is never easy, however many

members of Greenways commented on how stable the community currently was and

47 Of members that had already left the structures they had build were temporary benders which they

dismantled on leaving, with the exception of one which was being kept in case the person wanted to

return. However, many of homes people have built are now more permanent structures, often with

years of work having gone into them.
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how good the interpersonal relationships were, which made consensus decision

making significantly easier than it had been in the past. That said, Charles in

particular wanted the community to hold regular 'talking stick' meetings where

individuals share their emotions with each other, as he believed they were very

valuable in establishing and maintaining good relationships and avoiding

unnecessary tensions. Although they did take place occasionally, Charles

commented how difficult it was to get people to attend them."

As a result of changes since 2000, the community no longer describes itself as vegan

but rather as "a permaculture'" project which aims to demonstrate the value of

48 In my field notes I had noted how Charles seemed to hold a lot of power within the community. It

was certainly with him that I had to 'ok' any activity I undertook as a researcher. and he was

definitely the one who most noticeably brought communal rules, for example about vegan food

consumption, to the attention of other members. Additionally, if anyone was unsure about anything it

was always Charles's opinion that was sought. However, the reluctance of many community

members to engage in the talking stick meetings which Charles was so keen on, perhaps demonstrates

the complexity of power relations within communities.

49 The Perrnaculture Association outlines permaculture as being based on three key aspects, an

ethical framework, understanding how nature works, and a design code: "The word 'permaculture'

comes from 'permanent agriculture' and 'permanent £HlJH!!.' - it is about living lightly on the planet.

and making sure that we can sustain human activities for many generations to come, in harmony with

nature. Permanence is not about everything staying the same. Its [sic] about stability. about

deepening soils and cleaner water, thriving communities in self-reliant regions, biodiverse

agriculture and social justice, peace and abundance" (http://www.permaculture.org.uklknowledge-

base/basics, emphasis in original). Perrnaculture starts from the premise that natural systems are,

almost by definition. sustainable. and so by learning from and integrating their principles in to the

design of human habitations and food production systems sustainable process and relationships

should be achievable (Whitefield, 2004:3). This is underpinned by an ethics. summed us as

"Earthcare. Peoplecare, and Fair shares" (ibid:6) which unites care for the planet. care for self and

other people. and a commitment to social inter-generational justice. A central principle of this ethic is

that needs of the land and the needs of people are given equal weight (ibid.:7).
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integrating conservation woodland management teclmiques with organic growing,

traditional skills and crafts and low-impact sustainable living" (Community

literature). The community'S commitment to low-impact sustainable living is

obvious from the outset - the community's buildings are set within the woods,

constructed by hand using wood from the woodland and recycled materials, and are

south facing to make the most of passive solar heating. Many of the buildings are

surrounded by vegetable and herb gardens; in line with their pennacultural

principles the main communal growing area, at the bottom of a steep hill, is planted

with low-maintenance crops and an orchard. The community aims to become self-

sufficient in food but has not yet achieved this and so buys food from an organic veg

box scheme and organic cooperative wholesaler. Greenways generates all its own

power and heating from renewable sources - biomass (wood), hydroelectric and

solar. Whilst some members have their own solar panels on their houses and some

choose to do without electricity, energy supplies in all parts of the community are

limited and so use of any appliances, such as the laptop, needs careful consideration,

especially in winter. Living in this way is not easy - many things that most people

take for granted, such as making a 'quick' cup of tea, instead take time and effort:

the wood must be collected (wood that has been felled, moved, chopped, and

seasoned), the fire must be lit and tended, and the water needs time to boil (and often

community members drink teas made with herbs growing within the community

which need collecting and preparing). However, members spoke about how this was

not experienced as hardship but as a more 'natural' and satisfying way to live.

The community has worked hard to establish good relationships with its neighbours,

and makes sure that it is involved in local community events. It also hosts

wwoofers" and runs a number of educational events such as pennaculture and

so WWOOF stands for World Wide Opportunities on Organic Farm. The basic principle is that people

volunteer to work on organic farms, communities and small-holdings in exchange for food and

accommodation, see http://www.wwoof.org.ukl for more information.
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nature awareness courses. Alongside these developments the community has

experienced a number of challenges and gone through many changes since its

inception. There have been prolonged difficulties over planning permission: at the

time of research the community had five years temporary planning permission.

Greenways initially committed to use no fossil fuels on the site, however managing

the woodland and gathering enough wood to stay warm in the winter, especially for

those with young children, was found to be too arduous. The community eventually

agreed to have one chainsaw on site (fuelled using Aspen, a relatively clean-burning

fossil-fuel by-product).

Sky was a baby, and other families who moved here were struggling with
the same issues ... we decided to use chainsaws to process the wood because
it was just ridiculous. That's all we had time to do was just processing
wood, constantly, it was just silly, silliness. I mean I remember being out
there with baby in arms with a crosscut saw in the snow, and it you know it
takes 20 minutes to cut around that big [gestured with arms] with a crosscut
saw, maybe a bit less if you're efficient at it but we weren't (laughs). So urn
I think that was one of the better decisions we made actually. (Mae,
Greenways)

Deciding to use a chainsaw was described by one member as "a difficult and

emotive" decision, however, as see in Mae's quote above, one that made living in

the community viable. As already mentioned, the community is no longer described

as a vegan. This reflects some of the changes the community has gone through as it

has developed over the years - founding members moved on, new members joined,

health demands changed, and families grew. It was decided after much discussion

that individuals should be free to make their own choices within their own homes,

but that communal areas and communal food remains vegan. It is worth noting that

the community only formally eats together when they are hosting wwoofers, but

they also end up eating together spontaneously. The majority of members are no

longer vegan but "now represent a range of different eating habits and beliefs, all of

which [sic] (in the holder's view) environmentally, ethically and spiritually

justifiable!" (Community literature). The community, then, is no longer quite so
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ideologically homogeneous but no less, I would say, committed to the principle of

living low-impact, sustainable lives in close connection to the land.

Heydon Hall

"I always describe it how we always live in our own units but we share
certain spaces. And it's a very sociable place to be, and we grow all our
own food, and it's very rural, and it's a wonderful place to live, and it's
busy and we're never bored". (Carrie)

Heydon Hall was one of the friendliest communities I visited. Although busy with

their own lives, practically everybody took the time to welcome me. It is one of the

many communities established in the 1970s when old country estates could be

bought up relatively cheaply. In its 30 years Heydon Hall has been a largely stable

community, although it has become significantly less ideologically driven, no longer

identifying with a socialist politics, but rather has a "prevailing sympathy with green

issues" (Community literature). This sympathy goes from very 'pale' green in

members who lived in the community primarily for the opportunity for farming it

offered - whether this was done organically or not was by-the-by - or those who felt

happy to heat their homes using oil, to more environmentally committed members

who had made pledges to cut their carbon footprints, installing solar panels on their

units, and were in the process of converting their shared cars to run on vegetable

fats. Although Heydon Hall is in general committed to becoming more sustainable,

adapting its buildings to support alternative sources of energy is made difficult by

the fact the building is listed," however, the community is considering installing a

sustainable heating system.

51 Solar panels have only been installed on one property for which planning permission was gained to

build an extension. and another that was damaged by a fire.
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The community is centred on a large house set in 40 acres of land. The house, stable

blocks, and a cottage have been converted into 19 self-contained homes, ranging

from one to four bedrooms. The main house also contains a communal dining room,

sitting and meeting rooms, two kitchens, one of which is a dedicated dairy kitchen,

and rooms for visitors. Heydon Hall's outside space is amazing. There is a large lake

surrounded by mature trees, fields for grazing and arable crops, orchards, and a

wonderful wall garden in which the community organically grows just about every

vegetable and berry suitable for the British climate. There are also two polytunnels

and two greenhouses, the larger of which is a beautiful Victorian structure which the

community is currently restoring. The community is practically self sufficient in

fruit and vegetables, as well as honey, eggs, dairy products and meat from the

community's livestock: cows, goats, chickens, turkeys, sheep and bees. The farm is

cooperatively run, the produce is there for everyone to help themselves to,52 and

forms the main focus of the community.

At the time of my visits there were approximately 50 members, from 2 to 75 years

old. For its size the community still had an intimate feel, eating together one a week

and celebrating holidays together. As well as being the largest community I visited it

was also the most organised. The community is arranged into three bodies: the

housing association, the farm cooperative, and a charitable body (which was used to

organise the letting of the community's facilities to external groups for events,

meetings, and workshops). Each member of the community owns their own unit,

which they buy outright or with a mortgage. Units in the community are not cheap:

in 2010 a one bedroom unit was available for £ 130,000 and a four bedroom one for

£250,000. Households also have to pay a monthly housing association charge, which

is calculated by floor space. A consequence of this system of ownership is, as Alison

puts it, "the place is irredeemably middle class, because ... like it is in the rest of the

S2 With the exception of honey and meat which is evenly distributed across members as it becomes

available.
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country, if you don't have enough money to put down a decent deposit and get a

mortgage, or you don't have that kind of job, you know you'll never be able to

invest". This was fair comment, Heydon Hall is extremely middle class, many

members work in IT, education, or local government. The majority hold degrees, a

few have postgraduate qualifications, and some of the children go to private school.

However, for a new property that had become available the community had decided

to adopt what amounts to a shared ownership scheme in the hope that the community

would become more diverse. The farm cooperative is responsible for managing the

animals, garden, fields, machinery and budget. Each member pays £34 a month to

support the farm; there is also the expectation that members will contribute their

labour. Given the size of the community there is remarkable little free-loading.V

perhaps because the farm is so central to the community.

There is a lot of work to be done in the community, but also a lot of people to do it.

As was said more than once, there was a job for everyone and everyone for a job.

Responsibility for coordinating areas of communal work, such as maintenance,

livestock, arable crops, the garden, chairing meetings and managing budgets, is

rotated through community members every few years. It is not mandatory for all

members to take on these responsibilities and often, for example, managing budgets

or taking minuets for meetings, only some people have the necessary skills. Whilst

in general people volunteer for roles, there is occasionally some 'friendly arm

twisting' if no one steps forward. For more day-to-day jobs, such as milking, people

sign up on rotas. These jobs are rotated less as people tend to discover a task they

particularly like doing: for example, some people love working with the goats but

hate the chickens, or will happily maintain buildings but are not interested in

gardening. Most households though have a plot in the garden, with crops being

rotated annually. For large tasks, such as the harvest of large crops, or big

5.1 This will be examined in more detail in Chapter 8.
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maintenance jobs, coordinators organise work gangs which everyone is meant to

attend, although in practice this rarely happens.

The community meets weekly, rotating meetings between the housing coop, the

farm, the charity, and a house meeting for any other issues. Heydon Hall is

committed to consensus decision making, which in the last few years has been sorely

tested. Making decisions this way is a lengthy process - the decision to source water

from a bore hole took seven years to make. The community is currently looking into

installing a sustainable heating system, as they have been for the last six years,

making little progress. Some members, understandably, find this process extremely

frustrating, particularly James:

what I would like to do is really anything that reduces our carbon in a
moderately sensible way and sustains our enthusiasm for doing more. And I
think what we always end up with is a small amount of people saying 'is it
the best thing to do?' And so after six years you know, the sustainable
heating project I think is great, fine you know let's just do it. ..But we're
still after six years you know it's really hard getting people on board, and I,
I've really lost patience with it I suppose. I just think 'argh' ... you just get
dragged about by partly a mixture of I think er, I think there's quite a few
people who are basically up for doing things. to be fair; there's some people
who basically aren't up for doing that much but can be persuaded and aren't
obstructive; and there's a very very small number of people who are really
quite obstructive and say 'no, I don't think we should do this until we've
made sure it's the best option', which ends up being after six years you
think well we're still ... back at square one.

Other members also felt that consensus decision making in the community was open

to abuse by people who did not enter into the spirit of it and effectively vetoed

certain suggestions - this could be because of certain changes they did not want in

the community, or sometimes personal conflicts meant that some individuals would

veto the suggestions of others. However, as Phil recounted, there were ways to get

round this - one member kept refusing to discuss the purchase of horticultural fleece

to control pests on the kale crop. Phil waited until the person went on holiday then

got the suggestion approved by the rest of the community. However, overall most of

the community recognised the value of consensus decision making. The decision to
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open up a new property to shared ownership was a bitterly contested one, however

everyone [ spoke to felt that the decision the community came to was in the end the

right one, and so allowed the community to deal with a highly contentious issue and

move on positively.

Hilltop Farm

With views out to sea, Hilltop Farm is in a fantastic location. The community was

established in 2007 when a group of 11 people purchased a 30 acre farm in a remote

rural area. At the time of my visit there were 13 adult members and 5 children and

the community was actively looking for more. Most of the members were in their

forties and fifties, but the youngest was a few months and the oldest 62. Hilltop

Farm describes itself as a cohousing" ecovillage, with private living spaces and

shared community buildings and land. It is based upon a commitment to "live in a

low impact, sustainable manner ... to live lightly on the Earth. To care for each other

and our visitors, to grow our own food where possible, to aim to collect our own

energy" (Community literature). A number of members have backgrounds in

renewable energy and Hilltop Farm had installed solar panels on top of an

outbuilding which fed back into the National Grid, and were discussing plans for a

wind turbine and the expansion of woodland to provide biofuel; most of the

community's energy, however, was purchased from a green electricity company.

Members had also started a programme of thoroughly insulating all the existing

buildings. The community was thus in the process of 'greening' the existing farm

54 How cohousing differs from other intentional communities is not entirely clear (see Sargisson and

Sargent, 2004:94). However, cohousing is often argued to be characterised by high levels of

involvement by members in the planning and design of communities, which are usually built from

scratch (ibid.). This. obviously, is not the case for Hilltop Farm which has been established in an

existing farm complex. It seems that Hilltop had decided to label itself a cohousing project to reflect

the mix of private and communal spaces, and the separation of each household - as their community

literature emphases, it is "not a commune"!
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buildings. Within the 30 acres there is a small, but well kept organic vegetable

garden, chickens for eggs and meat, and organically raised pigs which supply

members with pork, but are also sold both as meat and live animals. At the time of

my visit there were also sheep and beehives, but the community has since stopped

keeping these. Hilltop Farm has good relations with the local community, with

members attending local transition groups and parish councils, and hosting meetings

for local bee keepers. Hilltop is also keen to share their way of life with a wider

audience and runs a number of courses, such as pig keeping and hedge laying; as

well as accommodating voluntary workers like myself.

The community is made up of a farmhouse, split into private residential spaces but

retaining a communal kitchen, sitting room and shower; further accommodation is

provided by four cottages, 55 two wooden cabins, and a caravan. Many of these are

heated with wood-burning stoves, although the main building has central heating,

and the cabins were heated with electricity. There is also a large communal games

room (used mostly by the community's children), large barn and outbuildings.

Communal work is organised by individuals volunteering to take responsibility for

certain areas, such as pigs, vegetable garden, cleaning or accounts; although with

some individuals only working within the community whilst some worked away

from the community in the week, the distribution of time spent on communal work

is variable. Hilltop Farm is run on co-housing principles, the financial arrangement

of which differs from other communities in this study. Hilltop Farm is established as

a not-for-profit company that owns the community, all members being equal

members of the company. The rent each household pays is dependent upon the loan

that is made to the company, as Sue explains: "some people have put nothing, some

people have put a lot in. But if you put more in it doesn't give you more power or

more benefits, but you do get some allowance towards your rent from it". The hope

ss One of which has now (2011) been convened into a holiday cottage.
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was that by running Hilltop Farm in this way individuals without much capital to

invest would still be able to join the community (but pay a larger rent than someone

who had made a larger initial investment). In practice this had led to financial

insecurity: "if somebody's put in a big chunk of money in and they want to leave urn

how do we raise the money for them to leave? Well it's either going to be from new

people coming in, or by taking a bigger mortgage" (Sue). The financial arrangement

of the community was one of a number of issues they were struggling with.

At first glance, Hilltop Farm seems to be a functioning community - the farm looks

well maintained and the members are friendly and welcoming. However, several

members commented on how much the community was struggling, with one stating

that "if it hasn't fallen apart it's falling apart" (Liam), and another "it isn't a live

birth yet, it's sort of half born with the cord round its neck" (Sue). The central

problem seems to be a lack of a shared vision. Whilst all members were committed

to living more sustainable lives, there was little consensus about what Hilltop as a

community was; as Sue said, "we've really accepted that we do need to re-question

the purpose of Hilltop Farm: why we're here, what we're trying to do, what we're

going to do in the future, what, you know, what it's all about really". There were

very different expectations about how communal Hilltop should be, for example

some members wanted to eat together everyday whilst others were happy to only do

so once a fortnight.

I think, you know, when we first moved here, because there wasn't that
many people here ... And because we were getting to know each other, it
automatically it seemed that we congregated for breakfast, lunch and dinner
in the evening. But as we've grown and people [are] here more permanently
then we have more or less created a village-like community. So which is
fine but it's difficult for those people who have decided they wanted to live
communally, um and eat communally for all meals, and therefore have
taken their kitchen out of their living spaces. (Pippa)

There were also notable differences in people's motivations and expectations of

communal involvement, with some people having "a real sense of come on we've

got to get on and work and do everything and get it all sorted, and then there's other
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people that think well, actually you know I've moved here so I can enjoy the

seaside" (Tina). It was suggested that some of the people who had left did so

because they felt too isolated. In contrast a couple still living in the community

chose to have minimal involvement with other members. Hilltop had tried to involve

an external facilitator to help establish some shared ground, however only five

members turned up to the session - this speaks to the level of disengagement the

community was experiencing. The community is, in principle, committed to

consensual decision making, but as Sargisson and Sargent note "Consensual

decision making requires people who are committed to the good of the community

and many meetings" (2004: 106). Unsurprisingly given the state of the community,

meetings were poorly attended and rarely productive, leaving some members feeling

frustrated, as was Sue, believing that all her efforts to communicate were in danger

of being a waste of time. However, Liam identified in particular that dominant

personalities within the community "make people reluctant to participate" in the

decision making process.

However, at the time of my visit there was a newly arrived family, and two more had

expressed an interest in joining the community. This had given the existing members

some hope that the difficulties that the community was experiencing could be

resolved. There was also a lot of enthusiasm about setting up a farm shop and eco-

hostel in the community, which, it was also hoped would help bind Hilltop Farm

together once more.

Midwood

Midwood is in some respects quite similar to Heydon Hall, both being established

within a year of each other in old manor houses, both inspired by socialist politics in

their earlier days, but now more focused on environmental and social sustainability

and practical ecology. At the time of my visit there were 13 adults (from 26 to 64

years old) and 7 children (from a few months to 17), and the community was

actively trying to attract more. Everyone lives in the main house (50-60 rooms
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depending who you ask), which contains both shared and private space, largely

heated by wood-burning stoves (however, some members did admit to occasionally

using gas heaters). There is a large dining room, a couple of sitting rooms, visitor

accommodation, and rooms used for activities such as yoga, tai chi, and singing, by

both the community and outside groups. Midwood has a large communal kitchen

with an adjacent breakfast room with a table and sofas. This space is especially

important as members eat together every day, no one having cooking facilities

within their rooms. The house is set in 17 acres of land which includes woodland,

pasture, orchards, a large organic vegetable garden, and stables from which some

members run businesses. Midwood also keeps livestock - pigs, sheep, chickens and

bees. There is also a greenhouse, which is currently being repaired, and two

strawbale structures: one used to house rams, and the other as a greenhouse/potting

shed.

Midwood is a mixture of long term and new members. It is welcoming, laidback and

very sociable. It is well integrated with its local community: providing space for the

use of local groups, and community members regularly go to the local pub, sing in

community choirs, and play in local sports teams. Midwood also has good links with

other intentional communities, host inter-intentional community meetings, as well as

working with people from other communities on conservation and sustainability

projects, such as tradition hedge laying in their fields. Midwood is run by consensus

decision making, with a meeting once a week which combines communal business

with space for a 'feelings' session where members can share their feelings with the

others.

Midwood is run as a housing co-op. Members are therefore both landlords and

tenants - a point stressed to me by many members. On joining, new members pay a

pound to secure their shares in the coop and sign a community agreement. The

amount of rent paid is determined by the space people occupy, rooms being

allocated by need and availability. No space is necessarily occupied permanently as

the community changes with its membership. In addition to their rent, members are
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expected to contribute to communal work. Midwood was the only community I

visited which had formal rules about the amount of communal work people are

expected to do - 16 hours a week. This prevents members holding full time jobs.

The importance of this rule was demonstrated to me during my visit. There was a

leaving party for someone who had been with the community for a long time. He

was leaving because problems with his business meant he was having to devote a lot

of time to it and could no longer fulfil his 16 hours of communal work. There was

obviously no ill-feeling between him and the community, 56 it was clearly understood

by everyone that if people cannot fulfil their work obligations for a prolonged period

of time they could not remain at the community. Communal work is organised as in

Heydon Hall - with members taking responsibility for coordinating certain areas,

roles which rotated every year or so; whilst people signed up via rotas for everyday

jobs. All adult members take it in turns to cook the community's evening meal- this

was no small task: there were often 20 or more people at dinner. The community

grows a significant proportion of its fruit and vegetables, all other food being

purchased from a cooperative wholesaler, or from a local market or supermarket. For

large jobs coordinators arrange working days, and the community also holds

working weekends where volunteers come and help on large projects.

All the members seemed to be pulling their weight; however Midwood is a large

house with a lot of outside space that needs regular attention; the fact that there were

only 13 adults in a property of its size was evident. Although the community appears

to be strong, the members enjoy good relationships with each other, and the inside of

the house is well kept, parts of the garden and outbuildings look neglected. It was

suggested that the fact that people rent their space at Midwood means it attracts

56 His party was a very special event: two chickens were killed for it. his favourite food was cooked.

homemade wines were opened. and some of his favourite songs had been collect so that everyone

could sing them round the piano.
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transitory people, and the community was advertising for new members; however,

the fact the buildings looked so neglected puts new people off joining.

Sou th lands

Southland's seventeenth century farmhouse is set in 50 acres of land, including

meadow, woodland, wetland, orchards and vegetable gardens. All the gardens are

maintained organically, as is the polytunnel. At the centre of the community is the

farmhouse which has been divided in to private accommodation for members, as

well as a communal kitchen, cosy sitting room where the community eats, a room

for visitors, and a bathroom. There are also a number of stables and workshops,

including a barn which houses a library and is used for holding parties. There is also

an office with a computer, but this is now largely unused. Outside of the main house

there are also a couple of compost loos and a number of static caravans, housebuses,

vans, and a bender, where members also live. The initial appearance of the

community is one of barely organised chaos. In the courtyard are piles of scrap

metal, barbed wire, glass bottles, and bits of wood. And in amongst the caravans and

housebuses are old, disused cars and tyres. The piles of metal were a source of

annoyance to some members who wanted Southlands to look tidier, but they were

used by one member, Ethan, to develop his green heating solutions, which included

making wood burning stoves from old gas canisters and a heating system run off a

compost heap. Another member, Bella, took advantage of the community's

resources to weave baskets from their willow.

At the time of my visit there were 17 official members, two of whom were children

under the age of five. However, who was actually at the community was very fluid -

some of members did not spend time at Southlands, staying at protest sites and peace

camps instead, whilst there were a number of people living in the community who

were not actual members.
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Southlands did not have a statement about its values or goals. As one member

commented they were not really interested in the spiritual or ideological aspects of

living green, communal lives: "earth, that's what we're into here, the grimy side of

life" (Alicia). At one point the community seems to have been an important place for

the practice of practical ecology in both their engagement with the land and in acting

as a centre of education and radical politics. However, whilst this is not presently the

case, from both the way people live, and the way in which they talk about it, a strong

commitment to both social justice and practical ecological living is still evident.

Many members of the community had spent time living in peace camps and now live

lives at Southlands focused on maintaining the natural habitats of the community,

consuming little, recycling much, gardening organically, and practicing ecological

innovation in heating and housing - whilst I was there I helped to lime render a

straw bale insulated caravan, which contrary to my expectations turned out to be

beautiful. Talking to Bella she spoke about how she moved to Southlands because

the people there shared her "ecological mindset" and were prepared to try and live

by those values:

"living with likeminded adults and talking about stuff that you think is
groovy and them go 'yeah that's really groovy and I like that kind of stuff
too, you could do it this way you could do it this way. you could do
that' ... rather than people looking at me kinda like 'why would you want
to do that? What's wrong with having like oil fire heating and turning it
up a notch?".

Southlands was established in 1993 and runs as a housing co-op; in joining

individuals should, in theory, sign a book and pay £ 1 to become a member of the

coop and so the community, although this practice has slipped in recent years. All

members rent their own space, for £ 12 a week, which also contributes to communal

food costs. The community grows some if its own fruit and vegetables, and buys the

rest from an organic vegetable supplier, staple foods are brought in bulk from an

organic cooperative wholesalers, as well as a weekly shop in local supermarkets. AU

food cooked for the community is vegetarian, with at least some of the community
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eating together daily. In addition to their rent members are also expected to work

within the community, whether this be in administrative, domestic, maintenance, or

gardening tasks. Bella gave a description of how the community used to work in this

respect:

" ... it seems quite different now from, you know, when I was first living
here ... we had a couple of lists of roles and responsibilities and each person
that lived here had to do two, I think. And they were, you know, there was
'garden coordinators', 'land and habitat coordinators' and treasures and
secretaries of the housing coop, and somebody to do the food and energy
money, and, urn, 'maintenance coordinator'. That's been sorely overlooked
(laughs) ... Yeah so we were organised like that and you had to do two days
a week of general Southlands work, possibly in those roles, and you had to
do three rota jobs a week and everybody, just at the beginning of the week,
everybody signed up for three rota jobs and that was really good ... I'd do
like cooking once a week, and do clean the bathroom once a week, and do
the washing-up once a week. That's what I did, do washing-up on the days
when the radio was how I like it."

Like the practice of paying a pound and signing a book to become a community

member, commitment to communal work as an integral part of membership has also

slipped in the last few years. Some members of the community were trying to

reinstate rotas to organise work, as well as establishing one day a week where

everyone would work together. However, their efforts were as yet unsuccessful - on

the communal workday I was there, two community members turned up, one of

whom was also looking after two small children and the other had chronic fatigue

syndrome. In recent past the community had experienced problems with drug and

alcohol abuse (a reputation I found to still exist amongst the other communities I

visited). As a result many long term members left and the community stopped

functioning. Southlands seem to still be very much in the aftermath of this period.

There were a number of people living on site who used the community's facilities

but contributed nothing, as well as some who were more involved with the

community but were quite obviously coping with the mental and physical effects of

prolonged drug use. However, a couple of long term members remained at the

community through its difficult period, and members who had left were returning
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(Alicia mentioned that she had even been 'headhunted' to come back and help the

community). Even though still chaotic, the community is in general a friendly and

welcoming place, with a core group of people committed to Southlands and creating

a convivial and environmentally proactive space.

For the remainder of this work we shall now turn to the exploration and analysis of

the data gathered whilst conducting fieldwork in the communities discussed here.
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SECTION THREE: EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

Building on the preceding theoretical analysis Section Three examines individuals'

understanding and experience of the satisfaction of needs and desires in intentional

communities. Drawing upon the critical theory of need developed in Chapter 2 and applying

it to four aspects of communal life - community, the self, work, and nature - this section

draws out the ways in which communities act to provide specific structures - social,

material, and ideological - through which individuals can approach, interpret and satisfy

their needs in ecologically sensitive ways.
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Chapter 5: Community

Rainbow over a community

"Nothing seems more appropriate today than thinking
community; nothing more necessary, demanded, and heralded by
a situation that joins in a unique epochal knot the failure of all
communisms with the misery of new individualisms.
Nevertheless, nothing is further from view; nothing so remote,
repressed, and put off until later, to a distant and indecipherable
horizon" (Esposito, 2010:1).

The concept of community has been constantly in use from Ancient Greece to

contemporary supporters of radical pluralism and civil society (Little, 2002:8).

Consequentially, and in common with the other ideas examined in this work

(,nature' and 'need') community is, yet again, a much invoked but constantly

contested concept (see Williams, 1976:65-66; Levitas, 1998:89). In fact, it shares
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more than just this contestation with 'nature', it too is often invoked as something

fundamentally organic, 'natural' if you like, and as such challenged by modernity

(see Williams 1975; Nisbet, 1967; Tonnies, 1988). Tennies's (1988) concepts of

gemeinschaft and gesellschaft are often drawn on in lamenting of the loss of

community as a consequence of the move to an era of individualism and isolation."

Before turning to an analysis of 'community' in intentional communities, it is worth

dedicating a little space to a discussion of the concept of community in order to

frame this analytical discussion.

Drawing on Leiss's argument that modem capitalist society "encourages its citizens

to orient their search for the satisfaction of their needs more and more exclusively

toward consumption activities, in part by neglecting all other possibilities for

individual self-fulfilment" (1978:38), this chapter aims to examine how the

understanding and redefinition of needs and their satisfactions is articulated and

enacted in intentional communities as an alternative to the model offered by

mainstream society. This will be done through an exploration of community in two

guises; firstly through examining how intentional communities as institutions enable

the creation of a space of difference in which alternative satisfactions are supported.

And secondly, through looking at the ways in which members of intentional

communities talk about 'community', and how values they attach to this concept

feature in the redefinition of and satisfaction of their needs.

57 This, however, is to misrepresent Hinnies on two counts. "It has often been said that Tennies
sought, nostalgically, to celebrate the communal past when he wrote his book, and that he was hostile
to the liberal tendencies of the modern age" (Nisbet, 1967:73-4). However, he refuted this claim in
his preface to the final edition of Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft, stressing that his work was neither
an "ethical or political treatise" (Tennies, 1963, in Nisbet, 1967:74). Furthermore he not only
highlighted the idealness of both concepts, but also stressed that in reality they were not mutually
exclusive, often cohabiting in identical social spaces (Nisbet, ibid.:76; Day, 2006:5).
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Concepts of Community

The concept of community is central to the founding works of sociology (Day,

2006:2). However, Hillery suggests that the only thing sociological definitions of

community share is that "they all deal with people" (1955, in Phelan, 1996:235).

There is a general trend that can be discerned in the usage of community in

sociology, namely the establishing of a theoretical distinction between a realm of

community, based on solidarity, unity, and shared identity, and a realm of

instrumental social relations in which solidarity is lost, togetherness shattered. This

can be found, to take just two examples, in the work of Durkheim as the threat to

social solidarity by rational instrumentalism (Day, 2006:5), and in Marxist theory,

found as community in binary opposition to capital (Joseph, 2002:2). As has already

been suggested Tonnies is often reserved a special mention, for as Nisbet (1967:71)

argues "Nowhere has sociology'S contribution to modern social thought been more

fertile, more often borrowed from by other social sciences" than ninnies's theory of

community. Tonnies made a distinction between gemeinschaft (community) and

gesellschaft (society), where gemeinschaft "involves 'a lasting and genuine form of

living together' which is oriented towards the achievement of ends, through

coordinated action for a common good'" (Tennies. 1955, in Day, 2006:5).58 In

58 Bauman (200 I) offers a slightly different interpretation of the concept of gemeinschaft from that

which is usually offered, In Bauman's reading of Tennies gemeinschaft is not, as is often depicted,

the small village-type community of yesteryear, it is something deeper than this. He argues that for

Tonnies community is based upon "understanding shared by all its members". an understanding not

constructed from consensus, but an understanding that precedes all forms of association, it is not "a

finishing line, but the starting point of all togetherness" (2001:10, emphasis in original). In real

community this shared understanding goes unnoticed, as unnoticed as the act of breathing, and is not

an object available to scrutiny - "Community can only be numb - or dead" (ibid.: II). Thus, many of

the instances in which people speak of authentic, gemeinschaft-esque community. such as 'the

village' (see Young, 1990), what they are in fact referring to is not real community but "artificially

produced" (ibid.: 13) community in which "all homogeneity must be 'hand-picked' from a tangled
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contrast gesellschaft implies an "orientation to means, calculated action on the part

of the individuals who engage in 'artificial' relations for what they can get from one

another" (Day, 2006:5). This tension between 'authentic' traditional community, and

the fluid, asocial, individualism demanded by modem society endures in more recent

sociological and political theory, In its contemporary incarnation it is found within

communitarianism and liberalism, which as Little notes, has come to dominate the

debate (2002:30). Within these debates the relationship between community on the

one hand, and self and identity on the other, has come to occupy a central position.

This inclusion of an analysis of the understandings of selthood implicated in

theorising community is beneficial to this work, as it opens the way for this analysis

to make a coherent account of the recognition and transformation of need through

the lived experience of communal living.

One of the foremost communitarian theorists is Amitai Etzioni (1993, 1997),

Etzioni proposes that his work provides a third way between anarchic individualism

and repressive conformity through a combination of concern for individual

autonomy and the common good (Levitas, 1998:90). However, his work is often

interpreted in quite a different light. By his own admission Etzioni's communitarian

project fundamentally comes down to a restoration of "old fashioned values and, ..[a]

sense of obligation" (Etzioni, 1995, in Day, 2006:15). For, in Etzioni's

understanding, community rests on a particular form of social interaction geared

towards the creation and maintenance of social and moral order based on the moral

integration of the individual into the community through the 'gentle chastisement' of

those who violate shared moral norms (Levitas, 1998:90-91). There is a whole

literature which seeks to critique communitarian theory (see Buchanan, 1989; Frazer

and Lacey, 1993; Holmes, 1996; Frazer, 1999; Simhony and Weinstein, 2001), but

as Little (2002:59) highlights, the main criticism made of communitarianism is its

mess of variety through selection, separation, and exclusion; all unity needs to be made; concord

'aniflclally produced' is the sole form of unity available" (ibid.: 14).
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inherent conservatism and the consequences of this. Communitarians invoke a

model of community focused on family, neighbourhood and nations; communities

often oppressive for and exploitative of women and ethnic and sexual minorities. In

addition, they display a troubling complacency about claims to moral authority

(Friedman, 1989:277, 281; Levitas, 1998:97). Similarly, for Young (1990) the

fundamental danger of communitarianism is that it is a totalising way of organising

society. However, Young is also critical of liberal conceptions of community.

Indeed, both Little (2002:30) and Friedman (1989:280) note that on many grounds

there is in fact very little to ideologically separate liberal and communitarian

positions. A clear point on which they differ, however, is on the understanding of the

self and its relationship to community they use to underpin their theories, which

Young distinguishes as the separate (liberal) self verses the shared (communitarian)

self (1990: 306). The liberal understanding of self, in this context, is predicated upon

an understanding of individuals as atomised where the self pre-exists, and indeed

exists in abstraction from, the social. When communal relations are invoked it is on

the basis of competition and conflict, with no deeper social bond than instrumental

relations based on calculated self-interest (Friedman, 1989:275). Communitarian

critics of liberal individualism forward an alternative social ontology which rejects

people as separate and self-contained, but instead regards people as coeval with

society (Young, 1990:305). Existing in community with others means more than just

respecting individual's rights, as in liberal conceptions, but "attending to and sharing

in the particularity of their needs and intentions" (ibid.). Here then we see the basic

comrnunitarian understanding of the self as being primarily a social one, where the

self is constituted by social and communal relations (Friedman, 1989:280). An

example of this comrnunitarian understanding of self is offered by Sandel (1982, in

ibid.:305) who suggests a 'constitutive understanding of self, in which the self is

understood as the product of an identity it shares with others, others who understand

and affirm each other.

Despite the differences outlined above, Young's main criticism of liberal

individualism and comrnunitarianism is that both, in their different constructions of
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self, in effect draw upon a social ontology founded in the presumption that subjects

can understand each other as they understand themselves (ibid.:302). In doing so

they work to deny difference, eliding multiplicity and heterogeneity in favour of

unity, but in opposing ways. Liberalism does so by levelling separate, solid

individuals under a common measure of rights; communitarianism by fusing

individuals so the subject is relationally "composed by identification and symmetry

among individuals within a totality" (ibid.:307). Young suggests that in denying

difference both rely on "the same desire for social wholeness and identification that

underlies racism and ethnic chauvinism" (ibid.:302). As an alternative to these

positions Young argues that community should be reconceived as a "politics of

difference", a politics based upon the social relations of the unopressive city: social

relations without domination where people "live together in relations of mediations

among strangers with whom they are not in community" (ibid.:303). Thus rather

than having a community based upon the assumption of the possibility of

understanding self and other, Young proposes social relations which recognise a

"being together" as strangers, externally related as other, an other they do not

understand (ibid.:318). However, the work of Wilson (1991) disturbs this image of

the city portrayed by Young, suggesting that whilst women can certainly find

freedoms in the city, they are also subject to regulation and oppression by city

planners and reformers who seek to police the actions of women within the urban

setting. Furthermore, critics such as Little have accused Young of ignoring other,

less orthodox interpretations of community which lie beyond the debate between

liberalism and communitarianism (2002:44). Two such understandings of

community can be found in the work of Friedman (1989) and Phelan (1996).

Friedman writes that as an alternative to liberal understandings of the self and

community, feminists 59 have offered a "social self' which shares with

S9 See also Frazer and Lacey (1993). For a non-feminist account of relational selves through an

analysis of identitiy see Mishler (1999).
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communitarians a recognition of the role of the social in the construction of self-

identity, based on a vision "of the foundation of human society derived from

nurturance, caring attachment, and mutual interestedness" (1989:276). Friedman

contends that it is entirely possible to acknowledge the role played by social and

communal relationships in the creation of the self, whilst avoiding the path of

communitarians and accept as binding on people the moral claims made by a society

in which someone is embedded (ibid.:28l). As Frazer (1999: 1-2) comments

"Communitarian theorists tend to emphasize the communal construction of social

individuals ...A problem is that these constructive processes themselves need to be

analysed in terms of power". Accordingly, Friedman sets herself the task of retaining

"the communitarian insight about the contribution of community and social

relationships to self-identity, yet open up for critical reflection the moral particulars

imparted by those communities" (ibid.:286). To do so she turns to what she calls

"communities of choice" (ibid.:286). Choice in this instance refers to "motivations

arising out of one's own needs, desires, interests, values, and attractions, in contrast

to motivations arising from what is socially assigned, ascribed, expected, or

demanded", the key characteristic of these communities is their voluntariness

(ibid.:286). The example Friedman gives of this is friendships and urban

relationships, both of which are based "more on choice than on socially ascribed

roles, biological connections, or other non-voluntary ties" (ibid.:287). Rather than

signalling the loss of community so often associated with urbanism they in fact

demonstrate an increase in the importance of community of a different type from the

"family-neighbourhood-church-school complex" of communities of place

(ibid.:289). In such communities people may seek out norms and relationships which

may stimulate and develop their identity and self-understanding more adequately

than their community of origin. As such Friedman suggests that communities of

choice "foster not so much the constitution of subjects but their reconstitution"

(ibid.:289).

Similarly to Friedman, Phelan also argues that we need to discover "whether there

is another way to think community that is neither tragic nor totalitarian" (1996:235).
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Phelan is also sympathetic to Friedman's criticism of the focus on communities of

place or 'static' communities as the unit of analysis most often tum to when studying

community; furthermore she chooses a similarly spatially unbounded, and if not

exactly voluntary, then at least identity based 'lesbian community' as her exemplum

(1996:243). However, Phelan is critical of Friedman's 'communities of choice' on

the grounds that Friedman's theory gives too much of a one-way account of the

relationship between self and community, arguing instead that people never simply

"join communities; they become microcosms of their communities, and their

communities change with their entrance" (1996:243, emphasis in original). Instead,

Phelan forwards a theory of community which accommodates the insight of both

feminist and deconstructionist'" critiques, which unlike 'chosen communities'

"acknowledge[s] that communities are indeed locations for the
production of meaning and value, that this is a worthwhile, even
vital function in human life. However, this production is not
simply that manifestation of what we have in common (this
elusive "we ") but must be the site of questioning who "we" are
and what "we" are doing together. Rather than basing
community on what we have in common, we can only come to
community by negotiating about what we will have in common,
what we will share, and how we will share it" (1996:248). 61

I suggest that Phelan's proposal of community as process not only offers a way

around the difficulties presented by the liberal-communitarian debate discussed

above, but also offers a way of figuring, in part, the working of community in the

intentional communities studied here. As will be seen, acts of questioning and

exploration in the creation of a sense of what 'community' is and in the construction

of selves are all central to the accounts given by community members. Phelan's

60 Particularly the work of Jean-Luc Nancy (1991)

61 Phelan's conception of community as spaces of "questioning who 'we' are ... what we will have in
common, what we will share, and how we will share it" (1996:248) contains echoes of Levitas's
formulation of the utopian method which "not only allows but enjoins us to first think about where
we want to be, and then about how we might get there - depending of course on who 'we' are"
(2001a:450).

160



work remains applicable even though my communities are communities of place; for

whilst this is undeniable they are also undoubtedly, for the adult members at least,

communities of a uniquely voluntary nature, being as Sargisson notes "bodies of

people who have chosen to live together" (2000:29. my empbasisj.i" Furthermore,

Phelan's community as process, a process of questioning and negotiation leading to

the creation of new shared futures, captures an important element of how community

members felt their communities to work, as is seen here in the accounts of Deiter,

Mae, and Sandra:

... human beings are meaning seeking creatures from the moment of the
beginning of our species yeah we've engaged in activities that clearly
show that we ask the basic questions like you can put it 'Who are we?
Why are we here? Where and we going?' yeah? And um and I feel that
ahh this community at least tries to hold these questions present.
different interpretations that people have but um, yeah. (Deiter. Waves
Rest)

If you had to describe Greenways to somebody how would you describe
it?
Ah ok. Um, I suppose if I had to put it in a nutshell I would say we are a
low impact community living in some woodland. managing the woods.
um growing food. learning how to live together. learning how to make
decisions together. um. Yeah. learning how to be in community. (Mae.
Greenways)

It's not always easy having so many children or even so many people 'cos
with the number of people you've got a number of differences, opinions.
Urn, a lot a lot of effort needs to be put in to make the community work,
'cos although you might have your own ideas you've got to be able to um
adapt. (Sandra. Heydon Hall)

62 The notion of choice is discussed in Chapter 3. Furthermore, the membership processes for all
communities means that at some point a conscious and definitive choice must be made to join that
community. And the financial commitment or contribution asked of all members means that you
could no more join a community unintentionally than you could rent a flat. As discussed in Chapters
3 and 4 all communities ask for some form a financial contribution to housing. maintenance and food
- whether renting. purchasing, a mixture of these, or labour.
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Here we see then in three quite different ways, for Deiter, Mae and Sandra their

communities work as a process of negotiating and learning how to be together, as

Mae put it 'learning how to be in community'; a process in which the achievement

of community is only ever provisional and requires constant work. Community is

not conceived of as static or fixed, but is experienced here as dialogic and on-going.

This experience of community is echoed by Jo and Stefan, for whom their

communities are places of experimentation and exploration.

And I just find, it's a great kind of, it's such a cliche, but it's a great place
to learn things, not just about how to grow carrots and anything like
that ... but more about different approaches to parenting or different
approaches to dealing with particular situations ... And for me that's been
an amazing way to see a way forward with certain things and, so it's a
great kind of place to experiment with stuff like that. Go, Heydon Hall)

Here the community for me it has this quality of something new which
isn't yet defined, which is a bit awkward, which is searching itself
constantly. But there isn't any claim to be the answer here. but just to be
a place of exploring. (Stefan. Findhorn)

Whist Phelan's 'community as process' seems to capture something of the felt

reality of the working of community within the intentional communities, by viewing

community as based upon questions of "who 'we' are ... what we will have in

common, what we will share, and how we we will share it" (1996:248), that is as a

space of questioning or exploration, it also brings us to a position where individuals

and their communities can be seen as enacting a process in which an alternative

setting is established. One in which possibilities for self-fulfilment through a

reorientation of the satisfaction of need may be possible (see Leiss, 1978:38). That

is, a setting which allows an alternative social arrangement of forms of need

satisfaction to that offered by mainstream society. In view of this, these communities

can be understood as potentially transgressive spaces (Sargisson, 2000a),

representing sites for the "education of desire" (Abensour, 1973, in Thompson,

1976:97; Abensour, 1999).
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As has already been discussed, Sargisson suggests that intentional communities

constitute "transgressive utopias", spaces in which "rules can be broken and

alternative arrangements imagined and explored (conceptually and physically)"

(2000a:52; 2001: 140). Places where it is possible to think, and so to act, differently.

On these grounds intentional communities can be seen as acting as sites of the

education of desire - spaces of disassociation in which "our habitual values ...are

thrown into disarray" (Thompson, 1976:97), where a way is opened to discover how

to desire, to need, in 'better' and 'different' ways (Thompson, 1977, in Levitas,

1990: 122). Thus, sites of the education of desire "teach to desire, to desire better, to

desire more, and above all to desire in a different way" (Abensour, 1973, in

Thompson, 1976:97). Abensour's education of desire maps nicely onto the process

of the transformation of need and needing that this thesis is concerned with, and

further lends weight to the concept of intentional communities as spaces in which

people may experience a "change in the ways in which needs can be expressed and

satisfied" (Leiss, 1978: 116), where they may think "more carefully about the quality

of ... experiences that. .. [they] wish to make available" (ibid.: 138).

The remainder of this chapter will examine how needs are understood and satisfied

by looking at how they are articulated and enacted in and through communities.

Specific attention will be paid to both the role of community and the notion of

'community' itself, and what its prevalence in the narratives collected says to the

meeting of need in mainstream society.

Community as a space of and for difference

As has been examined above, communities are places which allow, or indeed

demand, an exploration of ways of living and being together. This identification of

the transgressive functioning of communities is not only central to peoples'

experiences of living in intentional communities, but for some is a reason for living

in them. Thus, the idea of intentional communities as spaces of and for difference is
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not only important theoretically, but has a real purchase within the narratives of

community/ies. When asked about their reasons for joining their community

interviewees often cited the open and experimental nature of communities as a

decisive factor in bringing them there.

I've always been interested in the integration, the synthesis, the big
picture view, the whole systems design, and urn Idon't find anywhere
else where people are at least trying to experiment with how to put the
complex puzzle of sustainability together yeah? It's it's not a model in
the sense that I think the whole world can live like people live at
Findhom but it's a socio-ecological experiment of applied sustainability,
it's people urn intentionally trying to see whether like what's needed to
actually create a sustainable culture and eh we're not, but we're trying.
And in in the learning you can learn as much from your successes as you
can from your failures. (Deiter, Findhom)

1think they [intentional communities] are a good, good example of what
you can do, and how you can be slightly more elusive to the system, you
know just not be quite as involved and not need quite as much to, as
most people need to buy just to keep themselves happy. (Thomas,
Midwood)

Well obviously we're here, you know, a big part of why we're here if not
the main part is urn to meet our needs as much as possible from the land
and from through sustainable means, so not ?? and having fossil fuel
power etcetera but doing it in a different way. In a way that's in
connection with the earth, with nature, with the elements, in a way
that's sustainable, that's based on permacuIture principles of cycles
rather than linear, urn you know outputs meeting inputs and all of this
sort of thing. And and the beauty of that and the joy of that, how that,
how we understand ourselves and how we feel the fulfilment through
that connection, joy and beauty of what's around us. (Charles,
Greenways)

Charles draws attention to an important point here; that this 'difference' need not

necessarily be orientated outwards, defining the community against wider society,

but can also relate to differences made to individuals' lives and their experience of

their sense of self. In the case of Charles, the self is (re)understood through a

practical and aesthetic relationship, or connection, with 'the earth', 'nature', 'the
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elements', whilst for Jessica and Caroline this is experienced through non-

conventional relationships with others, and the activities they involve themselves in.

In both cases this involves a transformation of at least one aspect of their lives, the

result of which is the calling forth of a differently experienced self.

Well I think I, I hoped it would give me a home, but a home in a
different sort of way from what I had had. Urn, and that I hoped I would
be able to work out with living with other people in a different way
from I had been living in a family, 'cos I'd been living in a family for
many years ... So I suppose I just thought it was a different environment
in which I could in a way er be more myself but also er discover some
other things about myself, so I guess that's what it's done (laughs).
(Jessica, Midwood)

... my life had been intellectual, and not, childrearing isn't but you know,
so far as my working life had been it had been my brain. Now it's a
question of how much can I learn hands-on, not necessarily even written
down but word of mouth ... So when I wrote in my resignation letter to
my partners you know I'm going to spend the summer milking the goats
and learning how to milk, um I really meant it, I wanted to acquire
practical skills, you know, animal, gardening, whatever. (Caroline,
Heydon Hall)

This transformation of the self will be returned to in the next chapter. However, for

now it is important to note that what is in common to all these accounts is that their

communities are structured in such a way - whether through the beliefs informing

their relationship with nature, the communal set-up, or their practical focus - as to

provide these individuals with a forum in which their selves can re-imagined, and

importantly, this re-imagining given expression in the living of their day-to-day

lives.

From these accounts we can see that communities are conceived of as allowing a

way of being not possible in life outside of community. However, it is important to

recognise not everyone interviewed described their communities as a site of social or

self-developmental alternatives. For example, for Phil moving to his community was

primarily about giving him access to a farm.
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It's the only way, it's the cheapest way of getting a farm. I've got a farm,
I call it me own, but it's not I know it's not, urn and I treat it as mine and
that what upsets people. (Phil, Heydon Hall)

Unable to fulfil his life's dream of farming in any other way, the community is a

means to this end.63 This withstanding, within all the accounts given of people's

experiences of community we see not only the desire for a space in which life can be

lived otherwise - even if this is in terms of access to an otherwise financially

unavailable lifestyle - but central to this lies an inherent critique of society as it

presently stands.

Some have suggested communities are essentially reactive (see Pepper, 1991,

2005:13), a form of escapism." However, for many interviewed in this research

membership of their community was not a reactive stance against or retreat from

society, but a positive, creative, expression of opposition to a society which inhibited

the pursuit of a meaningful way of life. As seen here with Bella, her choice to live in

an intentional community was motivated by the desire to give expression to values

63 That said, and acknowledging the tensions Phil experienced in his community alluded to in this

quote, in his account of his life there, beyond the farm he spoke of joys the community gave him in

the relationships it allowed him to have. Particularly the chance as a single older man to be involved

in the lives of the community's children.

64 This was echoed by some community members:

-But I think here in a way it's quite easy, in a way if you chose to, to shut off the rest of society

(Emma)

-There is a certain amount of escapism. (Thomas)

-Yeah, not completely but there is a certain amount, I still feel a bit of a culture shock when I go into

the supermarket now, and I've only been living here two and a half years. (Emma) (Emma and

Thomas, Midwood)
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and life choices she felt to be antithetical to mainstream society, but do so III a

positive way.

I got tired out of the peace camp you know, I just got really knackered
and burnt out I suppose putting so much energy in and being really like
anti stuff all the time. And then started to think about what I actually
wanted to be for, and I was like well if I'm anti all that stuff I want to be
for, you know, windmills and solar panels and growing your own food
and stuff. And that was sort of what Southlands was doing, so I came.
(Bella, Southlands)

In this way, her community offers her a place in which she could, along with others,

reconcile her wants and desires with her way of life. This is characteristic of a large

number of the people interviewed who shared this sentiment that intentional

communities offered them the opportunity to live in a community in which they

would be supported to positively shape their lives, to meet their needs in alternative

(often more 'green') and more meaningful ways; or indeed to allow the expression

of needs which have no chance of being met in mainstream society.f?

Here then we can begin to see how communities act to provide specific structures -

social, material, and ideological - through which members can approach, interpret

and satisfy their needs. In other words, by living in intentional communities people

place themselves in circumstances which demand the restructuring of the

satisfaction of needs. This is an important point and needs to be explored further. To

do so first the concept of need deployed in this work will be briefly revisited,

followed by an examination of the restructuring of satisfaction taking the

'simplification' of individual's lives and the idea of 'community' itself as examples.

65 As Leiss argues in modem society "wants for ever greater numbers of commodities tend to

depreciate all types of desires that are not dependent upon the consumption of things" (1978:30).
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A critical theory of need

In brief, the critical theory of need discussed in Chapter 4, taken largely from Leiss

(1978) who in tum was influenced by Marcuse, purports that social forces

simultaneously shape the experience of needs and delimit the legitimate range of

possible satisfactions. Taking Marcuse's (1964:7) argument that needs are

mechanisms of social control in his own direction, Leiss argues that social authority

in modern society is founded on economic production and the satisfaction of need,

rather than the traditional associations of privilege and/or kinship. And whilst not

benefitting everyone equally, in order to sustain the legitimacy of the system the

majority of individuals must consider that their private interests are being met, and

met through the uninterrupted growth of total social (economic) product (ibid.:4). To

sustain this system, in a market economy individuals are encouraged to orientate

their needs towards the satisfactions provided by the consumption of various

commodities (ibid.:24), "in part by neglecting all other possibilities for individual

self-fulfilment" (ibid.:38). Through this shaping of needs and satisfactions, current

social arrangements inhibit "the development of the individual's talents and

capacities for participating directly in activities that provide the means for satisfying

a wide range of needs", and in doing so prevent people from pursuing a more

autonomous existence through blocking the exercising of a meaningful level of

control in the development and satisfaction of their needs (ibid.: 117). On these

grounds (i.e. the severing of the individual from control over their needsj." both

66 This is not to suggest that individuals have direct control over their needs - a central tenent in the

critical theory of needs is that need are always culturally mediated. Rather, it points towards the fact

that in capitalist market societies the limits placed on the control individuals have over the

interpretation and satisfaction of their needs in embedded within a system of market interests. As

such society offers little alternative to the market as a way of making sense of one' s needs.
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Leiss and Marcuse call for a qualitative change in the constitution of needs, in which

"a social transformation could make possible a rich dimension of genuine

satisfaction in both labour activities and the free time of all individuals ... individuals

would forge the means for satisfying their needs" (ibid.: 115). This possibility for

progressive social change is "dependent upon identifying other spheres of activity,

apart from the consumption process, in which the sense of satisfaction and well-

being also may be grounded" (ibid.:116).

Simplification

A recurring theme in people's accounts of why they moved to an intentional

community, and why they remain there, is the desire to simplify their lives, as part of

a process ofre-evaluating their needs and wants." For Mae and Tina this desire for

simplification was part of the rejection of the conventional lives they were living, a

rejection founded in the feeling that such a life prioritised employment and

consumption practices to the detriment of values and relationships they felt to be of

more importance. For all the material 'benefits' their lives brought it failed to

provide them with the means to fulfil other desires; desires which were important

enough for them to make radical changes to their lives. For Mae and her family,

what many people would consider to be necessities - electric heating and lighting,

hot water, and domestic appliances - were experienced as unnecessary and

unwanted luxuries which demanded an investment of time and energy which took

away from areas of their lives they felt ultimately to be of more importance - a life

living with nature, and family.

67 As will be seen in Chapter 8 this is bounded up with communities' environmental ethic.
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So we had all these luxuries we didn't really want
Like what kind of?
Um washing machine, electric lighting, electric cooker, electric heating,
urn running hot water. All those things that we didn't, we weren't
appreciating and we weren't really enjoying spending all that time
paying for. Leo had to work six days a week so we didn't really have
much of a family life, and we just struggled like I think everyone does.
And and then just suddenly thought actually we just don't need all this
stuff. So I suppose that's how it happened really, just wanting to be more
permacultural and making our lives more simple, live outside more, you
know have more time for the kids as well, which, which is something we
do, 'cos we didn't have all the massive bills you have when you live in a
house. (Mae, Greenways)

Before moving out of Manchester, to a cottage and then to Hilltop Farm, both Tina

and her husband worked long hours for big salaries in the IT sector. Tina went back

to work very soon after having twins, and as she puts it "had no clue how to be a

mum" she "didn't know what they ate, didn't know what they did all day, did not

know anything" .

...all the money was going and you suddenly realised that you're sort of
compensating yourself for having this kind of rat racey life, and spending
all day in an artificially lit environment with no windows, you were like
'oh well I need a pair of shoes, I'm going to treat myself to a pair of shoes
'cos I deserve it'
Sure yeah yeah
So there was loads of money being wasted on travel and Pret A Manger
sandwiches. And we looked at the money and we suddenly realised that
actually if we wanted to have this lifestyle" that we'd seen other people
having we could do it really easily 'cos we just needed to move
somewhere cheaper. (Tina, Hilltop Farm)

68 "people living much more simply and much less money orientated because they were, I suppose

much more hippy than us initially, or because they'd taken a drop in salary to home school their

children" (Tina, Hilltop Farm)
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Like Mae, for Tina the consumption of 'luxuries', long work hours, and separation

from the natural world is placed as part of a lifestyle which was found to be

ultimately unfulfilling. For both, their lifestyles privileged the consumption of goods

and services in a way which in effect barred them from fully engaging with other

aspects of their lives, namely nature and family. In the next accounts we see the

pursuit of simplification in the context of communal living being explicitly linked to

ideas of happiness.

And ...also I had been thinking about that I didn't really need a whole
house, that I wasn't using the whole house, I didn't use my cooker or
washing machine so much, and that maybe there was, you know, was
there some other way I could live a bit more simply. But I didn't really
know, I just had these ideas that maybe I would like to do ... I also
wanted to grow our own food, urn, I wanted to live more simply and so I
was very happy to have one room, to downsize from a house. (Jessica,
Midwood).

So what do you think that people need to Jive a fulfilling life?
I think be also less greedy or wanting less material things. Um, I didn't
think, I didn't think I was particularly materialistic, I've always had jobs
where I've earned enough money to pay the bills. Urn but sort of friends,
family, people I know, sort of the more they earn the more they wanted
things and that's throughout society I I can see, you know. Ifyou have a
bit more money it will go towards getting a new computer, the latest
television, another car, or holidays in particular. And when I lived in
Edinburgh I earned quite good money, could just pay my bills, go on
holiday and that, and now I live on very little, my life's simpler, and my
life quality is much better (laughs) I feel much healthier, I feel happier.
(Maddie, Midwood)

Jessica finds happiness in the simplification brought with having less, enabled in

part through the restrictions on living space. Maddie finds the simplification of her

life brought through earning less and so consuming less gives her a sense of

wellbeing and happiness not found in her life prior to moving to Midwood. In all the

instances above it is through the structures of their intentional community that these

individuals have been able to address the dissatisfaction they felt with their lives,

and find a space in which these dissatisfactions can be expressed and addressed. For
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all, their desire to simplify their lives is tied to a rejection of consumerism,

materialism, and work culture. However, this is not a negative but rather a 'positive'

rejection, as doing so opens up creative potentialities: in their place is expressed the

desire to pursue a life centred on alternative values, such as connection with nature,

self-provision, non-consumerism, and family; all underpinned by a withdrawal from

full-time employment. This is possible in intentional communities because the

principles on which they are established and the structures through which they

function.

In all the communities in this study it was very rare for individuals to work full

time.69 Midwood had a rule that community members could only do non-communal

work on a part-time basis. Whilst other communities did not have formal rules

limiting the number of hours people could do non-communal work, they did have

expectations about the amount of community work members should do. These rules

and expectations play an important role in communities, giving them a sense of

structure and a shared goal, as expressed here by Dan.

I'm much more on the community than the farm side of things, but
when we visited communities that had no working element it gives a
different focus. That fact we work together gives us a focus that is great
and there's a lot of shared rewards there. (Dan, Heydon Hall)

However, many people in fact moved to a community so they did not have to be in

paid employment full-time. Part of the attraction of living communally was the

opportunity to engage in the immediate production of people's means of living;

whether that be growing food, repairing roofs. or handling the community's

accounts.

b9 For details of work in communities see Chapter 7.
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...I think there's some there's definitely a fulfilment that comes here
through the opportunity it provides to provide for some of your own
needs. You know, provide for some form, some degree of self-sufficiency
or self-provision, urn and that's made much easier cos that's done
communally. Um so that it is, that's great, that's really really special. Urn.
and that is an important reason for living here to some extent, and it
kind of correspondingly enables you to live fairly simply, because you
can choose to eat what you grown and yeah, shop less and those sorts of
things. 00, Heydon Hall)

This role of communal work will be returned to in Chapter 7, but for now its

importance lies in its part in the structure of community which enables the

consumption and production practices of members to be executed in an alternative

fashion, allowing for their desire for a 'simpler' life to be accommodated. But there

is more than this to the structuring of communities to provide opportunities to satisfy

needs and desires in creative ways.

We have already seen with Jessica that the limitation on space facilitated the

simplification of her life - you cannot, after all, fit the contents of an average house

into one room. Beyond this, communities provide an infrastructure of communally

shared resources which allow certain activities to be moved out of a private,

individualised realm, and into a share and communal space. For example, rather than

each community member having their own washing machine one is provided

communally; instead of each household cooking for themselves at every meal

communal eating is common in all communities (but to varying degrees, from

everyday at Midwood to roughly fortnightly at Greenways); energy is generated or

purchased by the community not the household; the maintenance of buildings and

grounds is communally organised; food is produced and/or purchased by the
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community; tools are communally brought and used; even personal items freely

shared7o:

And if you, if you ever come into your house and something's moved or
missing, you never ever think 'ahhhh somebody's been in my house!!'
You think 'oh good, somebody's borrowed that, they must have needed
it'. And everyone here's always delighted to lend, it's fantastic. Actually
when I think about that it makes me feel quite emotional because there
are some places people don't live like that do they. We forget, we just
forget how lucky we are with all that. (Carrie, Heydon Hall).

Underpinning this is the communal ownership of property, or rather communal non-

ownership." Formally, with the exception of Findhorn.f the communities were

cooperatively owned to some degree - Heydon Hall was a mixture of private

ownership of living space but cooperative ownership of the rest of the community.

Many people commented on how people found this idea of communal ownership, or

non-ownership, difficult to grasp.

It's difficult to sort of explain the legal side of it, as in it's a housing co-op
we all own it, you know, we're all part of the housing co-op but, you

70 However, this view was not universally shared. Sandra, from Heydon Hall, suggested that although

this kind of open sharing was common between some community members, who were particular

friends, it did not necessarily extend across the whole community. It also contrasts to accounts

gathered in other communities, for example Findhorn:

_... it [Findhorn] does attract a lot of users (Sam)

_We won 't lend anything out now ...we just everything got borrowed and broken (Rosa)

-They've learnt that we you know, we don't.i.its an aspect of community that isn't actually working

(Sam)

71 This sometimes was problematic, especially with regard to the up-keep of communal space, as one

communard at Heydon Hall noted whilst communal space belonged to everyone it also belonged to

no one.

72 See Descriptions of Communities in Chapter 3.
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know, if we sold it we could never profit from it, you know. The money
would have to go back in to another community building or whatever.
They [non-community people] tend to get quite confused with that.
(Emma, Midwood)

In this idea of non-ownership we can see the way in which the structure of the

community becomes integrated, or at least shapes, members' beliefs and outlooks.

Calling to mind Phelan's suggestion that people "become microcosms of their

communities" (1996:243) .

...something that's really interesting since we've come here is I've
steadily over the last two and a half years lost quite a lot of the sense of
ownership. So for example if you look at this chair and you say to me
'who owns that chair?' I don't know, I think Hilltop Farm owns it but it
could be me, don't know, doesn't matter ... the whole idea of ownership
doesn't matter, nothing matters, it only matters if you think it matters.
(Sue, Hilltop Farm)

Inher study of intentional communities Sargisson (2000a:83) also drew this out as a

defining feature, terming it "non-possessive ownership". Sargisson found non-

possessive ownership was commonly linked to ideas of custodianship, privilege, and

responsibility towards a place, in contrast to relating to it along more instrumental

lines (ibid.:86). A similar theme is found in my own research; community members

saw themselves as stewards, responsible for caring for the community whilst they

lived there; this was especially the case with Greenways, where stewardship of the

land is part of the raison d 'etre of the community. Furthermore, the relationship

between responsibility and care and the notion of non-possessive ownership is

reflected in the way these actions are framed; that is not in terms of individual

responsibility, the actor within the community is not portrayed as a separate' I', but

'we' in 'our' community.

Well it's a housing cooperative, urn we rent space in a large building. We
urn eat together, urn er every evening ...We have, the members are equal,
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I suppose, stewards of the land and the building, we're our own
landlords. (Will, Midwood)

... this is not 'your' place, this is not 'your' responsibility, it's 'our' place,
and 'our' kids, well you know what I mean, and 'our' responsibility.
(Caroline, Heydon Hall)

In a final, somewhat extreme example of the extent to which communities allow for

the 'simplification' of life we turn to Hans. Hans had been living at Findhorn for 27

years at the time of interview. Whilst living with no income for 12 years cannot be

considered common his was not the only account I encountered of people relying on

the community, or more specifically on the 'spiritual forces' associated with the

community, to provide for them when in need.

...the first 12 years that I lived here I wasn't getting paid, in part it was
my choice I was because I was the boss of this particular I was the
focaliser" in charge, director of this part of the community and we chose
to run this community on a donation basis and not paying ourselves a
regular income. If you needed something desperately you would ask the
community for the money so it was a very conscious, it was an
experiment. But I also think back to the time and I think for 12 years I
didn't get paid: I had no money, I had no savings, I had no debt, I had no
savings I had to live out of trust that my needs would be met and I can
assure you that I am one of the richest people I know. And I realised that
in those 12 years because there was very little you could take away from
me that would make a difference to my happiness. And that I had
everything that money, you know I had no lack of anything that money
could buy, of course I had to learn how to live simply you know. I had
no car, but for me that was a freedom that was cultivating the freedom of
not needing. (Hans, Findhom)

7.1 'Focaliser' is the term given to managers at Findhom. They hold responsibility for projects, but

unlike managers do not operate, in theory, in hierarchical, authority-driven way.
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In Hans's account I suggest we see expressed most clearly an example of the

'education of desire'. What Hans expresses as "cultivating the freedom of not

needing" can be interpreted not as 'not needing', but rather as learning to discover

different satisfactions to needs, satisfactions made available to him by the

community. In the context of no personal income his source of satisfaction was not

dependent on mediation by the market, but came from the trust he would be

provided for, in the relationships he had with the community. That is, from "other

spheres of activity, apart from the consumption process, in which the sense of

satisfaction and well-being also may be grounded" (Leiss, 1978: 116).

However, this creation of a context in which the satisfaction of desire can be

explored is not down to the structure of communities alone. The structuring of

communities is not enough to support the work need to radically alter the ways in

which individual's needs and desires are satisfied. Conditions which suggest a way

of being may be essential but they are not alone sufficient if they are unaccompanied

by means to support the development of matching values underpinning these

alternative behaviours. Thus, communities provide not only material, but social

opportunities to aid a reorientation of sources of satisfaction. As we have already

seen in the above quote from Sue, living in community had resulted in a weakening

of her sense of ownership of property. In a similar vein, in the following account

from Emma we see even more explicitly how it is not only the formal set-up of the

community, but the functioning of the community as a social entity, where

relationships between members are constitutive of discourses of behaviour which

works to provide a particular context for action. This, then, informs the social

framing of need satisfaction. In the case of Emma's community, Midwood, there

was a strong environmental ethos which community members drew on to guide their

values and actions.

I like living here because it's almost like Bentham's Panoptican, it's not
like that everybody is watching what you're doing and looking what
you're doing. but I feel that it keeps me in check and it keeps me doing
what I'm doing and if I lived on my own I might have been interested in
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it for about 6 months but then, you know, might have found something
else to be interested in
yeah
you know. And I really feel that here it's being reinforced everyday and
and even if I'm not having actual lessons on how to do something it's, it's
keeping me interested and it's keeping me doing it which I feel is is,
which I feel now and which I suppose I've always felt that but not really
known how to go about it, environmental issues and things. I suppose I
never really knew where to start or you know what to really do about it.
I was was aware of the issues but but living here you're kind of guided
on what what to do and what's good to do and you know ...talking to
people who share the same kind of interests, or similar interests, or ones
that you aspire to on a daily basis it really makes you get off your
backside and do it, you know. Rather than just thinking oh yeah maybe
one day that would be quite nice to do or, you know, so yeah. It's almost
like you sit and talk about it with people round the dinner table and that
gives you a good feeling, but then actually going and doing it and having
ten other adults to go and tell that you've done it you know (laughs) yay
I've done it! Is a really good feeling, you know, so it's, it's almost like the
reward is so much bigger because it's not just your own personal reward
but you sort of, you're either benefiting other people or you know, yeah,
or just from their their positive reaction reinforces yeah the feeling that
you want to do more, and you know, extend that more, you know do
something else. It's nice. (Emma, Midwood)

So then, as much as the communal arrangements of communities are vital in

enabling a reorientation of the satisfaction of needs, in establishing a space of

difference, it is the social narrative underlying communal structures which supports

and reinforces this attempt to conduct one's life alternatively (see Unger, 1998). This

focus on the role of relationships in communities will now be examined by another

means, namely through considering notions of 'community' and belonging

expressed by community members. Whilst this section focused on how the desire for

the rather nebulous concept simplification was enacted within communities, the next

section looks at how a more specific set of needs - not met in mainstream society -

are accommodated, even encouraged, within intentional communities.
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Community and belonging

The discussion of the structures of community above examined the structures which

underpin intentional communities. But what is 'community' for those who live in

intentional communities? Descriptions of 'the community' and 'community' were

often interwoven in accounts; a key site of overlap in these usages being when 'the

community' was seen as usually fulfilling, but occasionally not, notions of

'community', and conversely when mainstream society was seen as failing to

provide 'community'.

In response to the questions about what they felt was 'wrong' with society, a

common response from communards was that society had become fractured,

individualised, 'detached', 'rootless', engendering a 'loss of meaning', a loss of

connection with family, neighbours, with each other. As Lillian from Heydon Hall

notes "I think that people have become disconnected from each other, they've

become disconnected from themselves". Society instead is governed by materialism,

consumerism and self-interest, all of which is at the expense of a general concern for

each other's welfare. In short, society is characterised by a loss of 'community'.

Thus, these criticisms made of society are attached to what many people felt

'community' to be, this importantly being a version of 'community' performed in

intentional communities. As will be seen, 'community' is based on the realisation of

non-instrumental relationships, of care, and so belonging. This link between the loss

of community in society and its realisation in intentional communities is exemplified

in Glen's account, which is worth quoting at length.

Ok, this is a bit of a leap of direction of question. but what if anything do
you think is wrong with society. wider society?
The wider society ...I have a feeling that the most constructive way of
answering it is to turn the question round a little bit and say what's not
right about it. Er, and what's not right about it is some of the things that
this community's starting to do, or has done, in some cases has done for a
long time ...there are certain implicit values in everything that happens
here, and they're centred around valuing people more than things.
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They're centred around care and consideration of people because of the
connectedness that we feel and practice between each other, we feel and
behave like a connected bunch of people, we're not separate people,
we're part of a community. And we're although we each see ourselves as
independent completely sort of functioning human people, nevertheless
we are interdependent, and that interdependence is expressed in the
community that we have here ...Out in the rest of the world people are
still interdependent but it's not so visible, it's all second hand, it's partly
to do with the money culture that the way the society's set up to earn
money, and the fact that the the employment, the nature of employment
in society and the nature of the way society organises itself, um
sometimes, often elevates the earning of money into being a primary
objective at the expense of what it's being earned for. With the
community, um it's clear from the way that we behave and the things
that we do here that the underlying primary objective is each other, so
it's not a material objective. The rest of society tends to function as if it
only has material objectives, or if not just material objectives then the
acquisition of material wealth for the so call benefit of the nuclear
family. You have to actually look at that and ask yourself well, if people
are giving their entire life to the process of earning enough money to be
able to provide all these things that they assume that their family needs,
and they assume that their children need, are they really putting the
needs of their family first? Or are they simply cogs in the machine
because they're just doing what everybody else expects them to do? ..and
it's very gratifying when people come here and they see that it is actually
possible to put non-material values first, and to structure and to have a
community that actually puts that first and structures things around that.
And people think 'oh, it is possible' the weight lifts and it's obvious then
that underneath it all there's a thousands and thousands of people,
millions of people out there who want a bit of what we've got here. So I
think what's wrong with society is that there isn't enough of what we do
out there. (Glen, Heydon Hall)

These sentiments were echoed in interviews time and time again. The cause of the

breakdown of community in society was not always identified as capitalism. Here

Dan shares many of the same ideas as Glen, but identifies social and physical

mobility as a key factor in the loss of community .

...one thing that's obviously fallen apart in the Western world in
particular is the lack of extended family, and I think um that's a huge
loss and a hole that is difficult to fill, and I think that's what a place like
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this is trying to to kind of fill in - a sense of community about the people
I live with. So I don't just know my neighbours, I know my neighbours
brothers, sisters, mums, dads, aunts and uncles, and I know them ...But I
think largely speaking it's kind of gone, you know and we've got this
social mobility well we've got this physical mobility as well, we don't,
we have much smaller families and they don't live near them. So it's
kind of gone and I'm not expecting lots of people to join communities
anytime soon (laughs). (Dan, Heydon Hall)"

However, capitalism, consumerism and greed were commonly cited as factors

underlying the breakdown of community. Associated with this is the accusation that

society does not value its members, or at least only values them as means to and

ends, not as ends in themselves. Incontrast to this, intentional communities are often

presented as being founded on non-instrumental mutual valuing of their members.

As Glen stressed, and is emphasised in the quote below, members are valued for

what they are, not what they do.

And I think, I also think that um people are valued, something about
people are valued as people, for what they are rather than what they do.
Or rather kind of, not ignoring what they do but um just because
somebody works sixty hours a week on the farm or something won't
make them you know a kind of category a community member. You
know being a member of the community is much more than that, and
um and there are so many ways of contributing to the community, so
many. (Io, Heydon Hall)

74 I would not want to suggest from this Quote that Dan was critical of social and physical mobility

themselves. Coming from a working class background and being the first in his family 10 go to

university, ending up completing a PhD, Dan expressly supported the egalitarianism of social

mobility. He was not suggesting that class based discriminations should be revived, bUI he did link

nevertheless link social mobility to the decline of community in society, something he felt to be a

loss. This is a common experience of upward social mobility (see Williams, 2005).
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In my own experience of staying in intentional communities, whilst people's various

skills were certainly appreciated, it seemed that none were valued above the other.

When discussing the membership process with community members a common

remark was that even if an individual had excellent skills that would really benefit

the community, if the members felt that the person did not understand the

community and its ethos of valuing everyone on an equal basis, an essential

foundation to consensus decision making, they would not be considered for

membership. Further to this, I sometimes found the lack of recognition for the work

I carried out at the communities hard to understand. It took me sometime to realise

that a Stakhanovite effort was no more valued then a more modest one. However,

helping people in my free time, spending time listening to people, playing with the

communities' children all got me recognition, making me feel like a valued addition.

The account of Sandra, I think, really highlights the significance of these communal

relationships based on the valuing of people; of the meaning of 'community' for

community members.

It's been a huge learning curve, urn having having been a nursery nurse
for most my life, I nannied for a long time but then when I was working
in schools, as a nursery nurse you're not really anything, you're not
involved in meetings or, you just come in you do the day and then you
go home. Urn you're not included with the teacher, at least I wasn't. Urn
so it was a real shock to come here and have the meetings, urn my
opinion was asked, well, I didn't have opinions! (laughs) (Sandra,
Heydon Hall)

It was not until Sandra moved to Heydon Hall that she felt she was recognised as

having value in herself. Her account suggests that in her adult life she felt she had

occupied positions in which she was 'not really anything'. She had a no voice, no

means of recognition. The contrast of her life outside and inside of her community

was as, she says, a 'real shock'. Here then, we can maybe start to see the human

consequence of what we are talking about when we refer to valuing people for
themselves.
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Care

Another central ideal in the understanding of 'community' found in communities is

relationships based on care. Again, this was key to Glen's description of Heydon

Hall and his articulation of 'community', where community relationships are

"centred around care ...because of the connectedness that we feel and practice

between each other". Care, in this context, (as an extension of equal valuing) is

expressed abstractly as 'shared humanity', that is a generalised openness to an

awareness of the situation of others in community; and more concretely in the

actions ensuing from this - helping people when they are unwell, listening to each

other, helping with childcare, as Dan puts it 'looking out for each other'.

"And there's a lot oflove and a lot of trust, people look out for each other
and people know each other's business, which of course can be a
downside as well, but I like that. People, people look out for each other
and they care for each other here, urn and I think that's just great." (Dan,
Heydon Hall)

People here are quite, I mean it's not always, but people here are quite,
we're generally quite caring for each other, and I think sometimes, you
know, the shared humanity's quite nice, looking after the kids are great,
or people if they're sick or something, you know it's just I think it's just
lovely to see that as well, er although it's not always evident, or it's not
always apparent depending what frame of mind you might be in. (Will,
Midwood)

These notions of caring are predicated upon an on-going and continuous

involvement in the lives of other community members. It is worked into the network

of daily interactions that make up the minutiae of community life. As such, acts of

care are typically mundane, as demonstrated by Alison, and yet central to the

performance of community .

...and people anyone can help, you know, I mean ok I'm elderly but I've
got a reasonable computer and if it goes wrong I call David and David
comes and does it for me and in return I make him puddings. 'cos he's

183



not supposed to have puddings during the week but I make him
puddings
(/ laugh)
and so we have a (laughing) reciprocal arrangement like that. And you
know if my bike breaks down one of the boys mends it for me. (Alison,
Heydon Hall)

As seen in the quote from Dan above, these relations of care underpinning the

community are not experienced as unproblematic. That these relationships

necessitate such embeddedness in the lives of others results in feelings of tension

between feeling supported and cared for, and observed and invaded.

Ok, so what are the greatest pleasures about living here?
... I think so you do feel supported by other people. You know it's a
funny mixture of feeling too observed and feeling like you're in a
goldfish bowl sometimes, and you know you can't go anywhere without
someone saying 'oh what are you doing today?' or you just want
complete silence and you don't want to say anything to anybody ...And
you've got a way of off loading things as well, and you do it for other
people. And just sort of the help that people will give each other round
here, I think it's, well it's just that side of community that people idealise
actually and can be achievable. (Henrietta, Heydon Hall)"

Belonging

The third element of 'community' emerging from the interviews is belonging. For

many 'community' invoked a sense of belonging which translated in people's

experience of their intentional community as belonging both to a specific group, to a

community, and from that a feeling "of being a part of something human that's

bigger than yourself' (Jo, Heydon Hall). For Anastasia, Emma and Thomas this

75 Brent (2009:211) makes the distinction between "community as an illusory idea, never to be

achieved and as an illusory practice, not to be achieved under present circumstances".
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sense of belonging that their community conferred on them was experienced as

contrasting to the instability which they felt characterised mainstream society.

Urn, I like feeling a part of a community I guess because I've led quite a
rootless life that's also really important to me, urn even if you go away
for a bit and come back there's still, somehow it's I still feel held by the
place and the people. (Anastasia, Findhom)

So, in terms of living here, how does, how does living here kind of help
meet some of the needs that that people have, that you have?
Don't know 'cos it's not very warm here (we laugh) (Emma)
I don't really have that many needs really, couple of things other than
warmth, shelter, food, friends, tools and beer (Thomas)
(laughs) I think it because of the shared values and ethics that you do
have a sense of belonging and a sense of stability. I think society's so
fluid these days, it's it's quite difficult, I think that's where people do
find it difficult to find somewhere where they belong. There's so many
subgroups and (Emma)
there isn't anything left is there, there isn't anything, or you can't find,
there's not as many places where you can find a space to actually fit into
something you belong to. You're in your council flat ten stories up with
a window box (Thomas) (Emma and Thomas, Midwood)

What this picture of 'community' and intentional communities highlights is the

contrast that members see between the lives they live in their communities, and the

lives that the majority of people live in mainstream society. Their communities are

believed to fill some of the 'holes' in the social fabric of society through performing

a version of 'community' founded upon, most significantly, non-instrumental

relationships, care, and belonging. The implications we can draw from this is that,

like the desire for simplification, the need for the types of interpersonal relationship

explored above cannot be satisfied for those I encountered, or at least not

adequately, outside of communal living. Conversely, a society which encourages the

satisfaction of need through the lens of the market cannot provide satisfaction of

needs and desires which speak to a completely different realm of human experience.
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As Bauman comments "society is market society; we are all in and on the market,

simultaneously customers and commodities. No wonder that the use/consumption of

human relations .... catches up, and fast, with the pattern of car use/consumption,

imitating the cycle that starts from purchase and ends with waste disposal"

(2004:91). Bauman, highlighting the deep pervasiveness of the logic of market

relations, points to the fragility of human relationships in today's society. The

novelty and provisionality of the consumption of 'goods' in the market apply now to

persons and relationships, relationships exist in a state of '''until further notice?'

(ibid.:92). The consequence of this provisionality of relationships is the lurking fear

of "being left alone, helpless and hapless. We fear being denied company, loving

hearts, and helping hands ... What we miss most is the certainty that all this won't

happen - not to us" (ibid.:93). Bauman suggests we have turned to new

communication technologies to stave off these fears. However, rather than

facilitating relationships these technologies have come to colonize the space once

occupied by human relationships (ibid.94). Hargreaves (2003 in Bauman, 2004:94)

suggests that "emotions are extracted from this time-starved world of shrinking

relationships and reinvested in consumable things", encouraged by the market. We

are promised to have our desires fulfilled, however, as Bauman notes "the hunger

they promise to satiate won't go away" (ibid.). This critique is reflected by Eve.

... you can buy yourself independence, you don't need you don't need
anyone else really, you can be in your own, in your room you know you
have your computer your your, what's it called face facebook or
something and you think you are in contact with the whole world, and
you've got so many, it's just all a bit yeah distorted. And I think yes and
and and very egoistic you know. (Eve, Midwood)

Indeed, this is Leiss's (1978) point: that the meeting of needs through the

consumption of market-provided goods results not in the meeting of needs but in the

perceived proliferation of needs, the fracturing of needs, in response to ever

changing sea of possible satisfactions. And whilst certain needs maybe met through

the market, "Human beings may have been recycled into consumables, but
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consumables cannot be made into humans. Not into the kinds of humans that inspire

our desperate search for roots, kinship, friendship and love - not humans one could

identify with" (Bauman, ibid., emphasis in original).

In this chapter I have argued that the findings from my analysis suggest that

intentional communities can be considered to constitute spaces of difference, and in

so doing provide novel social and institutional arrangements through which

individuals can negotiate both the composition and satisfaction of their needs in

ways either prohibitively difficult, or impossible to do in mainstream society. The

self plays an important place in this process, as we have already seen in our brief

look at the transformation of the self in intentional communities. This will now be

examined in its own right.
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Chapter 6: The Self and Children in Community

Walking to the beach

The self in many ways is central to this research. Theoretically, a concern with the

fate of the self lies at the heart of Marcuse's work, and so informs the focus of this

research. As Levitas comments, Marcuse addresses his critique of society at both the

political and psychological level "in terms of the transformation of needs, wants, and

desires: his new reality principle demands the end of introjected compulsions to

consumption and domination. Such claims are directly concerned with ... the

transformation of self and the imagination of ourselves otherwise" (2008 :26,

emphasis added). Practically, the self was a strong theme to emerge out of the

analysis of my data. This is hardly surprising if we consider the findings of the last
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chapter - that communities act a space of and for difference. In electing to inhabit

this different space, a space in which people feel their needs and desire to be more

properly met, questions of desires, meanings and ideals such as "what do I want,

what do I value, what matters to me, what kind of person do I want to be, what is the

point of my being here, who am I really?" (Weir, 2009:536), that is a questioning of

self, is an unavoidable part of the process.

The intention of this chapter is to expand upon the arguments presented in Chapter

5. There it was suggested that intentional communities are places which allow, or

indeed demand, an exploration of alternative ways of living and being together,

through the creation of a space of and for difference. Such a space is achieved

through the provision of social, material, and ideological structures through which

members can articulate and satisfy needs and desires in ways unavailable to them in

mainstream society, and, importantly, in ways which integrate their beliefs and

desires into the performance of their daily lives. On these grounds it was argued that

by living in intentional communities individuals place themselves in circumstances

which call for the restructuring of the satisfaction of needs; and as a facet of this

process, it was suggested that communities are structured in such a way as to

provide individuals with a forum in which their selves can be re-imagined. Drawing

on the work.of Unger (1998,2007) this point will be further examined and expanded

upon, turning to Taylor (1989) for a theory of 'the self.

It is worth noting that this depiction of the self as constantly engaged in a process of

questioning in response to changing institutional arrangements bears some

resemblances to Giddens's "reflexive project of the self' (l991:5). Giddens argues

that:

"Each of us not only 'has', but lives a biography reflexively
organised in terms of flows of social and psychological
information about possible ways of life. Modernity is a post-
traditional order, in which the question, 'How shall J live?' has
to be answered in day-to-day decisions about how to behave,
what to wear and what to eat - and many other things - as well
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as interpreted within the temporal unfolding of self-identity"
(Giddens, 1991:14).

However, I suggest a very different understanding of the self is employed in this

work. Firstly, as Levitas notes "The stories we tell ourselves about who we are, how

we have come to be so, and what our options are for the future are not necessarily

Iiberatory ... These are modes of imagining that are not... utopian, for they offer us

only a more comfortable fit between our disciplined selves and the demands and

satisfactions offered by the world we currently inhabit" (2008:26-7). In other words,

the reflexive self posited by Giddens works to deny possibility of a liberatory

transformation of the self, a self developed in a relation of critique to dominant

social formations. A possible reason for this, and another point on which it differs

from the notion of self employed here, is that his reflexivity suggests that "We are,

not what we are, but what we make ourselves" (1991 in Skeggs, 2004:54). Skeggs

argues that such reflexivity is constituted by "a destabilization of the significance of

structural forms of determination" (ibid.), that is a self detached from structure.

Adkins (2000, in Skeggs, ibid.:55) goes on to suggest that this (conceptual) severing

of agency from structure, far from representing a transformation of self, in fact

blocks such a transformation through obscuring the still existing constraints of

inequitable social relations. The self employed in this work is firmly situated in its

social context: "we are only ourselves through our connections: to others, to goods,

to ourselves" (Weir, 2009:541). Furthermore, and expanding on this last point, the

self employed by Giddens is the classic liberal, a pre-existing, self. In contrast, the

self understood here is a social self, in which the question "'Who am I?' is always

and necessarily linked to the question 'Who are we?'" (ibid.:538). Indeed, as Weir

suggest in her interpretation of the work of Taylor, "there is no I without we"

(ibid.:540, emphasis added).

As has been discussed, understandings of selthood have become increasingly central

to theorising community. The argument made in Chapter 5 drew in particular on the

work of Friedman (1989) and Phelan (1996), both of who offered a feminist

understanding of a 'social self which attempts to recognise the role of the social in
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the construction of self-identity, whilst avoiding the conservatism of

communitarianism. This notion of a social self is not unique to Friedman and

Phelan: Taylor's depiction of the self captures the same fundamental ideas,

suggesting we "are not selves in the way that we are organisms, or we don't have

selves in the way we have hearts and livers. We are living beings with these organs

quite independently of our self-understandings or interpretations, or the meanings

things have for us. But we are only our selves insofar as we move in a certain space

of questions" (1989:34). Just as in Phelan's (1996) 'community as process'

community was depicted as dialogic and on-going, so for Taylor the (social) self is

an on-going project, "engaged in a process of 'becoming' as it centres itself not

simply with who we are but where we are going and where we have come from"

(Fraser, 2003:761), as well as being essentially dialogic in nature:

"Taylor argues that we are essentially dialogical beings. We
define our identities through relationships with (and struggles
against) others - and ourselves. And we define ourselves always
in linguistic and cultural contexts of meaning....the self to which
we are related is. to its core. a dialogical self, dependent on
dialogue. on relations of recognition and misrecognition with
others. on background meanings and languages and always on a
process of change through dialogue. the relationship and
interaction with others and with the world. Far from discovering
a true self in isolationfrom society. we can only be ourselves and
relate to ourselves through embeddedness in communities and
background horizons of meaning" (Weir. 2009:538).

The self then is not comprehensible beyond the social context in which people live,

that is, outside of the relationships in which it is experienced and understood, is

created (Elliott, 2008:12). This conception of self is crucial for the argument made

here. For the transformation of need discussed in Chapter 5 the institutional

structuring of communities alone is not sufficient to support the work required to

radically alter the ways in which individual's needs and desires are satisfied.

Conditions which encourage a particular way of living may be necessary but they

are not alone sufficient; as Levitas (2008:56) notes, a changed world demands a

changed subjectivity. Indeed, as has already been examined in Chapter 5, intentional

communities provide a space - ideological and material - which creates a forum in
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which members' selves can be re-imagined, can undergo a degree of transformation,

and this different self realised through people's day-to-day lives. The concept of a

social self is, therefore, theoretically necessary for its articulation of the idea that, as

Phelan puts it, "people become microcosms of their communities, and their

communities change with their entrance" (1996:243, emphasis in original), however,

this theoretical fit would be meaningless if it did not also reflect the experience of

self within the intentional communities. To again quote Weir (2009:538) the notion

that "we can only be ourselves and relate to ourselves through embeddedness in

communities and background horizons of meaning" is reflected, in various ways, in

the accounts gathered in this research. As we will see, individuals join communities

to allow the re-imagining and flourishing of certain aspects of their selves, or they

find that living in intentional communities forces an alternative experience of self

upon them. In all cases the transformed self, and its experience and expression, is

shaped by the unique way in which the intentional communities are materially

organised, and the beliefs and values underlying this organisation.

In his work on democratic experimentalism, or transformative politics, Unger too

makes the link between the organisation of social institutions and the possible selves

facilitated. At the centre of his work lies a focus on the transformation of the self,

arguing that trans formative politics must "hold up the image of a reordered world in

which people acquire different identities and interests as they seek to satisfy more

fully the interests, and live out more fully the identities, they now recognize as

theirs" (1998:260). This reordered world is to be achieved "in large part, by

enriching the institutional possibilities ... [it is] by pushing them in one direction

rather than another, that we make them - and therefore ourselves - into one thing

rather than another" (1998: 17). Here then, social change comes about through

changes at the level of the institution' and the individual; as social institutions are

made and re-made, so too is the self.
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The self experienced and transformed

How then does life in intentional communities influence the experience of the self?

It will be suggested that there are two main ways in which talk about self-

transformation appears in the data - that intentional communities permit a different

experience of the self and a re-imagining of the self. These are obviously not

discrete, after all a different experience of the self will most likely result in new re-

imaginings. As Markus and Nurius stress in their concept of 'possible selves',

people are free to create any possible, or re-imagined, self, however "the pool of

possible selves derives from the categories made salient by the individual's

particular sociocultural and historical context" (1986:954). Thus, whilst the idea of

possible selves reveals the inventiveness of the construction of the self, it also

highlights to extent to which this inventiveness is bounded by the social context

which people inhabit (ibid.). As such, a new experience of the self, derived from

living in intentional communities, creates a new context, both intimate and social,

allowing new possibilities for the self to be re-imagined. The distinction is, then, one

of emphasis and is made on the grounds that one aspect rather than the other was

often focused on by communards. For those for whom a different relationship with

their self was a conscious motivation for living in community it was the re-

imagination of the self that is foremost in their narratives; whilst for those for whom

the self was not a conscious aspect of their choice to live communally, it was the

different experience of self that featured most prominently in their accounts.

Experiences of self

In Chapter 5 we saw how the space for difference created within intentional

communities is not only orientated outwards, but also relates to differences made to

individuals' experience of their selves. In the three cases examined (Charles, Jessica

and Caroline) their communities allowed for a novel experience of self- a self at one

with nature, a self engaged in new relationships, a self practically focused. For each

of these individuals the chance to pursue an exploration of their selves was a
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significant factor in bringing them to an intentional community. For Charles it was

the opportunity to align his longstanding values with his mode of living, allowing

him to develop his self and spiritual practice. Both Caroline and Jessica came to

their communities in the search of something new after the end of particular phases

in their lives: for Jessica this was divorce and retirement, for Caroline retirement and

her children leaving home. Both shared the desire of wanting to be in a place in

which they could, amongst other things, finally focus on themselves. However, this

desire to develop the self as part of communal living was not common to all

communards. For some the ways in which communal living confronts aspects of the

self was one of the most difficult features of living in their community, as Dan from

Heydon Hall commented: "I've found I'm not half the person I thought I was before

I moved in. That's a common cry as well I think". For many, living communally

forced a confrontation with aspects of their selves, but this confrontation occurred

not in dramatic episodes of self discovery or during heated conflict with other

community members, but during the routine and mundane rhythms of community

life:

I think before I came here I wasn't really willing to look too deeply
inside myself at some of my ways of behaving, and I think this place
really encourages people to kind of take a really hard look at how they're
behaving, how they're living.
How does it do that?
It's like living, I mean I find it a bit like mirrors [... ] and there's so many
of them, there's so many people here that somehow I I, I just yeah, I just
feel like things I do or say are somehow mirrored to me urn, and I
become aware of them like that. It might even be something as simple as
not feeling like being in charge of a washing up crew, or something like
that like, not one hundred percent, and then kind of really looking at
why is that [... J Whereas I may have ignored that before and just kind of
gone 'ok'. (Anastasia, Findhom)

Um so I guess you're learning skills outside yourself but also about
yourself?
All the time, I'm learning about myself all the time. Because you're quite
challenged here urn you need to look at yourself, how you're doing
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things, maybe for the first time in my life (laughs) Because I lived on my
own or in a small family, nuclear family, and you just do things very
often without thinking, people get used, your family get used to it and
accept it, 'cos you're family that's what you do. And coming here, you
know, I do things my way, you know, I fold things a different way, I
clear things away a different way, J used different ingredients for
cooking something. And some, very often, things get queried, you know,
'why are you doing it like that?' You know 'cos people are also used to
doing things in a certain way, and so if you do things differently it's
being queried. And then you can become quite defensive, because you've
always done it in a certain way, you know how you sort, maybe also how
you approach people, you know, your style of yeah approaching people
and that. So it is people ask a lot why are you doing it like that. And so
you think why am I doing it like that? It's something you normally don't
think about [... ] And here so I feel constantly, constantly challenged.
(Maddie, Midwood)

As seen here for Anastasia and Maddie the carrying out of everyday tasks within

their community, and doing so through negotiating relationships with other

community members, results in profound questioning and examination of intimate

aspects of the self. For Anastasia the feelings engendered by responsibilities that

come with living in community prompt self-reflexivity; in the opening up everyday

domestic and relational tasks to communal view Maddie fmds she is required to stop

and examine her actions and interactions, aspects of herself previous unquestioned.

Both experience this as one the primary challenges of communal living, noting that

it is only in this context that such self examination becomes necessary. In Anastasia

and Maddie's accounts we see the somewhat counterintuitive idea that in living

amongst other people in the close relationships found in intentional communities, the

self rather than being lost is in fact made inescapable. Anastasia makes reference to

her community acting like a 'mirror'; this was a common analogy, emphasising the

way in which the self in community cannot go unexamined. Dan gives a similar

account:

I don't always feel good about myself here [... j It's a challenge to live
here, because er you can't just shut the door, and everyone knows your
business. There's a phrase that's often said here, it's like having a mirror
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held up in front of you, urn. I thought I was all sorts of interesting things
before I moved here, now I'm not (laughing). And I've seen myself and
actually I'm a much weaker and less capable of doing things than I
thought I was, and much less er socially minded, socialist kind of caring
and giving, much less giving. And you really see how giving you are here
(laughing) 'cos you notice it. Urn, and that's can, that's challenging, you
know. You see yourself as you really are, and it's not great a lot of the
time. And that's a bit of a swallow. (Dan. Heydon Hall)

However, for Dan rather than being confronted by previously unexamined aspects of

his self, it is his preconceptions that he fmds disrupted by living communally.

Demands made by the community expose the limits of certain parts of his self, and

in doing so create new realities of the self, emerging from its position within the

institutional setting of the intentional community. Even in light of the discomfort

that these challenges cause, Dan remains positive about the new relationship with

the self generated by communal living.

But I think ultimately it's really good. it's really good. 'Cos then if you're
asking other people to accept you for your for all your blemishes, and
and the quid pro quo is you must therefore accept them.
I guess itmust help you become a slightly more rounded person.
I would, I would say that people generally speaking, when it works for
them here, it helps exactly. (Dan. Heydon Hall)

Whether or not this experience of the self is positive or not is open to debate. What

matters in this instance is the way in which it illustrates the relationship between the

types of institutions people inhabit and the change in self this precipitates. For Dan,

Maddie and Anastasia it is through involvement in the everyday fabric of their

communities that a new experience of self is shaped and enacted. For Charles and

Mae it is the decision making process of their community, based on consensus,

which they cite as the key factor in necessitating a change in the relationship with

the self.
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You seem kind of really together as a community here, how have you
achieved that?
Oh wow, urn ok [... J well we're a consensus decision making group so
we're non-hierarchical, so that's the foundation. And um you know
we've had our ups and downs as you do, um. The thing with any
community of that nature is being based on love and communication and
honesty, they're the really key aspects. And an awareness, having a
certain awareness really, for a community to work well it requires a
certain level of awareness of urn what your stuff is really and how
everything is a mirror. Everything going around us is a mirror of what's
going on inside us really. Urn, understanding that and therefore not
projecting your stuff on other people or at least
Knowing
Knowing that that is our tendency as human beings in a sort of
unconscious way. (Charles, Greenways)

As seen here, for Charles consensual decision making is the foundation of his

community. This relies on community members engaging with a particular kind of

self, and practicing a particular kind of self-reflexivity to sustain it. Turning to Mae,

in response to my concerns about people not really feeling able to express their

opinions during consensus decision making, she suggests any feelings of inability to

engage fully in the process highlights the need to 'work on the self, suggesting a

failure on the part of the individual to cultivate a self appropriate to the community.

If you're really strong about something then it's really important that we
all value our view points as well. And I guess that's come up before,
maybe you know, but I suppose if you're that way inclined then that
way of making decisions isn't for you, or maybe you need to do a bit of
work on yourself. (Mae, Greenways)

Here again we see how the institutional apparatuses of intentional communities

necessitate a change in the subjectivity of its members. I am not suggesting,

however, that intentional communities act like Goffman's (1961) total institutions in

the colonizing of the internal life of their members. As Unger stresses although

institutions "help make us who we are, there is always more in us than there is in

them" (Unger, 1998:260). Rather, the suggestion is that through the "intimation of a
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different world ... we would become (slightly) different people, with (slightly)

revised understandings of our interests and ideals" (ibid.: 12). That is, the

transformation of self enabled in intentional communities is not a total overhaul of

the self, nor does it amount to the hijacking of agency and autonomy; rather it is akin

to a reorientation of the self, or at least of particular aspects of it.

Transforming the self

As suggested above, for some, the self-transfonnative potential of intentional

communities has already been identified, and this often formed part of the

motivation for choosing to live communally. For example, Glen from Heydon Hall

initially had serious reservations about moving to an intentional community, it being

his wife Caroline who discovered the community, and "fell in love" with it.

However, he felt that if nothing else, living at Heydon Hall would help him to

develop his understanding of people and of himself, so

"... although Iwasn't completely onboard with the idea of moving here,
but Icould see right from the beginning that it did offer that possibility,
and that was one of the other reasons why Ithough, from a personal
point of view, it was worth pursuing." (Glen, Heydon Hall)

We have already seen how for Caroline the move to Heydon Hall allowed her to re-

imagine herself away from her role as a barrister and into her role as a community

member involved in the running of the communal farm. However, this re-imagining

was more extensive than just an occupationally based re-definition of self, extending

into how she views herself as a social being, relationally situated with others in her

life.

So when you moved here what did you hope that it would give you?
Completely different urn [... j personally I wanted my life to change
track. Um there were a whole loads of things, some of this sound
highfalutin just 'cos I'm, you know, looking for the right words, UIn.
There were a load of things that I've just not done in my life. You got
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from school to uni to work, find you know a partner finds you, you raise
a fantastic family, but you actually go head down in an either studying or
supporting role for, you know. And you've had a sort of about, your first
25 years are studying and growing up, and your next 25 years are
nurturing mainly, and then you think right next 25 years I'm going to
pay a little bit of attention to me, you know hi! Yeah! Urn and I felt that
this place had huge 'me' potential (laughs), urn things that, personal
development, being about to relate to people, having a friendship
network. Glen said that the thing about moving here was that I got a life,
and I think to an extent he's right. I'd had one girlfriend, we'd had kids
roughly the same age, in fact we shared a minder, and she moved when
my lad was four. And you think I moved in here when he was about 24
you begin to realised that I'd had quite a long period of relative social
isolation. Glen had a lot of friends through work and other stuff that he
did, and I. you know. basically ploughed a straight line. So a friendship
network, I'm not saying you know close buddies but a sort of a
friendship and an associateship network. (Caroline. Heydon Hall)

In focusing on herself, harnessing the "me potential" of the community, Caroline is

able to resource a transformed self in which her priorities lie in the realisation of a

new relationship with herself and with those around her. For Caroline, it seems that

by focusing on herself she is able to create and sustain more expansive and fulfilling

relationships with others. In this instance, a turn towards the self then does not

indicate a withdrawal into the self, nor an abstraction of the self from social

relationships, but a differently embedded self. This has interesting resonances with

Unger's proposal that within an alternative social setting, in which people act to

attain "different identities and interests", there is an appeal "from a narrower to a

broader view of self-interest, and then from self-interest to self-respect, and then

from self-respect to the hope of becoming bigger and more connected at the same

time" (1998:260, emphasis added). This notion of a bigger and more connected self

calls back into mind the relationships of care found in intentional communities based

in a 'shared humanity', a generalised openness to an awareness of the situation of

others. This reinforces the suggestion that intentional communities not only

constitute the creation of a space in which the self can be re-imagined, can be

transformed, but this re-imagining actualised through communal relationships. As

seen above, intentional communities do more than just allow, they encourage a focus
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on the self through these relationships, relationships established within and acted

through the institutions of the community. This serves to both further embed the

individual within their community and in doing so garner them with the freedom to

work towards a newly imagined self.

This freedom to develop an alternative expression of the self was central to the

account of Hans from Findhorn. All those interviewed at Findhorn linked the self to

spiritual practice and development. This is unsurprising given that Findhorn is a

spiritually focused community, committed to "unfold a new human consciousness"

(Findhom Foundation) through self-discovery courses, meditation, chanting, dance,

and a myriad of other New Age spiritual techniques. What is particular about Hans's

accounts is he identifies the role of the community in enabling a re-imagining of the

self beyond its role as vessel for spiritual development. Hans suggests that the

integration of production and play in his intentional community enables the cohesive

expression of multiple aspects of himself. He is not forced into adopting one primary

identity through which his social relationships are from then on mediated.

I'd been in communities, in and out of communities for, I'd lived in a
community as well but we were all having our regular jobs. And when I
when I lived in Germany, urn so we all went and did our different jobs
you know, and every night then we'd meet in the evening at home and
ah it was still very unintegrated. I was involved in the environmental
movement, there was one person there who was teaching meditation,
there was another person there who was, you know, so aU these different
'mes', I was a forester you know, and some people only knew me as 'that'
or only knew me as 'that'. Whereas here people see me in my garden
garb as I have it now and tomorrow I might be walking around all in
white and doing a meditation retreat
So people get to see you
So all these different aspects of you, you know. It can aUbe and uh you
don't have to sell out one for the other or you know there's a chance of
you being more of a whole human being. So that was my intention and
that's what kind of kind of brought me here. (Hans, Findhorn)
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Like Caroline, living in community allows Hans to embed himself in communal

relations in a way which aids the flourishing of an intended self. Whereas for

Caroline this was orientated towards a construction of particular kind of sociality

lacking in her life prior to moving to the community, for Hans, it is orientated

towards what he characterises as being "more of a whole human being", that is

having the multiple aspects of himself recognised by others.

In looking at how intentional communities require a new experience of self, and

allow its re-imagining, we begin to see how if, as Taylor suggests "we are only our

selves insofar as we move in a certain space of questions" (1989:34), in constituting

an alternative space and asking different questions, intentional communities can be

seen as making the experience of alternative selves a reality. That is, they both

oblige and resource new subjectivities.

As mentioned at the start of the chapter, the idea of new subjectivities is

foundational to Marcuse' s work - a change in needs and wants is predicated upon

"all present subjective and objective potentialities of development. .. [being]

unbound" (Marcuse, 1968:193). However, whilst the subjectivities in the cases

discussed above may be new, are they indicative of the transformation of self

Marcuse was calling for? It is arguable that the new experiences and re-imaginings

of self discussed in this and the previous chapter fall short of this kind of radical

change in subjectivity. Beyond statements like the one just quoted and maintaining

that the transformed self would be qualitatively different (1956: 105, 1964:14),

Marcuse does not discuss how a transformed self might be experienced. However, it

may be possible to find glimmers of a Marcusian transformation in Franzi's account

of her experience of self at Findhorn. Franzi had been at Findhorn for a couple of

years when a chance meeting at a Five Rhythms Dance class paved the way for a

fundamental change in her experience of self. As a result of this meeting she took up

trapeze lessons, which then led her to become involved in theatre performances in

the community, later performing her own solo pieces on the trapeze both within

Findhorn and the wider community. Franzi felt this was a significant incident in her
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life, marking a point of departure from one way of being and relating to the world

and the start of another:

I would say my whole worldview and also human being picture ah has
changed completely from focusing on the outwards impression and
trying to put people into boxes and identifying myself with the white
coat urn [...] And yeah, I found oh I can do this, it was really incredible
and um and I really enjoyed it you know (laughs). So it took apart
completely my identity box yeah with this is me homeopath doctor, hm
and
And this is what 1can do and this is what 1can't do?
Yeah exactly, and this ismy life, and oh here we go, complete different
being. (Franzi, Findhom )

Here then, we see that for Franzi learning the trapeze offers her the chance to

become a "completely different being". It acts to disrupt previously encountered

limits on possible ways of being, and opens new horizons of experience, and in

doing so fundamentally transforms her conception of self and others. Furthermore,

her trapeze work allows her to experience a new sense of self-embodiment, not just

the pure physicality of being upon the trapeze - in the pain of practice, or in the

beauty of performing outside: "hanging in a tree upside down and the sun shining

through the leaves and the needles, and so it just brought so much beauty into my

life." It allows her to embody a new self, one which reflects her spirituality "on the

trapeze I mostly perform and as a nature spirit. And this, it's funny, embodying a

nature spirit makes me feel more my true self, it's a funny experience yeah." Itmay

seem extraordinary that performing on the trapeze should have such a significant

impact on the self, but this is the account that Franzi gives: one of a thoroughgoing

transformation. However, whilst I have suggested that within Franzi's narrative

glimmers of a Marcusian transformation of self can be seen - a qualitatively different

self, experienced and embodied anew - any suggestion further to this cannot be

maintained. In Marcuse's terms a fully realised transformation of the self would

constitute an "essentially new historical Subject", possible only in a society free

from all domination, indoctrination, and repression (l964:256). So as meaningful
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and transformative as her experience may be, it cannot lift her out of her historical,

material, circumstances; it does not revolutionise the world that she, and we, live in.

So, whilst intentional communities are transgressive utopias (Sargisson, 2000a), are

spaces of difference, they are only such because of their context within mainstream

society. For a Marcusian transformation of self all present society must be

transgressed, islands of difference within it are not enough.

However, if a Marcusian transformation of self is not in evidence in the intentional

communities it is not to suggest, in light of all that has been discussed above, that

there were not significant changes in individuals' selves. As has been seen there

have been profound changes, indeed transformations, through the re-experiencing

and re-imagination of self within community. Remaining true to the argument made

here so far - that possible selves are intimately tied to the institutions they inhabit -

a radical transformation of self is not to be expected. Although, as set out in

Chapters 3 and 5, intentional communities are very 'different' places, they do not

exist in total geographical or social isolation from the rest of society. Members of

communities often still work outside of the community, they have friends and family

outside of the community, they sing in choirs, play in bands, go to churches, go to

the pub, and play sports. Rather than the transformation of self depicted by Marcuse,

what is more universally evident is the kind of transformation of self we find in

Unger, where in the "intimation of a different world ... we would become (slightly)

different people, with (slightly) revised understandings of our interests and ideals"

(1998: 12). That is, by offering a space for a different way of being, institutionally

and individually, intentional communities do not sustain a "new historical Subject",

but rather, and no less profoundly, they demand a transformation of the self through

alternative experiences and re-imaginings of self; constituting a reorientation of the

self towards different ways of being, within and without, in the world.

In inviting people to reflect upon themselves as Italked with them, both in and out

of interviews, people often spoke about their childhood. Many communards had
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grown up in the countryside, or with parents with allotments, and many individuals

commented on how their community was reminiscent of that period of their lives:

Certain smells, I like cleaning out the chickens, and everyone goes
'bleugh', but because we had chickens when I was a child the smell of
the chickens, it's funny, it takes me, those things are so powerful aren't
they.
Yeah
... And you know that childhood being hot and sticky and scratchy on
your legs, and the smell of the hay, and you know. That, for me when
we first got back here all of those memories come back, and seeing my
mum and dad sitting there kind of podding peas, and always saying 'this
is the life'. You know so those were messages I got from my own
childhood, this is the life. (Carrie, Heydon Hall)

This sense of familiarity with the lifestyle offered by communities was echoed by

others, and was something I strongly experienced myself. We will now turn to

explore the idea of childhood in more detail, focusing on the hopes and aspirations

adults have for the selves of children within their communities.

Children and Childhood

As discussed in Chapter Two intentional communities have often been considered

as, in some sense, utopian projects, constituting what Sargisson (2000a:2) terms

"transgressive utopias". As noted by Kraftl (2009:70), childhood and utopia have

rarely been analysed together, despite the fact that both share a common focus on

ideas of innocence, purity, creativity, play, and community. It has tended to be only

in education studies or dystopias of childhoods threatened by social ills, such as

crime and obesity, that they have been linked (ibid.), Possibly as an outcome of this

exception of children from utopian studies, or maybe for reasons such as the
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assumed ethical complexity of researching children 76, children and childhood has

also been largely omitted from those researching intentional communities (Maxey,

2004; Sargisson and Sargent, 2004; Sargisson, 2009a).

Research into the countryside and rural communities has also been criticised for

overlooking children (Matthews et al, 2000). However, within this field, and

childhood studies more widely, there has been a movement towards recognising the

agency of children, reflecting their voices within research (Ward, 1990; Philo, 1992,

2003; Valentine, 1997b; Matthews et al., 2000; Aitken, 2001; Maxey, 2004; Burman

and Stacey, 2010:230). Whilst this is a project Iam sympathetic towards, this work

will remain focused on adults' accounts of younger people within intentional

communities. The aim here is to build on the analysis of the transformation of the

self through examining the intentions, hopes, and imaginings that adults have for

children's selves in intentional communities. The intention is to further illustrate the

idea that in choosing to live in intentional communities individuals are electing to

place themselves, and their family, within a setting in which 'who they are', their

selves and the selves of those around them, is pushed towards a particular way of

being through the institutions and forms of sociality in intentional communities.

Whilst this is implicit in many of the accounts given by individuals about

themselves, it becomes more explicit when discussing children in intentional

communities.

As we will see, there are two main ways in which this is manifest: adults move to

communities with the hope that children will adopt a particular version of selthood;

that is, an imagined self is projected onto young people. Or, in moving to

communities adults hope that it will afford children the freedom and choice to

76 Writing about the omission of children from her research, Sargisson comments how although she

initially attributed it to ethics, "upon reflection, it may have simply been cowardice" (2009a:92). A

sentiment I can certainly relate to!
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explore the selves they are, and will be. The line between these two positions is thin,

and people were not always faithful to one side. However, it illustrates an interesting

dynamic in the hope that adults in intentional communities have for children: the

imposition of a self deemed desirable or necessary for the future, or the creation of a

space in which children have selves and futures opened up for them, in which they

can become what Unger calls "little prophets" (1998:231).

That parents have hopes for their children is, of course, nothing out of the ordinary.

Kraftl (2008, 2009) has examined the link between adult ideas of childhood and

hope. He suggests that

..it is not hard to see how preadulthood could become an
enormous, permanent repository for hope. In our children, we
see (or imagine we see) the future. Children have the chance to
make the world anew. Children are pure and innocent; they have
yet to learn; we canfill them and the very idea of childhood with
our hopes and dreams. The seemingly logical alignment of
childhood with futurity has engendered an affective logic of hope
that operates on an almost global scale. " (Kraftl, 2008:82/7

Similarly, that parents move to places they believe will be beneficial to their children

is not novel. The movement of families in and out of postcode areas depending on

the success or failure of schools is evidence enough of this (see Parsons and

Chalkley, 2000; Taylor and Gorard, 2001). Children were often cited as a priority in

the decision to move to an intentional community, a point made by Henrietta: "some

77 Kraftl (2008:28) links this idea as children as a repository of hope in particular to Levitas's

conception of utopia: ;'We always live beyond ourselves, in a quest for something better ... The sense

of 'something's missing' can be read in every trace of how it might be otherwise, how the ever-

present sense of lack might be assuaged. From this a much wider view of utopia emerges, in which it

becomes not a blueprint or prescription, but the expression of desire for a better way of living"

(2003:4).
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of the reasons why we came were certainly linked to the kids and our aspirations for

their growing up experience" (Henrietta. Heydon Hall). A move to the countryside.

in particular, is often motivated by the belief that it will ensure a 'happy' childhood.

Valentine argues that "Perhaps the most powerful imagining is of the rural as a

peaceful, tranquil, close knit community", offering a safe and healthy place in which

to bring up children (1997b: 137; see also Horton, 2008, Trussell and Shaw, 2009).

Often contrasted to the urban, which is characterised as "a place where children do

not have enough space to play freely, run about and make a noise", the countryside

is represented as an idyllic place for children to play, to be children (ibid.: 139).

Furthermore, it is often assumed that a rural upbringing enables children to develop

a close relationship to nature (Matthews et al., 2000:143).78 The findings of

Valentine and Matthews et aI., that adults perceive a childhood in the countryside to

be one of safety, freedom to play, and connection to nature is echoed in my accounts

of growing up in intentional communities.

Children and play

All of the intentional communities I visited were in rural locations: perched on cliffs

overlooking the Atlantic Ocean, amongst the hills of quintessentially English

countryside, in the glades of woods, or next to gorse covered dunes. Whilst all were

a relatively short drive or bus journey, or a longer cycle or walk, from a village or

small town, their physical separation from them, the focus on self-sufficiency within

them, and their size (they ranged from 17 to 40 acres) added to the feeling of

rurality. Intentional communities were considered almost universally to be "great

78 These arguments have been subject to challenge. For example. Ward (1978:vi. emphasis in

original) explored how childhood in the city can be "fruitful and enjoyable for both the child and the

city". Whereas others. such as Giddens (1984) and Thrift (1987). have argued that the division

between the urban/rural distinction is fallacious as the spaces in which social processes occur and in

which individuals act transcend this division.
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places" for children to grow up because of the freedom and space to play in safety

with other children and (known and trusted) adults. The contrast made between

urban and rural, and the safety of children within the space of the community and

surrounding countryside was often made, as can be seen here in Bella and Lillian's

accounts.

I had thought that maybe I'd move to the city...1went to Nottingham
that summer when I was thinking of moving. Itwas really hot and it was
just a nightmare going to the park and stuff with the kids and all these
roads. And actually Jack wasn't born, I was five months pregnant and
sort of trying to haul Rose about, and every single road was horrible and
really dangerous. 'Cos you know in Penpoint [village Bella was living in
before returning to Southlands] there's one road that goes through the
village which has got tarmac on it, and the rest of them are bumpy sort
of stone tracks. So in a lot of ways you know for lots of people it is quite
idyllic there ... Yeah so completely put me off moving to a city. (Bella,
Southlands)

I like it 'cos it allows me to open the door and tell the children to go
outside and play. And I feel it's a big space and I feel safe, and I feel safe
that the children are safe here. Urn and so I can say to them right you
have to be back here at five to six...and then they can just go. (Lillian,
Heydon Hall)

This notion of space and safety was a key component of another important value that

intentional communities held for parents, and that was the opportunities for play.

Many residents expressed the sentiment that intentional communities allowed

children to be children because of the space for play. However, it is not just the

opportunity to play, to be children, that intentional communities fulfil; it is the kind

of play they allow. In response to the question 'what are the greatest pleasures about

living here?', lames and 10, a couple from Heydon Hall, although interviewed

separately gave very similar responses.

I think the best thing about living here for me is yeah, is probably you
know seeing my kids grow up in a fantastic place, I think that's the best
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thing. And and that comes out in lots of different ways like the
swimming pool. Just them being outside, an island, a lake, a gym, you
know, ceilidhs, running around getting conkers off the tree, you know,
milking the goats, all this stuff is just incredible I think. So that's the best
thing really for me is, you know they're great things for anyone, but to
have my kids in that situation is the most important thing, yeah. (James,
Heydon Hall)

... partly kind of seeing the pleasure it gives my kids to live here and the
pleasure of, the pleasure of doing haymaking with them or you know,
potato harvest or things like that, or seeing their kind of pleasure at
being with animals and stuff. But more than that the pleasure of their
ability to play, you know, the play opportunities that it provides them
with, that gives me a lot of pleasure to see that. (Jo, Heydon Hall)

The importance of their children not only having the freedom to play, but this play

being woven into experiences with nature and with the community - in working

together in communal tasks, being part of social events, and growing up with and

through animals and the environment - is apparent. As we will see in coming

sections, this focus on the kinds of experiences and behaviours that intentional

communities encourage is key to both the projection of desired selves onto children

and the opening of possible selves. Just as in the preceding section intentional

communities shape the experience of the adult self, prompting a transformation of

self arising from the institutional and relational structures of the community,

similarly, here we can begin to see how through creating conditions for certain kinds

of play, intentional communities set the conditions for a particular experience of

childhood, and from this, particular possibilities of selthood. The sentiment that

intentional communities let children be children, just not children like 'other'

children, was a common refrain.

Imposition

As established, the fact that adults invest hope in their own and others' children is

not in itself remarkable; it is the premise on which this hope is invested that is of
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interest. In the accounts given in the interviews, this hope that adults have for

children was hope for children's' futures and the kinds of individuals they would be

in those futures. In other words, by enabling their children to grow up in intentional

communities adults hoped that they would grow up to become particular kinds of

people. Or to return to Taylor for a moment, in moving "in a certain space of

questions" (1989:34) children would become particular selves. There are two

discernable trends within this, the first of which is the hope that growing up in an

intentional community would help equip children with certain abilities, sensibilities,

and/or capacities to flourish in the futures imagined for them by adults. In doing so,

these adults draw on the structures, beliefs and conventions within their community

to aid the imposition of not only of a particular self but a particular future onto

children. The sense that intentional communities are ideal places in which to

conceive a self appropriate to an imagined future is illustrated in the account given

by Tina.

And because we were so concerned about the future we definitely
decided we wanted to be somewhere where our three small children
would learn to grow food, would learn to grow up having practical skills,
but also would be removed from what I think might end up being a mess
in some areas. (Tina, Hilltop Farm)

The decision to move to Hilltop Farm was taken in part in response to the fear Peak

oif9 provoked in Tina and her husband. For Tina the decision to bring her children

up in an intentional community reflects her desire to equip her children with the

skills and abilities needed to flourish in a future very different to the present. By

living in a relatively isolated location alongside others committed to some level of

self-sufficiency, Tina hopes her children will grow up to realise a self appropriate to

this imagined future. In drawing on the environmental and self-sufficiency ethic of

79F definior a e irutron of peak oil see page 4, footnote 2.
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the community, and as part of this, the structures of resource distribution and

sociality, Tina's ambition is to resource her children with particular concepts of

selfhood reflecting these values and ways of being. Here then, intentional

communities are intended to act to provide a space in which the kind of people we

may need to be in the future are created in the present.

A different focus is found in the account given by Lillian, whose concern was with

the relationships her children would learn to form. Lillian suggests that living in an

intentional community allows her children to build relationships with people of all

ages, something which she feels is not possible in mainstream society. Thus, for

Lillian part of the reason for living in her community is the opportunities it presents

for her children to build relationships with other children and adults outside of

conventional hierarchical interactions .

...we thought it be good for our children to grow up somewhere where
they have contact with a variety of ages, because in the outside world
kids never speak to anybody other than their own age and their teachers.
So the only relationship they have with adults is the adult always telling
them what to do, as their teacher or their football coach whatever. Or
it's with kids and it's often in school or you know sports training - it's
kids the same age, so it's within the year. Whereas here they've got kids
from Kate up to lemma, so from one up to eighteen, or is she nineteen
nearly, nearly nineteen, but that age. And and then it also goes from
Kate up to Alison who is 76 nearly. Don't quote that!
She's already told me how old she is.
Oh that's alright. Urn, which is fantastic 'cos my children know how to
speak to adults, and they can have a conversation with adults and they'll
look them in the face, and that actually is a great asset for a kid. (Lillian,
Heydon Hall).

Within the kinds of relationships Lillian wants her children have, we can see a desire

for the type of individuals her children are, and will become - that is confident,

socially competent individuals. Whilst this is a wish many parents may have for their

children, here the desire for her children to develop these selves has led Lillian to

move her family to a space characterised by non-conventional social arrangements.

211



Like Tina, she is utilising the structures of her community to aid the realisation of

this aspired-to self, for the kind of people she hopes her children will be. Lillian is

not alone in identifying how Heydon Hall shapes young people's relationships with

adults and the consequence this has on the individuals they become. As Glen

comments

.., the Heydon children are known in the local area for the fact that
they're different, everybody knows that Heydon children are different.
And they're different in one important respect is that they're completely
at their ease with adults, urn confident and and, you know, they're just
different. And it's just because of this environment we have here and the
way that we behave towards the children. (Glen, Heydon Hall)

Here again we see an illustration of the relationship between the institutions people

inhabit and the self this precipitates.t" For, if we think back to Chapter 5 we saw

how intentional communities were characterised by non-instrumental relationships

between people, where individuals were valued for who they are. This may be what

Glen is referring to when he talks about the 'environment' and the way they behave

towards children. For whilst children were not included in formal decision making

80 Lillian and Glen's accounts bear some striking similarities with accounts of children within Robert

Owen's New Lanark community. As we saw in Chapter 3, Owen believed individual's 'characters'

were a result of the social and environmental conditions in which they lived. As such, in New Lanark

he applied a system of progressive education for children from the time they could walk, and

continuing into adulthood (Davison, 2010:237). Owen's eldest son gave the following account of the

community's children: "The general appearance of the children is to a stranger very striking. The

leading character of their countenances is a mixed look of openness, confidence, and intelligence,

such as is scarcely to be met with among children in their situation .... Their manners and deportment

towards their teachers and towards strangers are fearless and unrestrained, yet neither forward, nor

disrespectful" (in Davison, ibid.).
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processes within any of the communities I visited, they were valued as members of

communities.t' as reflected here by Charles

I think we're particularly blessed in lots of ways, urn with the people
who are here, the awareness people have, and urn children, you know
children make a big difference as well and are a big leveller and bring
their own energy and quality and beauties. (Charles, Greenways )

In contrast to this use of institutional and relational structures of intentional

communities to impose a desired self on to children, is the hope that living in an

intentional community will allow children the freedom and choice to explore the

selves they are, and will be, outside of the constraints of mainstream society.

Choice

This other variety of hope, then, is that intentional communities can provide children

with an environment, significantly different from mainstream society, in which they

can experience events and relationships that, rather than guiding their self-

development to a particular end, open up new possibilities of selves and futures, new

chances of fulfilment. This notion of the opening up of possibilities chimes with

Abensour's 'education of desire', for in this, the purpose of utopias, of spaces of

alterity, is not to "assign "true" or "just" goals to desire but rather to educate desire,

to stimulate it, to awaken it - not to assign it a goal but to open a path for it ... to give

free reign to the spirit of adventure" (Abensour, 1999: 145-6). Taking the quote from

James below as an example, his concern is for his children's future; like Tina, this is

a future threatened by our use of resources. However, rather than attempting to

shape his children into particular people, here we see the desire to make his

81 Indeed, the centrality of children to communities could sometimes be a source of grievance: "The

way this community's going now, when I came here it was a farm with children, now it's children

with a farm" (Phil, Heydon Hall).
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children's future a positive one, but most importantly for them to be "happy and

fulfilled".

Mat do you think you need for a fUlfiUing life?
.. .1 think one strand is about having a happy family that you feel has a
future ... So for me, you know. I want to feel that my kids have a future
despite global warming. and they have a future where they can have kids
themselves Isuppose. one day.

And how does living here kind of feed into?
... you know it's, being here for my kids means that I'm doing what Ican
for their future, Ihope a positive one, you know, basically Ijust want
them to be happy and fulfilled. Games, Heydon Hall)

Here the community is important not as a context in which an imposed version of

self will emerge, but as a context in which children have the freedom to fmd their

own selves and their own paths to fulfilment, to, in Abensour's terms, learn to

desire. This shares some ground with Unger's writing on 'progressive education', in

that the opening up of the selves and futures of children through their immersion in a

space transgressive of the dominant culture - the "loosening of the stranglehold of

circumstance over self' - enables them to become what Unger calls "little prophets"

(1998:231). For Unger, children are, or could be given the right circumstance, these

"little prophets", ushering in a new social order built upon a new self (ibid.:232).

Unger writes that we need "to give children the powers of insight and action and the

access to alien experience enabling them to become little prophets" (ibid.:231). This

idea that exposing children to alternatives, to ways of life many may not think

possible, is beneficial is found here in Will's account. Whilst Will did not have

children himself, he did spend much of his childhood visiting a parent in a well

established intentional community, and was at the time living in a community full of

children .

. ..Um Ithink it's very very useful for people to be open to all different
possibilities of the way things are because most people don't have a clue
that there's any other way you can actually live your life apart from
going, doing what everybody else is doing, and what you know what the
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telly tells you to do. I think that might be a bit unfair maybe, but I think
people's just concepts of what's possible is just very limited by the lack of
exposure to alternatives. And there are lots of alternatives and they are
plenty of very happy healthy people living alternative lives, urn but for a
lot of people they just can't comprehend that it's, that it's something
they're able to do, they might want to do. So I think just open to other
experiences and people, and also from different countries, I think that's
very rewarding, very good for kids to urn yeah have a wider idea of their
position within the world. (Will, Midwood)

By exposing children to alternative ways of living and being, by allowing them a

degree of detachment from dominant culture, Unger suggests it would allow the

"remaking of our understanding of the actual by the imagination of the possible"

(ibid.). To suggest that children in intentional communities will grow up to usher in

a new social order built on new selves and this utopian-esque insight, might be to

state the case a little strongly. The key point being made here is that intentional

communities are viewed by some adults as spaces in which children are given a

freedom to flourish as individuals, to explore and develop a sense of selfhood, not

possible in mainstream society. The fact this development of self is a product of

communal living was stressed by Eve, whose two children had grown up at

Midwood, the oldest of whom was about to leave for university .

... I'm very very proud of course, 'cos everyone always says you have
such nice children
They reslly are, they're both just, yeah.
Yeah, and I think yeah, and I think that is not just us, our upbringing, it's
also the way we choose to live, you know, they reflect that as well. And
they reflect the people we live with because they're all very nice and
warm and, and if they have questions they would listen to them and take
time to answer them. And they enjoy the children as much as we do, and
they all feel that all together, and I think this is why they're so thriving
and and you know Penny's so confident, I would never thought that
she's going to do what she's going to do, you know. Just study ok she's a
clever kid, but she's really reaching up high, you know, she wants to and
she will be there one day. (Eve, Midwood)
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The selves, the people, that children become, as Eve stresses, are a reflection of the

way they live, of the relationships they have, of the values that surround them, and

of the institutions through which these are structured and mediated. Within the

alternatives these provide possibilities of selfhood are expanded. So whilst we may

not be able to go as far as Unger, there was a hope expressed by many that the selves

that children become will have an impact on mainstream society; that these new

selves may, in fact, work towards the creation of a new, more hopeful, future.

And to think that that's being carried forward into the future it gives you
a cause for optimism, 'cos you think well they've got that idea in their
heads. You've been part of that background that's given them that to
take away with them, and they're going to go out into the outside world.
Urn, and quite honestly having had decades and decades of um struggling
to have some sense of hope for the future, in the fact of what's going on
in the world, this is pretty important. (Glen, Heydon Hall)

216



Chapter 7: Work

One a/the Heydon Hall goats

"people do not live together merely to be together. They live
together to do something together" (Ortega y Gasset in Nisbet,
1970:41)

As has been established in the preceding chapters, intentional communities act as

spaces of difference, disrupting some aspects of given social life and establishing

alternative structures - social, material and ideological - which allow, and on

occasion demand, individuals to restructure their interpretation and satisfaction of

their needs and desires. We have seen, for example, how through renegotiating the

boundaries of public and private, communal living has supported individuals in the

'simplification' of their lives by enabling consumption and production practices to
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be executed in alternative ways; how the structures of intentional communities,

underpinned by values of non-instrumentality and care, have created spaces of

belonging; and how the institutions within communities have led to the

transformation of the selves inhabiting them. It has been argued that in contrast to

Leiss's analysis of mainstream society, intentional communities enable looking

beyond market-mediated consumption practices as the mainstay of the satisfaction of

needs and desires, and in so doing create alternative social patterns of satisfaction.

Alongside 'community' and 'self, 'work' was another important theme in the

accounts gathered during this research, both in the interviews and my stays in

communities. That this was the case during my fieldwork is somewhat unsurprising

given Iwas there as a 'willing worker' and used my position as such as a platform

for my fieldwork. However, the fact that communities take on voluntary workers

says something to the centrality of work within the communities - it is what they do

together. This doing of work, along with the values that community members

attribute to it, will be explored in this chapter. The importance of work in intentional

communities has been highlighted by Sargisson, noting that "Work is central to the

identity of many communities. In some, it is an expression of individuality within

the collective. In others it forms the bond that binds people together" (2000a:86).

The integrative force of work has also been detailed in the more spatially unbound,

but still intentional, communities of belief (for example neo-Pagan communities) in

which individuals work collectively to minimise their need to engage in the formal

wage economy (Brown, 2007:391). Given this importance of work to intentional

communities it is surprising it has not received more specific attention; as here, it is

often subsumed within wider studies (see Pepper 1991: 146; Sargisson, 2000:86;

Kuhlmann, 2001; Halfacree, 2006; Brown, 2007).

It is important at this point to highlight the potential that exists for a mismatch

between the way that individuals talk about work within communities, and the

reality of what happens. Such divergence arises from the ideal process that inform

work practices within intentional communities, and the inevitability that such
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practices are not perfectly realised. For example, whilst all communities purport to

follow the principle that individuals can choose the communal work they do, the

examination of the organisation and sexual division of work within communities

implies that the actual allocation of work is far more complicated and problematic. It

is in cases like this that the observational data I recorded during my fieldwork is

important. However, whilst useful, my observations could only ever be partial -

some aspects of life in communities were not observable, whilst others took longer

than I had to be able to engage with.

This chapter will focus, in particular, on the expression and fulfilment of the need

for meaningful work within communities. This will be examined from two positions:

firstly by looking at the form of work in communities as an example of

'craftsmanship'; and then by examining the type of work undertaken in intentional

communities, exploring the ways in which communal work draws on an ethic of

care. As will be seen, the pursuit and fulfilment of the need for meaningful work - a

form of work cited by communards as essential to a fulfilling life - not only

challenges dominant understandings of work as paid employment, but extends this

critique by reassessing the nature of work itself. Meaningful work appears to be that

which unites the creativity and autonomy of work as craftsmanship with a socially

oriented form of work embedded in relations of care; such an experience of work

arises directly from the institutional practices and values of intentional communities.

But first, let us briefly examine what work is.

Theories of work

Work is a dominating feature of most people's day-to-day lives (Brown, 2007:389).

It may be "a mere source of livelihood, or the most significant part of one's inner

life; it may be experienced as expiation, or as exuberant expression of self; as

bounded duty, or as the development of man's universal nature" (Mills, 1951:215).

However, as C. Wright Mills noted, for all this variation, or perhaps more precisely
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because of it, "work has no intrinsic meaning" (ibid.). Grint (2005:6) suggests that

whilst work tends to be a socially based activity which transforms nature in some

way,82 what counts as work is both temporally and spatially variable. As such, "we

should consider the past and present definitions of work as symbols of cultures and

especially as mirrors of power" (ibid.). Understood in this way it is of little surprise

that with the emergence of capitalist relations of production work has become a

specialised term used to denote activity only within this sphere (Williams,

1976:335). Indeed, 'work' is now "restricted to market-based activity and excludes

much socially necessary labour. This is underpinned at the individual level by the

economic necessity of paid work and by the ideology of the virtue of paid work"

(Levitas, 2001b:450).83 In 'The Division of Labor in Society' ([1893] 1964),

Durkheim argued that in the organic solidarity of industrial capitalist societies, work

has to become more intense and continuous. However, it is through the division of

labour that individual freedom and social solidarity can be realised: " ... in industrial

societies ... social harmony comes essentially from the division of labour. It is

characterized by a co-operation which is automatically produced through the pursuit

of each individual of his [sic] own interests" (ibid.:200). Rather than individuals

becoming alienated from their work and each other,84 the division of labour

integrates individuals into society, whilst allowing them to develop their individual

faculties, by creating a moral framework in which work is experienced as

82 Although, as will be discussed later in this chapter, this notion of work had been criticised by both

Benton (1989) and O'Neill (2009) on the grounds that it ignores a whole swath of activity which

rather than transforming materials instead focuses on creating and sustaining conditions in which

certain process may unfold, for example agriculture or parenting.

83 Such as the unwaged care work that women do, estimated to be worth £39.1 billion a year (Oakley,

2002:63). See also Williams (1976:335), for an analysis of the exlusion of care work and child raising

from the 'productive' social realm.

84 As under the anomie division of labour, in which the true nature of the division of labour is warped,

social solidarity is lost, and work experienced as meaningless (see Durkheim, 1964:Book Three).
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meaningful through recognition of the mutual dependencies arising from the division

oflabour:

.....even where society relies most completely upon the division
of labour. it does not become a jumble of juxtaposed atoms.
between which it can establish only external, transient contacts.
Rather the members are united by ties which extend deeper and
far beyond the short moments during which the exchange is
made. Each of the functions that they exercise is. in a fixed way,
dependent on others. and with them forms a solidary system.
Accordingly. from the nature of the chosen task permanent duties
arise. Because we fill some certain domestic or social function.
we are involved in a complex of obligations from which we have
no right to free ourselves. " (ibid.:227)

However, many have taken a less sanguine view of work under capitalism. Bauman

(1998:7), drawing on Weber (1930), argues the "ideology of the virtue of paid work"

is built upon the work ethic, which emerged as an ideological and practical support

to industrial capitalism; itself being a combination of new relations of production

and older Protestant beliefs surrounding work as a moral good and route to salvation

(Mills, 1951:216; Porritt, 1984:78; Bauman, 1998:6). United in sentiment, if not

motivation, the ''this-worldly asceticism of early Protestantism" and the

requirements of capitalism coincided in the development of social relationships

shaping individuals "capable of ceaseless, methodical labor" (Mills, 1951:217). Here

then, work changed from being primarily a productive effort to being predominantly

a social relationship (Williams, 1976:355; Thompson, 1967).

The work ethic, according to Bauman (1998:5), combines the premises that you

must give before receiving and that "working is a value in its own right, a noble and

ennobling activity"; furthermore, work is the right and normal occupation of people.

Only labour that is valued and recognised by others - that which can be sold and

brought - has the moral value the work ethic demands (ibid.:6). Bearing an

interesting similarity to Marcuse' s (1964) argument that needs become defined by
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society's productive apparatus, Bauman argues that the work ethic is a battle for

"control and subordination" of workers",85 a battle primarily fought through

rupturing the relationship between work and the satisfaction of need (1998:8).

Bauman argues that the "morbid and dangerous habit that the work ethic was meant

to fight. ..was rooted in the traditional human inclination to consider one's own

needs as given and to desire no more than to satisfy them. Once their habitual needs

had been met, the 'traditionalist' workers saw no rhyme or reason to go on working,

or for that matter to earn more money; what for, after all'?" (ibid.:6).

Consequentially, the work ethic aimed to render the "satisfaction of human need

irrelevant to the logic, and most importantly to the limits, of productive effort"

through prioritising what can be done over what needs to be done (ibid.:8). This

severing of work and need was underpinned by a further disassociation between

activity and outcome, or a detachment of "things people did from what they saw as

worthy of doing and thus sensible to do; detaching the work itself from any tangible

and understandable purpose it might have served" (ibid.). To return to Marcuse, this

severing of occupation from purpose, arising from the logic of the work ethic (or in

his terms, the performance principle) is a key driver of alienation: "To say a job

must be done because it is a "job" is truly the apex of alienation, the total loss of

instinctual and intellectual freedom" (1956:221). This, however, is reality for most

individuals living inmodem capitalist societies:

85 However, Grint (2005:18) makes the interesting suggestion that the work ethic "was infested with

the sinews of class" in a way which lessen its relevance for the majority of the working population.

Work depicted as a moral responsibility was only really appropriated by the middle class, it largely

ignored by the working class for who work was more a necessity than a duty, and the aristocracy

whose social position was predicated on their exclusion from paid employment (see also Byrne,

1990:62).Additionally. in his seminal essay Thompson (1967) argues that the work ethic was imposed

on the working class by force. via disciplinary mechanisms in the growing industrial trades. rather

than being an internalised value from the outset.

222



For the vast majority of the population ...their labor is workfor
an apparatus they do not control. which operates as an
independent power to which individuals must submit if they want
to live ...Men [sic] do not live their own lives but perform pre-
established functions. While they work. they do not fulfil their
own needs and faculties but work in alienation" (Marcuse,
1956:45).

Contrastingly, Mills argued that the work ethic has lost its influence over modem

workers (1951 :219). This is not only contested by work in social policy examining

the influence of the work ethic in shaping neo-liberal welfare policies (see Jones and

Novak, 1999; Dean, 1999; Lister, 1999), but also by workplace research (Bell and

Taylor, 2003). Furthermore, if the work ethic is rarely appealed to, its sentiment

remains central to conventional economic wisdom (Crawford, 2009:55). Crawford

discusses the seeming irrationality of someone who spends time fixing their broken

car - in doing so the individual is drawing upon a fundamentally different valuation

of time and effort, foreign to that ofa work ethic-based, 'rational', view of work:

"all our activities are equivalent or interchangeable once they are
reduced to the abstract currency of clock time, and its wage
correlate ...Economics recognizes only certain values, and not the most
impressive ones at that. Spiritedness is an assertion of one's own dignity.
and to fix one's own car is not merely to use up time, it is to have a
different experience of time, of one's car, and of oneself' (ibid.).

Gorz (1982, 1999) shares this critique of work, arguing that work "is an imposition,

a heterodetermined, heteronomous activity, perceived by most ... as a nondescript

sale of time" (1982: I). He argues for an alternative "dual society" in which there are

two spheres of work: autonomous and heteronomous (ibid.:94). Such a society

would work towards limiting market based work by subordinating heteronomous

work, waged work focused on meeting life's necessities, to autonomous work in

which individuals "produce non-necessary material and non-material goods and

services ... by themselves or in free association with others, and in conformity with

their own desires, tastes or fantasies" (ibid.:97). In shifting the focus of productive
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effort from heteronomous to autonomous activities, societies's wealth would then be

judged by the scope of autonomous action they supported (ibid.).

These alternative valuings of work underlie critiques appealing to the notion of

alienation, for to suggest that work leads to alienation is to imply that it could be

experienced otherwise (Wilde, 1998: 10). Indeed, whilst alienation is most strongly

associated with Marx, similar notions are also found in the works of Weber,

Durkheim, and Simmel; in each case, alienation "refers to some form of situation

that should not be" (Yuill, 2011: 105). Underlying the presumption that alienation is

not an inescapable consequence of work is the belief that work is an intrinsically

meaningful activity, through which individuals actualises themselves in the world; it

is a "spur rather than a drag on man's [sic] development as man" (Mills, 1951 :217).

This view is perhaps best known in Marx's "full-scale analysis of the meaning of

work in human development as well as of the distortions of this development in

capitalist society" (ibid.:218). For Marx work is a "formative" activity through

which humans "give form to materials and thus objectify themselves in the world"

(Sayers, 2007:432), or, as Williams (1976:35) puts it, through work "man [sic]

creates himself by creating his world". It is through this process that the relationship

between individuals and the social institutions in which they are situated comes to

have its constitutive force. As stated by Marx, "What [individuals]. .. are ... coincides

with their production, both with what they produce and with how they produce. The

nature of individuals thus depends on the material conditions determining their

production" (in Mills, 1951 :218).

This conception of work, drawing on the Renaissance view of humans as creators, in

which work is both meaningful and purposeful, often makes recourse to the idea of

craftsmanship (ibid.). Craftsmanship will be examined in some detail later in this

chapter, but for now it will suffice to see how the image of work in craftsmanship

contrasts with the work ethic. Adamson (2010a:135) notes that what "all craft

idealism seems to have in common ... is a fundamental disconnection with the
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capitalist market place". Such a conclusion can be made from the underlying

principle of craftsmanship: the desire in each of us "to do something well,

concretely, for its own sake" (Sennett, 2008: 144-145). For in this view, it is the work

itself which holds meaning, it is not undertaken in the name of income, salvation,

status, or power, but for the mental and manual gratifications of work itself (Mills,
1951:219).86

This notion of craftsmanship underlies the experiences of communal work in

intentional communities as meaningful. But, before this is examined, a more general

account of work in communities will be given. As will be seen from the outset, work

in communities makes a break with dominant understandings of work through their

reimagining of the relationship between work and money.

Work in intentional communities

Treasurer, cook, gardener, educator, farmer, administrator, chimney sweep, glazier,

cleaner, poultry keeper, apiarist, child minder, woodland manager, mechanic,

carpenter, WWOOF coordinator, website developer, chairperson, builder, pig

breeder, eco-activist, brewer, cheese maker, shop keeper, spiritual guide, musician,

mediator, shepherd, permaculturist, researcher: this is merely a sample of roles

individuals take on in communities. Communal work can be varied, stimulating and

satisfying, as well as tedious, tiring, and thankless. But no matter the activity, with

the exception of Findhom, all communal work is both obligatory and unpaid.

Rather than being experienced as exploitative, this arrangement is considered as

fundamental to communal living. Within intentional communities communal work is

part of membership, and is for many what community is about; it is a starting point

86 See also Marcuse (1973) and (1992[ 1979]) for similar critiques of work.
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from which all other facets of community flow. As seen below, communal work is

often cited as one of the defming feature when describing communities:

. " And I'm always very quick to point to the food production and self-
sufficiency aspect of it because I think that's quite important, because I
think that's quite important to everybody here. Urn and the shared work
aspect ... I'm always very quick to say it's not got any ideology, like some
communities are based on either faith ideology or some sort of over-
riding ethos. And I'm very quick to point out that we don't have that
except for the shared work aspect of it is pretty vital, and everybody
buys into that concept really. (Glen, Heydon Hall)

... You see it's a big house, you know the rent is not too much, you know
there is a lot of own labour and love goes in here. We have a garden and
we work the garden organically .. .it's not just a beautiful country house
and live in the country, it means you know you have to work for it. And
yes we keep the rent down but only because we take the windows out
and we re-glaze them and we re-putty them and we re-paint them, and
yes, that is how it goes. (Eve, Midwood)

Here work is discussed as an undertaking on which the possibility of community lies

- both as value which unites and an activity which sustains. But how is such work

organised within communities?

In Chapter 5 I discussed how, whilst it was rare for individuals to hold full time jobs

outside of their communities, part-time work was common. Within communities

work is typically organised through rotas and a system of task coordinators, which

rotate periodically to manage key community jobs, such as maintenance coordinator,

cow coordinator, and so on.87 With the exception of working weekends, where all

&7 Such a set up is similar to that found in early kibbutzim (Rosner and Tannenbaum, 1987:522).
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community members work together on a big job, such as potato harvesting, the

allocation of work is voluntary." As James explains:

... you can do the things that you're interested in doing. So if you want to
do milkings you can do milkings. You can do, within the structures that
there are you can choose, so I can choose to do maintenance, or I can
choose to do cake baking, or I can choose to do milkings, or music, or
whatever. (James, Heydon Hall)

However, James gives a slightly rosier picture of the ability to choose communal

work than is always the case for everyone. As seen here in Henrietta's account, not

only is a degree of social pressure is exercised within communities to ensure work

gets done, but in reality only some individuals are able to do some jobs:

How do people take up apost?
Well mostly it's slight arm twisting 'cos a post will come up and we'll
know it's coming up and then it depends on who will put their hand up.
Generally, and there are very few occasions where two people will want
to do it, there's a sort of a funny system whereby there are only a few
people here who actually like being treasurers, and we have three

88 There was only one community I visited, Southlands, where there appeared to be a minority of

members doing all of the communal work. The community had gone through a protracted period of

upheaval and the organisation of work within the community had broken down to the extent that two

members who did not seem to take on community jobs expressed the view that if they did not want to

work nobody could make them. 'Free-loading' - that is people living off the work of others whilst

contributing little or nothing themselves - is a problem for most communities at some point in time.

In all the communities I visited somebody always commented about others not contributing enough to

the community. Communards often suggested that a lack of commitment to the community was at the

root of free-loading: that people had moved in because of lower cost of living in communities, to be

with a partner already in the community, or that they prioritised their families or external work.

However, free-loaders did not seemed to last long, as Thomas explained: "And er it ended in the

situation, which it does most the time, is that you kind of know if you're wanted somewhere or not,

you kind of know these things .. .if they're that major then someone will end up leaving" (Thomas,

Midwood). However, there were a couple of communities with long term free-loaders who seemed to

have developed ways to cope with the disapproval of other residents.
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treasurer positions and so there are probably about 6 people in the
community who are (laughs)capableof being treasure and who can cope
with the particular accountancy packagethat we use...So that sort of
role does tend to rotate around certain people. (Henrietta, Heydon Hall)

The issue of 'choice' over communal work also calls attention to the question of the

sexual division of labour within communities.

The sexual division oj labour

As Bradley argues all "contemporary societies display a clear sexual division of

labour" in which "work remains divided into 'men's work', 'women's work' and

gender-neutral work" (2007:91). For example, within the labour market certain jobs,

usually those involving an element of care, such as teaching, nursing, and customer

service, are seen as best suited to women (Simpson, 2004; Haase, 2008). And, of

course, domestic labour is still considered to be women's work, a fact reflected by

the persisting trend of women undertaking the majority of domestic tasks, even if in

employment (Oakley. 2002:91). Intentional communities are no exception to these

wider social trends, and the sexual division of labour persists within them. However,

the degree and expression this division takes varies across communities. Three

factors seem to underlie this variation: the size of community, use of technology,

and personal boundaries.

In the smaller communities, such as Greenways, there is a distinct sexual division of

labour. However, it is important to note that this is unaccompanied by sexist

discourses. No-one suggested it was an intentional division based on beliefs about

what is properly women's and men's work.89 The gendering of roles was not

89 In fact I spent my time in the community, along with other female wwoofers, working alongside

the men in very physically demanding tasks, such as trench digging and rock breaking. Gender was

never raised as an issue in effecting the work we were asked to do.
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commented on at all, which may point to naturalisation of such beliefs within the

community (see Oakley, 2002). In Greenways, communal work tends to largely be

split between the women doing the communal cooking, childcare and gardening."

and the men doing more physically demanding jobs such as woodland management,

house building, site maintenance, and engineering. In Hilltop Farm a similar pattern

is found, with women undertaking domestic, caring and gardening roles, and the

men tending towards maintenance and livestock management. Whilst it is not to

suggest that these roles are kept strictly distinct, there was a general tendency for

work to be organised in this way. This is in contrast to larger communities where the

rotation of labour across members through rotas means that it is more difficult for

men and women to avoid doing their share of domestic duties (balanced by the fact

that individuals do small amounts of all types of work). For example, in Midwood,

where the community eats together daily, all adult members take turn to cook. After

eating everyone cleans the kitchen together, making what would be a huge task for

one or two people a job done in quarter of an hour. The necessary involvement of all

adult members in domestic work in this way has another consequence. In her

discussion of the sexual division of labour in the utopian writings of Bellamy,

Gliman, and Morris, Levitas argues that Bellamy and Gilman address domestic

labour by arguing for its abolition from the private sphere (1995:65). However,

implicit in their position is the exclusion of the possibility of skill or value residing

in the carrying out of domestic labour (ibid.). This is in contrast to Morris, who

whilst not challenging the sexual division of labour, did imply that "the negative

aspects of domestic labour - like those of other work - derive from the social

relations under which it is carried out; and that it is skilled, valuable, important

work, rather than something nasty and demeaning which should be abolished"

90 Whilst agriculture, in its industrialised from, is often a male dominated activity (see Trussell and

Shaw, 2009; Sumner and Llewelyn, 2011), food production traditionally and currently in many

developing countries is women's work. Mellor estimates that up to half of the world's women are

responsible for 80 percent of agricultural production (1992: 128).
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(ibid.: 80). Within the larger communities not only is the sexual division of labour in

domestic work challenged through the obligatory involvement of both men and

women, but, as in Morris, there is the sense that the contribution that domestic work

makes to the community is recognised and valued. Thus it appears that the sexual

division of labour within communities can be challenged, if not escaped, once there

is a certain critical mass across which work can be distributed.

The use of technology was another factor affecting the sexual division of labour.

Again, turning to Greenways, the community's commitment to low-impact living

means that, beyond their one chainsaw and solar panels, little modem technology is

used. This results in a particularly physical demanding way of life. Carrie (Heydon

Hall, Fieldnotes) suggested this physicality pushes low-impact communities towards

more traditional gender divisions. In communities which do not exclude the routine

use of technology in their communal work, manual jobs become more accessible to

everyone. For example, whilst wood is still chopped by hand, it is transported using

a tractor and trailer - making a surprising difference to the ease of the task.

Furthermore, the use of machinery, such as tractors and combine harvesters, is not

the province of men, as Lilly from Heydon Hall stressed, she made sure she knows

how to use the tractor: "it's important, as a woman, to know and do these things"

(Fieldnotes).

I certainly noticed the difference technology made. I found that each of my visits to

Greenways left me physically exhausted, cut and bruised, and, much to my

annoyance, highlighted my lack of physical strength compared to the men I worked

with. In fact, on a couple of occasions I opted to help prepare food or read to

children rather than move yet more logs, or push more heavy wheelbarrows up the

hill. In other communities the work was still physically demanding, but was made

much easier by the use of machines. For example, in Heydon Hall I gathered in hay

and straw bales with pitchforks, but pitched them on to a tractor and trailer, rather

than having to carry them into the bam myself. Thus, as size works to overcome

some aspects of the sexual division of labour, so too does technology.
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In addition to the sexual division of domestic labour, a difference emerged in my

data regarding how men and women engaged with communal work, in the

boundaries they erected between themselves and the demands of their community.

Again, this division did not universally hold true, but nonetheless formed a

distinctive pattern. Time and time again women spoke about the difficulties they

experienced in stopping their communal work, alongside their paid employment and

family responsibilities, consuming all of their time. Feelings of their being always

something that they should be doing, accompanied by guilt, were common, as were

feelings of resentment and frustration arising from this:

I just do what I can urn, so there is there is a time when I feel, and I do
sometimes feel that I don't do enough here, but I do what I can and I
sometimes give myself a hard time. And I'm having to learn to make
time for myself here 'cos I could be doing things 24/7 here and I need to
do my own thing. And Iwatch other people do their own thing and I
think, and I was resentful sometimes and Ithought 'no, Ineed to let
that go and learn the lesson and do my own thing too'. (Pippa, Hilltop
Farm)

In contrast, men seemed to have much less difficulty in negotiating the demands of

the community to allow space for themselves and their personal priorities. As seen in

Will's quote below, he experiences frustration in relation to communal work, but

this is on the grounds that sometimes the work does not 'suit' him, rather than from

feelings of guilt resulting from fears about not fulfilling obligations to the

community.

You said you know you 'yegot to Iesrn to switch off, is that something
you've really lesrn to do? To not let yourself be pulled in too much?
.. .I'm used to it now after coming here. I mean you just differentiate
your time, at at certain times I'm working, other times you know I'll
decide what I'm doing and when, largely. The difficulty comes, for me
the difficulty comes when things are decided to be done when it doesn't
really suit me, the timing's not great or I don't have any choice ... 50 I
suppose it's learning just not how to become overwhelmed and learning
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just, I mean I just block things off sometimes. I mean if something comes
in that makes me feel uncomfortable or freaks me out 'cos I've got too
many other things on the go, or I really don't agree with it or whatever, I
just switch off and let it, let it pass, you know. And that's, that's quite
good, quite a good way of doing things. (Will, Midwood)

Here we see that Will suggests he 'switches off from the community, and demands

made of him, when he feels he cannot meet those demands, when, indeed, they

conflict with his own priorities. In doing so he is able to maintain a space for himself

within the community which many women struggled to achieve. Such gendered

relationships are not unique to intentional communities, but rather mirror approaches

to work and relationships in mainstream society in which women tend to others

before themselves, and men to themselves before others. As Margaret Mead's

daughter, Mary Catherine Bateson, noted: "For at least twenty years, whenever I

interrupted my husband when he was busy, he finished what he was doing before he

responded. When he interrupted me, I would drop what I was doing and respond to

him ... we have all benefited from my peripheral vision" (1990, in Oakley, 2002:86).

Work, labour and value

The organisation of work in Findhom differed significantly from that in the other

communities I visited. Firstly, only those who are members of the Findhom

Foundation are obliged to work for the community. In total there are approximately

120 co-workers in the Findhom Foundation, 70 of whom are staff, the remaining 50

being volunteers?' (Findhom Foundation). Non-foundation members who are part of

the wider Findhorn community, for example those living in the ecovillage, do not

have to do any work for the community. However, they can sign up to volunteer for

tasks such as cooking in the community kitchens. In contrast to other communities,

9\ Findhom did not take on WWOOFers, but it was possible to join the community in its work as a

'short-term guest', costing me £ 12 per day in 2009.
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full-time staff do not have to pay for housing, maintenance or food costs, and receive

an income of £200 a month; part-time workers do not get housing provided and

receive the national minimum wage (ibid.). Whereas in other communities the

commitment to wage-less work can be seen as variously bounded up with the

practice of 'community', as part of a project of self-sufficiency, or just because of an

interest in farming,92 the disruption between work and material reward at Findhom is

a consequence of one of their founding principles which Dieter described as

"work is love in action ...in any of the wisdom cultures you'll find that
service to the larger whole whether that's your community, your
country, the environment, the planet, life itself urn is one the reasons for
meaningful existence. Sowork is love in action is one comer stone.
(Dieter, Findhom)

Sargisson points to the importance of the religious concept of service in Findhom

members' relationship to work, where service is "a gift of labour ... of dignified

submission to something that exceeds the self' (2000a:88). Whilst money is still a

factor in work, Sargis son argues that working relationships are not primarily

economic and so represent "some fairly complex paradigm shifts on consciousness

regarding work, labour and value" (ibid.:89). It could be argued that organisation of

work in other communities goes even further than Findhom in their severance of the

link between work and money. That, however, would be to overlook that unpaid

communal work is only possible because members receive incomes from outside of

the community. Nonetheless, all communities share the founding of their communal

work in relationships that eschew the purely economic. Instead, the reward for work

is the product of collective labour, undertaken for all. Like Findhom, as much as

work is undertaken for the selfit is also carried out as a 'gift' to the community:

92 As discussed in Chapter 6 Phil from Heydon Hall was a member of his community primarily for

the farm and the work it allowed him to do: "I've got a farm, I call it me own, but it's not I know it's

not, um and I treat it as mine and that what upsets people 'cos I get on and I do jobs",
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So what's the greatest pleasures for you about Jiving here?
Urn gardening, growing stuff in the garden. That for me is the greatest
pleasure, doing that. 'Cos it's nice the kind of the, the thrill of seeing it
grow. And knowing that, as well, of knowing that it's not just for you
and yours but for everyone as well. (Lillian, Heydon Hall)

The centrality of self-sufficiency within communities also supports the disruption of

the primacy of economic relations, through shifting the locus of dependency away

from the purchase of products and services towards community-based provision."

Furthermore, this makes a break with capitalist relations of production in which

dependencies tend to be elided - forms of labour essential to sustaining life often go

unrecognised or undervalued (O'Neill, 2009:204). In contrast, as we saw in Glen's

description of community in Chapter 5, community knits individuals together

through 'real' dependencies.

And we're although we each see ourselves as independent completely
sort of functioning human. people. nevertheless we are interdependent,
and that interdependence is expressed in the community that we have
here. And it's a real interdependence because I need someone to make
the cheese that I'm eating here, er they need me to produce some music
or grow, grow cabbages that I've been doing this year, or whatever. And
so we're actually interdependent in a real way. (Glen. Heydon Hall)

93 Although there is not the space to explore it here, these alternative ways of working - which

Sargisson (2000:105) analyses in terms of property and non-ownership - shape consumption

practices in intentional communities. As Bauman ( 1998:23) notes "Since in our part of the world it is

money which in most cases 'mediates' between desire and its satisfaction, being a consumer also

means - normally means - appropriating most of the things destined to be consumed: buying them,

paying for them and so making then one's exclusive property, barring everybody else from using

them without one's permission." Within intentional communities, as already discussed, not onJy is

money removed from the consumption of the fruits of communal work, but this notion of

'exclusivity' is also in some way disrupted.
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The challenge that the organisation of work in intentional communities makes to the

logic of work in mainstream society is reflected in Williams's (1961a:132) analysis

of the distinction between work and effort in the labour market. Williams comments

on how this distinction has become blurred by the distinction between work done "in

one's own interest" or for some "voluntary social purpose", and work done for

money (ibid.). He argues that "It is difficult not to see this as a simple reflection of a

society organized on a basis of wage-labour, which a different version of social

relationships ought to radically challenge" (ibid.). It also brings us back to Gorz's

dual society. Within intentional communities we can see a move towards the

rebalancing of heteronomous and autonomous work Gorz calls for. Whilst waged

work is still undertaken, a large proportion of individual's time is spent in

'autonomous' activities within their communities. In the provision of a space of

work, divorced from the demands of the labour market, intentional communities can

be seen as offering "the expansion of the space of autonomy" which "depends upon

a freely available supply of convivial tools that allow individuals to do or make

anything whose aesthetic or use value is enhanced by doing it oneself' (l 982.:87).

Through their institutions and valuing of communal work outside of economic

rationales, it can be argued that intentional communities go some way to providing

this space of conviviality."

Additionally, Leiss argues that the organisation of work within society is a key

determinant of available satisfactions to needs (1978: 116). He suggests that the

organisation of labour in a network of non-hierarchical, community-based

associations would constitute "a concrete form of social practice very different from

the prevailing one" (ibid.). This decision-making structure would allow more

freedom to determine needs and how they are to be satisfied under conditions of

94 However, it must be noted that this convivial freedom, both within Gorzs work and in practice

within communities, remains hampered by the gendered division of labour discussed above.
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increased autonomy (ibid.). In encompassing some aspects of this alternative

organisation of work, communities can begin to provide forms of material and social

life allowing a reorientation needs, desires, and satisfactions away from a primary

reliance on market mediated sources. Of particular significance here, is the ways in

which communities make available specific ways that individuals can engage in

work which they considered to be meaningful. And it is to this idea of meaningful

work and its place in intentional communities that we will now turn.

Meaningful work

So what do you think you need for a fulfilling life?
... Um, fulfilling work is really, you know, is absolutely fundamental, you
know. Whether that's your paid job or the work on the farm or you
know, what you do, what you volunteer or whatever you do in your
spare time. Urn and I'm very lucky because I I've always had work that
I've really believe in doing, that's been very fulfilling, and fell on feet
coming here. (Jo, Heydon Hall)

So what do you think you need for. to have a fulfilling life?
In general?
Yep
Love and work. Interesting work and someone to love you, and that's
enough (laughs). But work is important, urn idleness is killing, that's why
it's so sad for people who can't get jobs, it's so destructive. But interesting
work will keep you going and learning things, learning something
new ... something you're really interested in not just standing behind a
counter or whatever. (Alison, Heydon Hall)

Um, so what do you think peopJe need for a fu]fjJ]jng life?
... I think the main thing to have a fulfilling life is to be at peace with
yourself. And for some people it will be being an electrician, for some
people it be doing a PhD, different people it will be different things. And
it will be different things in different stages in their life as well. (Lillian,
Heydon Hall)
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Jo, Alison and Lillian are by no means exceptional in their belief that meaningful

work is important to living a fulfilling life. When interviewees were asked what they

needed for a fulfilling life, which of their needs their community met, and what their

priorities were, not just having work but meaningful work was a common response.

As with Lillian, it was not always explicit - on the surface her answer to a fulfilling

life is to be being at peace with yourself - but this peace is predicated upon some

kind of 'work'.

But what is meaningful work? We have seen above how work has become near

synonymous with paid employment, but also how intentional communities challenge

this relationship through developing alternative ways of working which disrupt the

association between work and economic reward. But to stop at the suggestion that

meaningful work is work which encompasses social as well as, or instead of,

economic values would be to develop only a partial understanding of what

meaningful work is, and how it is expressed within intentional communities. Whilst

it is indeed significant that what counts as meaningful work includes activities

outside of paid employment - as is seen in Jo's quote above, meaningful work can

be paid, communal, voluntary, or whatever people do in their free time - meaningful

work goes further than this by challenging not only the spheres of activity that count

as work, but the nature of that work itself. As will be seen this challenge is made up

of two critiques: one looking at the form of work in intentional communities,

centring on the suggestion that within the concept of meaningful work lies an ethos

of craftsmanship. And a critique based on the type of work considered to be

meaningful, in which drawing on critiques of work as 'productive' labour, it will be

argued that in the context of intentional communities at least, meaningful work is

contextualised within work which draws on an ethic of care.

In making these arguments to explore how the need for meaningful work is met

within intentional communities, this analysis, by incorporating a critique of

dominant understandings of work, offers an alternative interpretation of meaningful

work to that often found (see Arneson, 1987; Byrne, 1990; Martin, 2000; Keat,
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2009; Bunderson and Thompson, 2009). For example, in Arneson's (1987)

influential article on meaningful work, such work is framed exclusively in terms of

paid employment: meaningful work is "a right to employment in which the work for

which pay is received is interesting, calling for intelligence and initiative, and in

which the worker has considerable freedom to determine how the work is to be done

and a genuinely democratic say over the character of the work process and the

polices pursued by the employing enterprise" (1987:517). Similarly, Lips-Wiersma

and Morris (2009:419) point out that whilst in recent studies of meaningful work

"some lip-service has been paid to the humanistic paradigms underpinning the

notion of meaningfulness, much of the associated functionalist and managerialist

research has focused on researching ways to 'manage meaning" (see McClure and

Brown, 2008).

Meaningful work as craftsmanship

As already discussed, the idea of craftsmanship is associated with a conception of

work which makes a quite radical departure from that which has come to dominate

Western societies. It joins together writers - from Ruskin (1851-1853) to Greyson

Perry (2006) - through a shared critique of the dehumanizing effects of

industrialism. Many of these writers,95 concerns are aligned with the basic tenets of

Marx's alienation thesis: for Marx production is the sphere in which individuals

actualise themselves in the world, indeed it is this productive capacity which marks

us out from other animals (Benton, 1988:5; Wilde, 1998: 15; Grint, 2005:86).

However, under capitalist relations of production individuals are "alienated from this

essential nature by specific forms of alienation in the division of labour, private

property and the capitalist mode of production in which the worker looses both the

product of his [sic] labour and his own productive activity, following the

95 For example Ruskin (ibid.), Morris (2004 [1890], 1888), Gorz (1985), Sennett (2008), Crawford

(2009).
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expropriation of both by capital (Williams, 1976:35). As such, "the unique quality of

human beings - their ability to produce their own means of existence, to actualize

and realize their true, creative capacity through labour - is stultified and indeed

inverted through capitalism" (Grint, 2005:87).96

This concern with the dehumanizing consequences of relations of production is seen

in the work of two writers considered to be the founders of the craft critique -

Ruskin and Morris (Mills, 1951:220; Mishler, 1999:7; May, 2010:192-3; see also

Adamson, 201Ob:139). Both Ruskin and Morris shared the conviction that work

could provide either a realm of freedom and fulfilment or servitude and stupefaction

depending on its organisation. Williams argues that the fundamental emphasis of

Ruskin's work was a contrast between "the 'kind of labour' which the system made

necessary, and the 'right kind of labour'" for people (1961b: 147). The 'right kinds of

labour' being that which "are good for men [sic], raising them up, and making them

happy" (Ruskin in Williams, ibid.). We see here a profound intertwining of selves

and work in Ruskin; in his critique of the division of labour he argued that it is not

labour, but people which are being divided, they are "Divided into mere segments of

men [sic] - broken into small fragments and crumbs of life" (ibid.). Under these

conditions individuals are degraded, and this degradation mirrored in work which

loses its intrinsic meaning and satisfaction, consequentially individuals (and here we

hear an echo of Leiss) have to "look to wealth as the only means of pleasure" (ibid.).

Morris, influenced by Ruskin (Williams, 1961b:153; Levitas, 1990: 107), follows a

similar line of argument:

"...we do sorely need a system of production which will give us
beautiful surroundings and pleasant occupation. and which will
tend to make us good human animals. able to do something for

96 For a more detailed discussion of Marx's thesis of alienation see Meszaros (1972), Marcuse (1973),

McGuigan (2010).
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ourselves so that we may be generally intelligent instead of
dividing ourselves into dull drudges or duller pleasure-seekers
according to our class. on the one hand. or hapless pessimistic
intellectual personages. and pretenders to that dignity. on the
other" (Morris. 1888: 153).

However, Morris was also heavily influenced by Marx (Williams, 1961b:153;

Levitas, 1990:107; Grint, 2005:22). Levitas argues that the aim of Morris's work

was the transcendence of alienation "concentrating as it does on the transformation

of the labour process and the abolition of the market which governs it; Morris's

alternative involves the combination of mental and manual labour characteristics of

craft production, but the simultaneous abolition of commodity production since there

is no buying or selling of goods" (1990:110). An important element in Morris's

vision of the labour process transformed is the notion of variety of work, arguing

that even skilled work can be alienating if it is the only activity undertaken (Grint,

2005:23). As such, for Morris it is not just the content of work which is important,

but the social relationships in which they occur (ibid.). 97 Sennett (2008) makes a

similar point which ties the idea and the practice of craftsmanship to social

institutions. He argues that alienation in work arises not so much from what the

work is, but how it is organised (2008.:73), those who seek to pursue an alternative

working life based on craftsmanship are "ignored, or misunderstood by social

institutions" (ibid.:268).

Ruskin, Morris and Sennett all offer craftsmanship as an alternative to the alienating

organisation of work in society. But what exactly is craftsmanship? In their writings

all three refer back to the medieval guild system as the pinnacle of craftsmanship in

practice, however Sennett suggests that whilst the idea of craftsmanship may

97 However, there are some types of work 'repulsive' work, that Morris concluded should not maybe

be done: "Well. then. let us see if the heavens will fall on us if we leave it undone. for it were better

that they should. The produce of such work cannot be worth the price of if' (Morris, in Grint,

2005:23).
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"suggest a way of life that waned with the advent of industrial society" this is

misleading (2008:9). For Sennett craftsmanship "names an enduring, basic human

impulse, the desire to do a job well for its own sake. Crastmanship cuts a far wider

swath than skilled manual labour; it serves the computer programmer, the doctor,

and the artist", and Sennett adds, the parent (ibid.). Mills gives a more detailed

definition:

"There is no ulterior motive in work other than the product
being made and the process of its creation. The details of daily
work are meaningful because they are not detached in the
worker's mind from the product of work. The worker is free to
control his own working action. The craftsman is thus able to
learn from his work; and to use and develop his capacities and
skills in its prosecution. There is no split of work and play. or
work and culture. The craftsman's way of livelihood determines
and infuses his entire mode of living" (Mills. 1951:220).

Whilst Mills's emphasis on 'product' suggests the skilled manual labourer as

craftsman, Sennett's adoption of craftsmanship as an ethos is not only more suitable

to the study here, but potentially reinvigorates the concept as a useful tool to think

through work - however it may be defined. Nonetheless, as will be seen the central

threads of Mills's definition - the unity of labour and product, freedom of action,

and learning through work and skill development - runs through the experience of

work as meaningful, and the ways in which communities act to satisfy this desire. If

the idea of craftsmanship seems "impossibly idealistic" (Sennett, 2008:27), Mills

took care to qualify it:

"In constructing this model of craftsmanship, we do not mean to
imply that there ever was a community in which work carried all
these meanings ...At any rate, for our purpose it is enough to
know that at different times and in different occupations, the
work men {sic] do has carried one or more of these features of
craftsmanship. With such a model in mind, a glance at the
occupational world of the modern worker is enough to make
clear that practically none of these aspects are now relevant to
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the modern work experience ...As ethic, craftsmanship is confined
to miniscule groups of privileged professionals and intellectuals"
98 (Mills, 1951:224).

And similarly this qualification applies to the argument made here. It is not being

suggested that work in intentional communities represents a total realisation of

craftsmanship, but rather that glimmers of this ideal can be seen in the way work is

experienced by community members, and importantly it is this presence which

informs the experience of work within communities as meaningful.

Such a glimmer can be seen in Deiter's account of his work at Findhom. Work was

an important reason for Deiter to be at Findborn, and in line with the discussion

above, this importance is derived not from financial aspects of work but from the

fact that it is experienced as meaningful. For Deiter, this meaning seems to come

from a sense of craft. That is, the work is not only done in and for itself, but the

content and technique is experienced as a creative process over which Deiter is, as

Mills put it, "free to control his own working action" (1951 :220).

Mats it given you being here?
I mean it's ah for me personally err it's a huge opportunity to basically
create, to do meaningful work ... that is really important to me inmy life
is having meaningful work. Like work takes up so much of our life-
energy that to just do something in order to have a few pounds to spend
at the end of the day, like to really go in somewhere for 8 hours and and
just do it for the money
Yeah
Yeah? I it it kills me ... so now here at Findhom everything's sort of
perfect, apart from the weather (laughs). But no, basically urn I've been
given a college to play with to do whatever I think education should be
doing at this point in human history and it's amazing, it's a real creative
opportunity. (Deiter, Findhom)

98 However, it may decreasingly apply to even these groups now. From his study into academics

working in universities Gulli (20 I0) argues that the increasing use of contracts "breaks down and

even destroys human potentiality" (in Shipley, 2010 :302).
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For Thomas, engaging m a very different type of work in a very different

community, the importance of freedom to determine both the conditions and content

of work is also evident. In contrast to the way he talks about the work he does in

community, his detachment from non-communal work is palpable.

Do you think here gives you a bit more freedom to explore things and do
what you want to do kind olmore than ilyou lived like not in a
community. like in a normal house?
... Like Isaid Iused to work most of the time and just pissed most the
money up the wall in getting wasted. and er you don't really have a lot of
time to think about doing much else except working for other people.
Whereas here I might work three sometimes four days a week like
externally ... so I get plenty oftime to think and set my workshop up, like
a carpentry workshop as well, I'm going to start making furniture and
stuff like that, which you wouldn't necessarily get the opportunity to
spend much time on ... There's a wealth ofresources as well which urn
make it easier. (Thomas, Midwood)

Thomas's community provides the resources, not just the physical space, but time

and mental space to engage in an active and thoughtful relationship with his work.

This combination of thought and action is for Sennett another aspect of

craftsmanship - it is the "intimate connection between hand and head" (2008:9); a

connection routinely denied in most work (2008:9,50; also see Crawford, 2009:5;

Ruskin, 1815-1853; Marchand, 2010). Here we see the importance of the social

conditions in which individuals act - it is the relationships in which work is

embedded that defines its boundaries and mediates the experience of it, and in both

quotes above such experience is defmed by the ability to creatively and mentally

engage with work.

Different again is Mae, for whom working in her community to provide the basics of

shelter, water, power and food, enables her to engage in work which is both creative

and satisfying.
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...Imean I can just tell you how it's changed our life and, you know, that
sort of met our needs. We lived in a house we were paying for
everything we needed 'cos we were working for something else to meet
our needs. And here we work on the land to meet our need, so it's kind
of natural, you're not, you're cutting out the middle one, you know.
We're generating our own power, we've got our own water supply, we
got urn we built our own shelters ... you've had to create that for yourself
as well, 'cos usually it's just handed to you or you have to go out to pay
somebody else to create it for you, you don't really get that sense of
satisfaction with it either. Yeah it's very satisfying, and it's really
empowering as well, just knowing that you can create all of that for
yourself. (Mae, Greenways)

As with Deiter and Thomas, in Mae's account we see the importance of the ability to

creatively engage with work from inception to completion, and to do so for "no

ulterior motive ... other than the product being made and the process of its creation"

(Mills, 1951 :224). In each account the craftsmanship inherent in work is explicitly

contrasted to external work, dominated by wage relations.

This experience of work as meaningful, as craft, according to Sennett and Mills, has

a quality of its own, and that is "the special human condition of being engaged"

(Sennett, 2008:20, emphasis in original). For Mills this centres around not just

engaging in work "in and for itself', but allowing individuals control over their

"actions at work; skill develops within the work process; work is connected to the

freedom to experiment" (1951, in ibid:27). Here again we see the importance of

freedom over determining work, but also the freedom to experiment with work

based in skill. The concept of work based in the learning of skills was often voiced

both in interviews and in casual conversation; it is both the doing and the learning of

skills which is valued by community members and features as an important element

of meaningful work - as we saw for Alison, the learning and doing of interesting

work is, for her, one of the most important things in life. In the quotes below, for
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Eve, Caroline, and Harriett their communities allow them and their families to

engage in work based upon a constant process of learning and development of

skills'"; indeed for Caroline and Harriett, this was a reason for joining their

community. All locate this way of working solely within the set-up of their

communities - that is, their communities make available an alternative experience of

work in which this experience of work as craft can flourish.

And so, for you, how does living here help you to fulfil those kinds of
needs and to?
Er because we have such a big freedom here, I can, you know, I always
wanted to make wine, I though gosh that is something, and then here I
was able to do that. Or a lot, I'm a very practical person (laughs) so on all
those levels there was, there is there is still a lot I'd like to do. And just
learning all the time as well, it's not stopping, it's not like ok I'm set up
in this way now, and I think that's very exciting. (Eve, Midwood)

... my life had been intellectual, and not, childrearing isn't but you know,
so far as my working life had been it had been my brain. Now it's a
question of how much can I learn hands-on, not necessarily even written
down but word of mouth ... So when I wrote in my resignation letter to
my partners you know I'm going to spent the summer milking the goats
and learning how to milk, um I really meant it, I wanted to acquire
practical skills, you know, animal, gardening, whatever. (Caroline,
Heydon Hall)

... well we visited for 18months before we actually moved in so we
knew a lot of what was on offer. And so we thought about it a lot
beforehand and I certainly thought, I knew it was going to offer um
another dimension to my gardening because of the walled garden and all
the things, so I knew it was going to be a huge learning opportunity, and
it certainly has been. And for Daniel too, huge huge huge learning
opportunity, and he milks the cows and he drives the tractor, you know.
You don't do these things when you're living in inner city Leeds, so you
acquire a whole sort of range of skills. And what's good is that you do it
with other people so they're showing you how to do it and then you find

99 In this cases practical, but as we will see in the next section social and personal skills also underlie

work in communities.
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actually you're then showing someone else how to do it. And so I think
that was that was a real real thing that we hoped for and it happened.
And it carries on happening because you know there's always more
things to learn. (Henrietta, Heydon Hall)

As has already been discussed, craftsmanship is not only dependent upon the content

of work but also the social relationships in which work occurs. In particular, Sennett

(2008:267) explicitly links the possibility of craftsmanship to appropriate

institutional arrangements which recognize and value the desire to work in this way.

He draws on the idea of "the workshop" as a social space in which people are bound

together through "work rituals, whether these be a shared cup of tea or the urban

parade; through mentoring, whether the formal surrogate parenting of medieval

times or informal advising on the worksite; through face-to-face sharing of

information" (ibid.:73). This idea of the workshop - a social space, a community,

through which people construct shared lives through routines of work and sociality -

is perhaps the most interesting aspect of meaningful work as craftsmanship as relates

to intentional communities. In Caroline and Henrietta's accounts we can see the

extent to which their experience of work as craftsmanship is rooted in community

approximating the space of a workshop: working together for the work itself, where

knowledge and skill is learnt and shared as a condition of the work. Dewey, Ruskin

and Morris all "urged workers to assess the quality of their work in terms of shared

experience" (Sennett, 2008:288); it is on these grounds that work as craftsmanship

within communities attains is meaning for individuals. In intentional communities

work is an activity neither orientated towards profit, nor just towards individual's

fulfilment, but is part of the specific sociality of communities, and it is through this

that work as craft has meaning. This brings us back to the understanding of

community as a process, and the functioning of communities as spaces of difference

in which this difference is developed and maintain through the routines of

individuals daily lives.

However, this is not the only grounds on which meaningful work is enabled in

communities as we will see in the next section.
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Meaningful work and care

This section explores how the type of work undertaken in intentional communities is

orientated towards creating and sustaining conditions in which life may flourish

through embedding communal work in an ethic of care. The definition of care drawn

on here is the one provided by Tronto (1996), which states that care is "a species

activity that includes everything that we do to maintain, continue, and repair our

'world' so that we can live in it as well as possible. That world includes our bodies,

our selves, and our environment, all of which we seek to interweave in a complex,

life-sustaining web" (Fisher and Tronto, 1991, in Tronto, 1996:142, emphasis in

original).I00Within this definition Tronto argues she is trying to acknowledge both

the intellectual and practical aspects of care, and recognise its complex and

sometimes contradictory nature (ibid.: 142-3). However, what may at first seem a

relatively simple concept has in fact been much debated and disputed (see Cooper,

2007). Cooper is critical of the idea of an ethics of care, or more specifically, of the

ways in which it has been deployed in feminist research. She argues that "One

reason why care has been able to slide around and embrace so much conceptually is

the abstract nature of much feminist care scholarship ... the idealist tendencies of

much care writing privileges a kind of disembodied, disembedded utopianism",

often accompanied by idealised social interactions (ibid.:252). This is something, I

fear, I may also be guilty of. However, the idea of care here, as well as being part of

the intimate day-today life of community, is also an abstract ideal, in this case

informing work practices. As an ideal, it is aspired to, but not always achieved. As

Tronto notes, "In truth, the daily experience of care is often tragic. Our care may

fail; we can probably never care enough" (1996:147). However, whist

acknowledging the problems with the use of the concept, it makes it no less relevant

100 See also Sayer (2011: 111·112) for a discussion of care as an essential part of our ability to exisits

as social beings.
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to how communards understood their work in their communities; and therefore no

less relevant concretely, and useful theoretically, in this analysis.

In orientating the concept of care towards work, I propose to draw on Benton (1989)

and O'Neill's idea of 'eco-regulative practice', in which they suggest that certain

kinds of work contain an alternative "intentional structure" to that found in

transfonnative labour (Benton, 1989:67). Importantly, this intentional structure

informs activities focused upon the creation and maintenance of an environment,

both physical and social, in which life - human and non-human - may flourish; that

is, they contain intentional structures common with the relationships of care outlined

above. It is argued that it is this type of work, which recognises its embeddedness in

such structures and relationships, which is experienced a meaningful.

Benton coined the term 'eco-regulative practice' in a critique of Marx, forming a

distinction between 'transformative' and 'eco-regulatory' labour in order to

demonstrate Marx's failure to incorporate natural limits into his theory of labour

(1989:55, 66). Benton argued that "the intentional structure of the labour-process is,

for Marx, a transformative one" (ibid.:66). in that the goal of labour is ''the

transformation of some raw material to achieve some end" (O'Neill, ibid.: 185).

Thus, Benton suggests, "It is plausible to suppose that Marx's model is handicraft

production of some kind", for example carpentry (Benton, 1989:66). In contrast,

eco-regulatory labour is based, not on the transformation of raw materials, but "the

creation and sustenance of conditions in which certain natural processes can take

their course to achieve some end" (O'Neill, 2009.: 186).101The example he gives is

101 However, it is important to note that just as craftsmanship is not a discreet or total way of working,

neither is transformative or regulatory labour; as O'Neill stresses, "labour processes do not come in

two kinds, transformative and eco-regulatory such that one can say handicraft is transformative and

agriculture is eco-regulatory, Rather both contain moments of each kind of labour process"
•

(2009: 186-7).
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agriculture: "In agricultural labour-processes ...human labour is not deployed to bring

about an intended transformation in a raw material. It is rather, primarily deployed to

sustain or regulate the environmental conditions under which seed or stock animals

grow and develop" (Benton, 1989:67). As such, eco-regulatory labour entails a

different intentional structure to transformative labour (ibid.). As I have just argued,

this intentional structure aligns with an ethic of care.

The organisation of work in communities examined above, in a general sense,

accords with the idea of eco-regulative labour: creating conditions in which life can

develop its potentialities. Whilst Benton pointed to agriculture as typical of the

alternative forms of work focused on here, within communities all aspects of

communal work can be seen as following an identical logic. As will be seen,

establishing ideal conditions for plants and non-human animals is tied to establishing

similarly tailored conditions for people. This notion of communal work as care is

illustrated by the following quote from Hans, and echoed by Anastasia. For Hans, all

his work is part of the same process of creating and sustaining an environment for

beings to flourish, for people to 'be themselves'. Whilst Anastaisa describes

communal work as 'healing the earth, healing people', explicitly linking together the

creation of a space oriented towards the care of both human and non-human nature.

So in everything I do here all the work I do here is trying to help
maintain, create, maintain what I create, urn a safe space for people urn
having the space to pursue that, to explore how they can be more of who
they really are, and how that can contribute to a better planet a better
future for all. So that's behind whether I weed a bed, or whether I plant
a flower, or whether I make compost and shovel shit, or whether I do
like today I do clean up in the kitchen. It is just rituals that are just all
small bits that are necessary to to help hold the safe space you know for
people to you know to do what they need to do be themselves, to be who
they really are. (Hans, Findhom)
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·.. I guess pretty much everybody, the kind of you know like listening
within, and kind of creation with nature, so Iguess healing the earth,
healing people. (Anastasia, Findhom).

This relationship between communal work and the creation of a space of flourishing

for human and non-human nature through care, was also emphasised by Caroline

from Heydon Hall, indeed she identified is as an important shared value of the

community:

So are there urn, do you think the community has any shared values?
That's an interesting one. Yes, Sarah nailed this one down last year, she
described it to someone else as a community united by its love of food.
And actually Ithink that is a very serious shared value because it does
mean that we care about the quality of the food, we care about the
quality of the land. It means we care about food production, so it means
that we're caring for each other because one the first nurturing thing you
do to anyone is you feed them. So that fact that we're united by our love
of food is hilarious but also in fact very important. (Caroline, Heydon
Hall)

The care of the land and the care of people are united through the process of

communal work to provide food for the community. As Caroline also commented

later on in the interview, she felt "what a wonderful place it [Heydon Hall] is to

grow children, as well as veggies", underlining the eco-regulatory dimension to

physical and inter-personal communal work. A slightly more problematic account of

the care-imbued nature of communal work is revealed in the keeping of animals for

food. As Phil explains here, the animals are cared for and about during their life, and

in and after their deaths. However, that does not change the fact that the animals are

killed - a situation hardly conducive to their flourishing! (see Singer, 2008).

And the meat we have is amazing because we urn we treat the animals as
pets really, but they're not urn they're not urn chased up lorries, hacked
round markets and mistreated, they're treated with respect in their life,
and respect, with respect in their death. And death mustn't be taken
lightly because you're killing a pet, but the the, we had a visitor here last
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year and we were talking about one of the bullocks that we'd killed,
what a nice bullock he was when he was alive, and we were six months
down the line and we were talking how nice his meat was. And this
visitor said 'would you shut up talking about: and that sums up the
whole thing. We're remembering him, he's not just an animal that we
sent to the market, it's an animal that we've cared for, we've raised,
we've killed and we've eaten. (Phil, Heydon Hall)

This goes some way to demonstrating the criticisms that Cooper makes of the use of

the concept of care. It exposes the "sticky, sensory, often difficult character of lived

existence" that are part of an ethics of care (Cooper, 2007:254).

A further example of this type of work in communities is childcare. During my stays

in communities communal childcare seemed to be as normal a part of communal life

as weeding or cooking for the community, both adults and older children assuming

caring (and disciplinary) responsibility for other children. Alison describes this as

the community acting like a 'big family', in which everyone has a relational duty of

care:

... there's always a whole gang of people to care for. So it's fun, it's like a
big family really, um I'm the grumpy granny who the children, you
know. If they're screaming, I mean I spend quite a lot of the time
hanging out of the window 'stop doing that!', you know. But if anyone
falls over we all rush out and pick them up and then we all rush out and
tell them to stop doing it, so there's sort of general parents. (Alison,
Heydon Hall)

I myself often had to look after babies and younger children for short spells, and

have already reflected how this helped to establish a good position within

communities - childcare is valued work. However, childcare within communities is

also more diffuse than this kind of direct, episodic care. In Chapter 6 we saw how

adults look to their communities to provide both a physical and environmental

context in which their children can flourish. For example, communities provided the

opportunities for children to have the freedom to play, but importantly this play is
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woven into experiences with nature and with the community - in working together

in communal tasks, social events, and growing up with and through nature. These

environments within communities are not self-generating and self-sustaining, but are

the focus of communal work: working on the land to secure food and on-going

relationships with nature; the maintenance of the community as a space for all to

enjoy; and the hard work of communal relationships based on consensus, common

purpose, and care.102 As O'Neill notes, caring for children very much resembles

Benton's eco-regulatory labour, "It is about creating the conditions in which an

independent being can develop her potentialities" (2009:191). And "creating those

conditions in practices and institutions is itself not best captured simply as a

transfonnative activity. It is more akin to a process of identifying the conditions in

which certain human activities can flourish and allowing them to do so" (ibid.: 193).

In the case of intentional communities and the work practices within them, as

outlined above, this seems especially applicable. These practices and institutions of

work also facilitate certain kinds of care work by parents. On several occasions

women talked to me about how bringing their children up in intentional communities

not only gave them daily adult contact they felt they might miss otherwise, but also

took some of the strain out of parenting as Emma explains here.

... without sounding horrible, it's less effort on your parenting, you
know, you're not feeling like a clown all the time you know having to
entertain them, make special trips to take them to a park and, you
know ...So yeah it feels, it makes parenting a hell of a lot easier because
they sort of entertain themselves a lot which also fosters independence
which is nice, and they've also got there's also, you know, a lot of
attention from other adults as well, which made having Jed a lot easier.
(Emma, Midwood).

1010, d i Ch 6iscusse In apter.

252



And in a community I visited for a only a couple of days, a single mother talked at

length about how she chose to live in a community because of the support it would

give her in raising her child. Although I have already noted that it was women who

were talking to me about caring for children, men appeared to be actively involved

in childcare. There is good reason to suggest that this is a consequence of the

challenge to the conventional understanding of work - that which is done in the

public realm for money - disrupted, as it is, by the values underlying communal

work; and by the fact that many parents only work outside of the community part-

time, so as Alison points out, this make sharing childcare much more viable.

And I guess having so many, the work here split between so many
adults, frees up a Jot more time.
Yes, and it's lovely to see for example the dads taking over so much
childcare
Yeah I've noticed that.
It's lovely to see... Um which again is a big sea change in the way of joint
parenting and that seems to work because so many parents work part-
time, each parent works part-time and the other one takes over
childcare.v" (Alison, Heydon Hall)

As in the discussion of the sexual division of labour in communities, I am not

suggesting that intentional communities escape gender inequalities endemic in wider

society, in this case establishing truly equitable parenting roles - women still do the

majority of childcare. However, whilst in mainstream societies there has been much

talk about the increased involvement of fathers in childcare, captured by the idea of

the 'new' (Oakley, 2002:98) or 'intimate' (Dermott, 2003) father, there has in fact

been little change in fathers' involvement in childcare; the day-to-day caring of

103 However. other couples arranged their time in other ways. For example, Emma and Thomas at

Midwood paid for their son to go to nursery for two days a week whilst they both worked outside of

the community, choosing to spend their time in the community together as a family (with Emma's

child from a previous relationship).
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children is still considered women's work (see, Oakley, 2002:98-100; Dermott,

2003; Wall and Arnold, 2007). Within intentional communities, based on that

alternative conception of what counts as work and the rationale on which it is

undertaken, there is evidence of a challenge to these sexist assumptions.

Overall, whilst the content of the needs for meaningful work varied to some degree

from person to person, what was common to most accounts was that it was not only

creative and autonomous, but that it is constitutive of forms of sociality, community

and belonging, imbued with a quality of care. As settings which allow an alternative

social arrangement of forms of need satisfaction to that offered by mainstream

society, intentional communities through their disruption of the bond between work

and wages, organization of work as craft, and practices of labour which embed

people and their work in care, satisfy the meaning for meaning work in a way which

in fact sets it up in opposition to those satisfactions offered through the market.
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Chapter 8: Nature

The beach at Findhorn

In Chapter 1 'nature' was dealt with at a purely conceptual level. The complexities

of the term were noted and the processes through which a dualistic conception of the

social and the natural became deftnitive were explored, Here our consideration of

nature will be more pragmatic.Y' A concern with 'nature' is not only what all

communities in this research share, it also weaves through the analysis: communities

offer their members the opportunity to be supported to meet their needs in

alternative, 'greener' ways; communities create the space in which people can

104 This is reflected by my usage of the terms 'nature', 'nonhuman nature', and 'the environment',

Unless stated otherwise r will use these terms interchangeably, in each case referring to all life and

matter not deemed human,
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transform their selves in line with their beliefs about nature; they enable childhoods

to be played out with and through nature; nature, whether protecting it or using it

productively (or often both simultaneously), is the focus of much communal work.

A central claim of this work has been that intentional communities constitute a space

of and for difference, which enables an exploration of alternative ways of living and

being together, and so provides a base from which new and creative relationships

between needs and their satisfactions can emerge. This opportunity for difference

extends to ways of relating to the natural environment, reflecting the desires of most

members to establish lives more integrated with nonhuman nature. lOS After all, each

member has chosen to live in a green intentional community, rather than, for

example, solely spiritual/religious or communal communities, or other alternative

ways of living in the countryside, such as smallholding (see Halfacree, 2006;

Sargisson, 2009b:I72; Ergas, 2010:34). Indeed, it is often on the basis of the

'greenness' of their community that members differentiate themselves from other

forms of communal living. This to be expected for a community like Greenways

which was established as a vegan-permacultural project, but the same is true for

older communities such as Midwood and Heydon Hall, not originally established

with an explicit environmental ethos. Whilst stressing the secular and non-

ideological basis of their communities, all the individuals I interviewed pointed to

their green values and practices as the distinguishing feature of their community:

We describe ourselves ... as a collective, meaning that you know people
have different sorts of fairly broad based beliefs .. .1usually say to people
that we have a shared value of sharing, of living cooperatively ... and
living as environmentally as we can given the restraints of a big house,
an old house .. , growing our own food and nurturing the land. and
ourselves. (Jessica, Midwood)

105 A possibleexception being free-ridersin communities,whosemotivationsmaydiffer.
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So united in our love of the land is partly self-selective, we've tended to
attract people from urn 'Small Holders Weekly' urn 'Organic Gardener',
that sort of thing. And we're definitely in the digger category on the
Diggers and Dreamers website. (Caroline, Heydon Hall)

And many communards talk about how their community allows them to fulfil their

ambition to live more 'sustainably':

What did you hope the community would give you?
Lots of learning opportunities about how to grow food, how to work
with the livestock, urn how to maintain the building, urn maybe some
more insight into what is going on with the environment ... just how to
live a more sustainable life. And that's what I was hoping for and I'm
getting that. (Maddie, Midwood)

... we do have emerging goals about being urn a sustainable community.
But we recognize that there's a lot of, a lot of different definition about
what we mean by sustainable and about how we might get there.
(Henrietta, Heydon Hall)

Even for Phil, for whom living in his community is a means to a farm, concern for

environmental issues played a role in his move to the community:

... we are lucky in this part of the world, that's why I moved this way. I
lived in the south east ... year on year the south and the east of this
country is drying out earlier and earlier every year ... and that was my
plan was to come with, come for the rainfall ... 50 climate change is
happening, urn what can we do about it?...it is a worry, it is a worry.
(Phil, Heydon Hall)

For some, their community was a way for them to develop knowledge of ways of

engaging with nature, as seen here for Emma, or it allowed individuals the

opportunity to more fully realise or express their existing beliefs and relationships,

as for Henrietta and Mae:
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I hoped that I would be educated on environmental issues because I
didn't really know much to be honest ... 1was interested and really
inspired by talking to the people here, and by the things that they were
doing. $0 yeah, mainly I wanted to be educated and also to learn more
life skills, you know how to work a tractor and how to grow
vegetables.l'" (Emma, Midwood).

I don't think Icould go through a year, if we weren't living here I would
still need to plant runner beans every year ... I loved to be plugged into
the seasons and the growing year. The growing year is probably my sort
ofum, that's my root probably, that's where I'm rooted mostly .. .1 knew
it [moving to Heydon Hall] was going to offer another dimension to my
gardening." (Henrietta, Heydon Hall)

... I was brought up really closely with nature and really loved being
outside, and as I got older 1 realised that I was much happier living
outside ... it's [Greenways] helped me to appreciate a lot more, not that I
never did, but nature. Just living so in it, being so a part of it, it's just
amazing you know. (Mae, Greenways)

It is these various and varying relationships with nature within intentional

communities that will be the focus of this chapter. Drawing on themes discussed in

Chapter 1, particularly the argument that it is not humans' interaction with nature

that is problematic, but rather the historical form it takes, we will examine the ways

in which intentional communities facilitate a greener way of life and in doing so

provide a context in which different relationships with nature can be explored,

experienced, and established. Furthermore, it will be suggested that within the

relationships between human and nonhuman nature a space is created in which the

needs of both can be considered together. This suggestion will then be extended to

make the argument that referring back to the idea of community, the community of

106 Emma then told the following anecdote: "I remember on one of my visits here Jessica asked me to

replant some of the, [ don't know 1can't remember what it was, in the ground put them into pots 'cos

she was going to put them in the greenhouse or something (laughs). And she left me to it and she

came back and said 'that's very good but you've re-potted all the weeds' (both laugh). I had

absolutely no idea, 1didn't know what I was doing."
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intentional communities allows for an inclusive understanding of what counts as

community. That in acting as a process of questioning (who 'we' are?), nature,

specifically the environment of the community, can be recognised as part of the

community.V" But first, let us tum to examine the ways in which the institutions and

fonns of sociality of communities shape the relationships that are, and can be,

created with nonhuman nature.

Communities, nature, practices

The examination in Chapter 1 of recent trends within ecological thought showed

that, whilst radical ecology has made some important contributions towards

understanding and re-visioning human relationships with the rest of nature, it is not

without its problems. In particular, despite the work it does to problematise dualistic

conceptions of human/nature, there is a tendency for radical ecologists to fall back

on an unexamined, idealised realm of 'nature' which elides that much nonhuman

nature exists as it does because of years of human activity - it is, materially, a social

construct (Soper, 2000:20). The consequence is that these approaches abstract

nonhuman nature from historical forms of human interaction and their

environmental impacts, and so "mislocates the source of the problem" which is not

human interaction with nature per se but the historical form it takes (Soper, 1995:19;

see also Williams, 1980). It was suggested that Marcuse goes some way to address

this problem, retaining many of the insights of radical ecology whilst offering a

more historically nuanced account of nonhuman nature and our relationships with it.

For what is needed is not a 'getting back' to nature, but an exploration of ways

through which less damaging, and more meaningful, relationships with nonhuman

107 However, this relates mainly to the plants and wildlife, farm animals are treated far more

problematically.
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nature can be developed.l'" Within Marcuse' s thought, human and nonhuman nature

are so intertwined that the fate of one rests upon the other; thus a future in which we

no longer experience the ecological ills common to us now, is only achievable

through transformations at the social, individual, and psychological levels - that is

transformations of our values, institutions, needs and desires - which necessarily

includes a transformation of the relationships between human and nonhuman nature.

As I have argued, drawing on Sargisson' s idea of intentional communities as

"transgressive utopias" (2000a:52), intentional communities can be understood as

spaces of and for difference, in which an exploration of alternative ways of living

and being together is made possible. This is enabled by the constitution of

intentional communities' social, material, and ideological structures, through which

members can articulate and satisfy needs and desires in ways unavailable to them in

mainstream society, and, importantly, in ways which integrate their beliefs and

desires into the performance of their daily lives. As will be seen, this alterity is

extended to community members' relationships with nonhuman nature. For whilst

communities do not exist in social, economic or ideological isolation, and so to a

certain extent "cannot exist for over any period of time without. ..approximating to

the wider society" (Mellor, 1992:237), they do represent a serious attempt to

reconstitute relationships between human and nonhuman nature, encompassing

significant elements of ecocentrism. It is important to note that whilst such

relationships are attempted they are not always achieved. Members of communities

make no claim to the achievement of 'perfect' green lifestyles, as Dieter (Findhom)

commented "I'm also not pretending that I'm sort of perfect eco lifestyle person

yeah. Iuse aeroplanes and Ierr sometimes go and shop at Tescos". And the effort it

takes to follow the green lifestyles demanded by communities is demonstrated by

Thomas, talking here about the compromises they make:

108 See Mellor (1992). Chapters 3 and 7; and Moog (2008).
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We're definitely not saints. We do what's easy to do and we do some
things that are a bit harder to do, but we don't do everything that we
could do, 'cos that would just well, it would just ruin your life wouldn't
it ... we try and keep our life as green as possible, but as you probably
noticed a bunch of us have got cars and, you know, we do all take
holidays. We enjoy it, we try not to fly, although there's a few people
here who doesn't seem to bother at all. Majority of us try not to fly just
on a whim, but then even the ones that try not to fly will still fly
occasionally, but not just for a weekend here and you know a few days
there. (Thomas, Midwood)

However, as outlined in the descriptions of the intentional communities in Chapter 3,

and seen above, those living in green intentional communities share certain

environmental values, given expression by their desire to live sustainable lives, in

touch with nonhuman nature. Similar fmdings were made by Sargisson and Sargent

in their exploration of green intentional communities in New Zealand, suggesting

that "people have chosen to live together because they share a concern about

environmental issues and/or ethics. They want to live in a way that expresses this

concern and to protect, conserve and live closely with the non-human world"

(2004: 113). We have seen that within communities individuals are able to meet their

needs for meaningful work and a sense of belonging through the alternative

institutions and communal relationships manifest within them. A similar situation is

found with regard to individuals' desires to live more ecologically sound lives. For

example, as we saw in Chapter 5, a recurring theme in individuals' accounts of their

move to communities was the desire to simplify their lives. This desire for

simplification was bound up with practices of production and consumption which

enable individuals to engage in more ecologically sound lifestyles (upon which

'simplification' was predicated). Here we can begin to see how, as Pepper has

argued, "communes can provide an institutional context which encourages

ecologically sound practices" (1991: 156). It is to this institutional context that we

now turn, first exploring the material organisation of communities, before then

turning to examine how intentional communities shape the ways in which
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individuals establish relationships with nonhuman nature, and how these

relationships are experienced.

Material practices

The material practices which form the basis of and give expression to communities'

commitment to living greener lives can be grouped into four areas: energy,

sustainable food production, waste, and resource sharing.

Energy:

All the communities, with the exception of Midwood and Southlands, generated at

least some of their own electricity; Findhom generates all of its electricity from its

four wind turbines, as does Greenways from a combination of solar and

hydroelectric sources. Those communities which rely on the national grid purchase

their electricity from green energy suppliers. All the communities use wood burning

stoves for heating to some extent - from all households inGreenways and Midwood,

to a minority in Heydon Hall. Many communities have also taken steps to minimise

heat loss from their buildings. In the ecovillage at Findhom houses have been built

with this in mind and so are highly insulated and positioned to make the most of

passive solar heating. The much older buildings of Heydon Hall and Midwood pose

more difficulties in this area. However, Midwood has an on-going project of re-

glazing all of its windows, and Heydon Hall has invested in insulating its properties

and is looking into district heating options.

Sustainable food production

As Henrietta (Heydon Hall) stressed "the organic standards we apply to animal

welfare and to the way we farm and garden, that's a very important sort of

principle". Organic food production is a significant feature of life in most of the

communities, both in terms of communal work and as part of communities'

commitment to sustainability. The importance of organic practices is often linked to

an ethics of respect and care for the environment: as Bella from Southlands put it,

262



growing food organically is about recognising your connection with the earth, by

poisoning one with pesticides you are poisoning the other (Fieldnotes, June 2009).

Although none of the communities are self-sufficient in food, Heydon Hall and

Midwood manage to produce a significant proportion of their fruit, vegetables, eggs,

honey and meat; whilst all the other communities provide some of their own fruit

and vegetables. Findhorn receives vegetables from its gardens at Cluney, and many

of those living in the ecovillage use a local organic vegetable box scheme. For other

foods all the communities purchase food in bulk from fair trade wholesalers, some of

which is also organic.

Waste:

There is a strong commitment to recycling and reusing materials within the

communities. All of the toilets in Greenways are compost toilets, the waste from

which after a year's composting is used on the community's gardens. Hilltop Farm

and Southlands also have compost toilets in addition to more conventional ones.

Food waste in communities is also composted for use on the gardens, as welJ as

appropriate food waste being turned into chicken feed in communities which keep

them. Members of some of the communities work in recycling centres and on

building sites which allows them to pick up unwanted items which the community

can fmd a use for, and Southlands is well known within its local area for providing a

willing home for unwanted bits of wood and metal. Many of the communities take

steps to minimise the amount of harmful waste they produce, for example by using

'green' cleaning products. These seemed so ubiquitous I was surprised by their

absence at Hilltop Farm. The use of ecologically sensitive cleaning products is

essential at Findhorn as all waste water goes to The Living Machine. As Anastasia

noted, the use of such a system made her much more aware of the impact of her

actions on the environment:

.. .1 think it encouragesmore awarenesswithin yourself of just the very
practical activitiesyou're doingon a day-to-day basis... like not using
really aggressivewashingpowders here becauseThe LivingMachine
won't copewith it. (Anastasia,Findhorn)
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Resource-sharing:

The sharing of resources is an important practice within communities, both for its

environmental and social role. The sharing of land is obviously a major feature of

most intentional communities, and the importance of communal gardening has

already been examined. Many other resources such as washing machines, food,

cooking facilities, cars, and tools are also shared to some degree in all of the

communities, thereby reducing individuals' overall resource consumption.

Communal cooking in particular makes a significant contribution to the

environmental efficiency of communities:

I mean one of the big things that affected our [carbon] footprint was that
people eat communally. If you cook a meal for 120 people on 8 or 9 big
hobs and big pots you lose a lot less energy than if those 120 being,
whatever, 40 families or more, cook individual meals in individual
houses. (Dieter, Findhorn)

It is through these mundane everyday practices, such as sharing a washing machine

with other households, growing their own organic vegetables. heating their homes

with wood, and using a compost toilet, that members of communities enact green

lifestyles which accord, as far as possible, with their environmental values. As

Horton (2006b: 129) notes, it is common for those with green values to incorporate

them into everyday cultural practice, seeking consistency between their 'personal

and 'political' preferences (see also Lichterman, 1996). Horton argues that in this

way environmentalism is "full of materiality" (2006a:41), which "not only articulate

and symbolise alternative values, but also facilitate the development and living out

of a politically contentious way of life" (ibid.:42). He points to the bicycle as

emblematic of such a meeting of politics and matter, arguing that "in practice, use of

the bicycle powerfully enables the articulation of an alternative society. a green

vision of sustainability... [it] demonstrates how 'ordinary' materialities can

contribute to the development and perfonnance of antagonistic cultural and political

identities" (ibid.:41). In a similar way, it can be claimed that the green materialities
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which are so much a part of day-to-day life of green intentional communities act to

express communities' visions of the potential for ecologically sound forms of social

life, through attempting to live these out in the present.

Horton makes an important point, not least because, as he argues, material

dimensions of life are strangely scarce in discussions about environmentalism

(ibid.:53),109but primarily because green intentional communities are centred on

these green materialities: both in terms of the activity that takes place within them,

and in how they make recourse to this in their self-definition and establishment of

share communal identities. However, these materialities alone are not enough to

support communities in achieving ecologically sound lifestyles, to sustain them in

the commitment it takes to live their everyday lives in a way which often stands in

stark contrast to the anti-ecological lifestyles of mainstream society.l'" Indeed,

although Pepper argues that intentional communities provide the institutional

context in which green lifestyles can be executed, he also observes that "the social

behaviour which accords with green principles is more difficult to attain, even in a

commune" (1991: 156). So, whilst the structural conditions of communities may

encourage people to live according to their commitment to ecological sustainability.

they are not alone sufficient if they are unaccompanied by the development and

exploration of values and sentiments appropriate to such behaviours III.

Communities must provide not only material, but the social resources to aid a

IO'! With the exception of work on ethical consumption; see Harrison. et al. (2005).

110 According to Sutton (2004: 133), arguments focussing on solely on material change as the only

step needed to achieve a less ecologically harmful society all share a root belief that social and

environmental problems can be solved within existing social and economic frameworks, thus leaving

the values supporting such frameworks untouched.

III A similar point was made in Chapter 5 about the measures required for individuals to readdress the

content and satisfaction of their needs within communities.
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reorientation of sources of satisfaction in ecologically sound ways. During our

discussion about the sustainability of Findhom, Dieter gave a good example of this:

... we still have the lowest recorded footprint in the industrialised world.
which again it's not the one planet lifestyle and we still consume more
than we should as a fair share if all human being consumed like that, but
at least it's less than half of that of the average UK citizen, and it shows
that something's moving in the right direction.
I thought it was really interesting that you're lower than BedZElY 12 as
well
... well I mean there's a huge learning in that if you compare the two. It
shows you that BedZED the entire kind of eco-bling tech design how to
reduce your ecological footprint, but it didn't do the social dimension
properly and the worldview dimension. Like there wasn't enough
education of the people moving into the place, while all the possibilities
were put in place people didn't necessarily follow them. It's not enough
just to have a Living Machine, people need to not flush diapers down the
toilet and not use bleach as a toilet cleaner, you know, otherwise your
living machine dies or gets blocked up, yeah? And um that's the sort of
problem they encountered. And to design a community in a city with
not enough parking spaces thinking 'well they're just going to carpool or
use public transport', well no they're using the parking spaces of the
neighbouring areas and creating trouble. (Dieter, Findhom)

Mellor (1992:231) argues that those who stress the importance of realising our

connectedness with nonhuman nature miss the point - we cannot simply change our

own connectedness with our environment, we also have to change our material

connectedness with the planet. The reverse also holds true - a change in our material

relationships with our environment means little if it is not accompanied by a change

in our other relationships with it. Or, as Bennett notes, "if a set of moral principles is

112 BedZED is an environmentally friendly housing development in Hackbridge, London. It is the

;'UK's largest mixed use sustainable community. It was designed to create a thriving community in

which ordinary people could enjoy a high quality of life, while living within their fair share of the

Earth's resources." (http://www.bioregional.com!what-we-do!our-worklbedzedl)
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actually to be lived out, the right mood or landscape of affect has to be in place"

(2010:xiii). In the next section we will examine how intentional communities create

possibilities of lives more fully integrated with nature, not just materially but

through the ways in which individuals understand and experience their relationships

with nonhuman nature. This will be done by focussing on the ways in which

intentional communities facilitate particular relationships with nonhuman nature,

relationships which give meaning to the living of sustainable lives, and importantly,

do so in a way which works towards the meeting of both human and nonhuman

needs.

Relationships with nonhuman nature

As Sivaramakrishnan and Vaccaro write, to talk of nature "is always to imagine and

describe relationships and connections" (2006:303). We have examined how the

structures of intentional communities suggest certain material relationships with the

environment; in Chapter 5 we saw how relationships between members, in which a

common framework of environmental values is worked out, create discourses of

behaviour which constitute contexts for ecologically sound behaviour. However,

there is another dimension - the ontological relationships individuals have with

nonhuman nature. It will be argued that through the social and institutional

dimensions mentioned above, communities allow people to develop and express

ecocentric 113 relationships with nonhuman nature through particular sensuous or

embodied experiences. Indeed intentional communities can be considered part of a

cultural reorientation towards sustainable living, and as such are to a certain extent

113 Ecocentric here borrows from Eckersley's broad definition of the term, which rather than focusing

on issues of intrinsic value of nature (see Hayward. 1998). instead defines it as "an ecologically

informed philosophy of internal relatedness" which rejects absolute dividing lines between human

and nonhuman (1992:49), as well believing humans and human cultures have the right to flourish. so

long as "they do so in a way that is sensitive to the needs of other human individuals. communities.

and cultures. and other life-forms generally" (ibid.56).
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about articulating a particular embodied relationship with nature. Furthermore, it

will be proposed that by creating the space for this exploration, room is made for the

recognition of the needs of both human and nonhuman nature within the realms of

satisfaction that communities provide.

We have seen how individuals in green intentional communities demonstrate a

desire to establish relationships with nonhuman nature founded on an alternative

basis to that prevailing in much of the Western World. But in what ways is this

difference manifest? Within ecological theory our current relationship with

nonhuman nature is usually characterised as being one of detachment, or alienation:

there is the "assumption that instead of humankind being a part of nature, we are

somehow set apart from it. .. Apart from the occasional spasm of wonder inspired by

superb natural history programmes on television, the natural world remains

something alien, something to be mechanically exploited by science and

technology" (Porritt, 1984: 106, emphasis in original; see also Schumacher, 1974;

Naess, 1989; Abram, 1996; Bennett, 2010).114 This belief was mirrored by some

community members, such as Charles and Mae:

... as human beings we're so alien generally, human beings are so alien to
nature ... we're removing our self from the environment and separating
ourselves out and then creating our own sort of civilisation which is
mostly urban based, town based ... people go for a walk but really very
often they're just in their heads. Their minds and their thoughts are
going on, they've got an agenda ... they're thinking about what they're
going to do when they get home, what they're going to have for
dinner ... they're not really there in the moment, really connected.
(Charles, Greenways)

Ok bit of a change of topic, but what if anything do you think is wrong
with mainstream society?
... the, the first word that comes to mind is detachment .. .1 think we've

114 The reasons underlying this assumption have been well rehearsed in Chapter 1.
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created a society where we're just totally detached from each other and
nature. (Mae, Greenways)

In contrast green intentional communities can be seen as an attempt to establish

ways to 're-connect' with nonhuman nature by endeavouring to live as part of

nature, through living within environmental limits rather than engaging in

exploitative and harmful behaviours. In both of the quotes above a key source of

people's detachment from nature is the type of mediation between human and

nonhuman nature - it is the 'civilisation', the 'society' in which individuals live that

causes alienation from the natural environment - relationships to the natural world

being a product of societal arrangements. This has strong resonances with the

argument Worthy (2008: 148) makes that "modern institutions, organizational

structures, and technologies" cause harmful outcomes for nonhuman nature "by

mediating between [human] actor and consequences". Worthy suggests that

"Institutions such as corporations and government agencies separate people from

nature by mediating between them and the resources, nature, and other humans that

they affect with their everyday consumption and other acts" (ibid.: 149). This

mediation results in a "lack of immediate, sensual engagement with the

consequences of our everyday actions and with the human and nonhuman others that

we affect with our actions", which Worthy terms "phenomenal dissociation" (ibid.).

An example of such phenomenal dissociation is the difference between the sensual

engagement involved in felling a tree with an axe compared to the consumption of

paper, in both cases there is a relationship with trees, but in the case of the use of

paper "because I have no phenomenal engagement with those trees, my relationships

with them are phenomenally dissociated ones" (ibid.). Dissociated relationships

cause harm to the environment because they distort people's knowledge and

experience of the consequences of their actions on nonhuman others, for, Worthy

argues, "immediate, sensual experience of one's consequences and the spheres
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where those consequences are expressed are crucial ingredients in limiting

destructiveness and fostering caring relationships" (ibid.: 150).115

As we will see in the following analysis, in contrast to the institutions of mainstream

society which work to maintain the separation of the human and nonhuman.

disguising their interconnectedness, intentional communities provide a space in

which the boundary between humans and nature as separate realms can be

problematised. Within this space individuals establish embodied connections with

nature through communal life: through contact with nature in communal work,

through day-to-day material practices, through incidental encounters, through the

sharing of intimate space.116 The emphasis on the importance of regular, embodied

interaction with nonhuman nature as the basis for cultivating a sense of connection

with the environment is a recurrent theme in the data. As we see below, for both

Anastasia and Maddie living in close connection with nature inspires new

relationships; Anastasia attributes living in close contact with nonhuman nature to

her sense of oneness, and her desire to protect it, whilst for Maddie the experience of

growing food, through which she is incorporated into natural cycles, is a

"completely different feeling":

Urn, I guess more also more awareness of being so close to nature, more
awareness of how nature grows thought the seasons and changes urn, it
just makes me feel more like doing what Ican to maintain that balance
um
Do you feel you've got more of a vested interest or a?
Yeah 'cos I know that whatever I'm doing to nature I'm doing to myself

115 For more on the link between connections with nature and positive relational and emotional states

see Nisbet et al (2010), and Mulder et at (2006).

116 We have already seen an example of this in Anastasia's comments about her change in behaviour

arising from the connection with nature she feels resulting from the green infrastructure of her

community, page 263.
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to because I'm not really separate from it so. And I guess not, yeah I
guess not having that awareness Iwould probably act in a completely
different way so. (Anastasia, Findhom)

Where I lived before in the city, Imean I was always seeking out going
to the common ... and Ireally really enjoyed it, but just a set times you
know, sort of when you had some time after work or the weekends. And
here, you know, I just go out and I see things differently. Ijust see what's
about, urn and Ireally, I really really thrive on it. It's just different sort of
working, just seeing things you know. Isort of grow some seedlings then
I'll plant it in the ground then it grows, then Iharvest it, you know that's
a completely different feeling. (Maddie, Midwood)

For many community members I spoke to, a sense of being part of nature, or beliefs

of humanity'S oneness with nature, were given practical expression through the

inclusion of nonhuman nature in individuals' daily activities. As can be seen in

Mae's quote, she feels that her community is truly a part of the environment in

which it is set; human and nonhuman coexist, providing the context for each other's

lives:

I think that's partly what's lacking in our society too isn't it, that
connection not just with each other but nature, mostly 'cos we are
nature as well aren't we ... that's part of our planning thing in the enquiry
- they're trying to say that we're harming nature by living here and
being here, we're harming nature just by our noise and our presences.
It's ah it's so hard, it's so hard not to get cross with that kind of
mentality. I mean it all came right in the end because it's obvious, you
just have to come here and see that actually we're really enhancing
nature and we're a part of it, and before we moved here it was quite kind
of monocuIture, it was a larch plantation. So the whole woodland is
much more diverse so therefore the wildlife and everything is more
diverse so we have enhanced it, and the creatures live with us and they
trust us. 'Cos we've live here for 9 years you know, and we've got like
great granddaughter wrens that live under our house that hatched there
the first year we moved here. They were nesting in our front door way
with a bit of tarpaulin hanging down, every time you walked in you'd
virtually bang your head on the nest ... and it's obvious that we're a part
of their world. (Mae. Greenways)
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Caroline too experiences a sense of connection with nature stemming from a

relationship based in love, care and co-creation with, and of, the nonhuman nature of

her community, the environment being listed alongside herself, and her partner, as a
C f lovi I' hi 117LOCUS 0 ovmg re ations ps:

Whats the greatest pleasure about living here for you?
... you walk out round here and you walk on to farm and it's mine, my
bit of, shared absolutely really important, but it's my space. The land that
I'm growing, the hedge that I've laid, it's the tree that I collect from, it's
the you know this is my bit of space and I am sort of helping to create
and love this space. And you think I can't do this sort of global stuff, I'm
not good on the internet, no good campaigning, all that sort of stuff, but
I can care for this little bit of space, I can care for the land, I can care for
my partner, I Can care for me, but it's the land. (Caroline, Heydon Hall)

In all these examples, the relationships with nonhuman nature in communities are

not abstract relationships, but centred on practical engagements, engagements which

highlight the connection between humans and their surroundings. As already

mentioned, intentional communities are, to a certain extent, about performing

particular embodied sustainable relationships with nature. Key to this process is the

communities' focus on self-sufficiency. Indeed it is these productive, physical

relationships that form the basis of more esoteric relationships with nature. For both

Will and Dan, like Maddie before, it is through working closely with nonhuman

nature, through cultivating the environment in which they live, that they feel

connected to nature. For both, this connection is a significant relationship, being

"deeply satisfying" for Will and "almost religious" for Dan:

In what ways do you lind that you kind of get that experience of feeling
apart of it or?

117 Ergas (2010:41) records similar findings, suggesting that there are "indicative of the symbiotic,

circular relationship ecovillagers perceive as necessary for the survival of the planet".
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I suppose it's just being in close contact with you know nature and
getting seeds in and planting them, and you know, gathering up stuff
later on. Urn working with the animals and seeing all that through. You
know, I think it's just close proximity to it and and knowledge of that.
It's deeply satisfying I find, I find all that stuff. (Will, Midwood)

... as I was saying the other day, I, many people here grew up urn with
some kind of farming experience. In fact I didn't at all, grew up in a
urban setting ... didn't have anything to kind of give along those
lines ... Urn, and moving in here there are a couple of really key moments
for me. The first time Iploughed! I just felt that, it was almost, it was
almost religious, you know. I felt this connection with with all of
humanity and the plough in the sky, you know, and that whole bit and
there Iwas just turning the soil. It's just, it's fantastic. (Dan, Heydon
Hall)

For Henrietta too, her practical engagement with the environment is an expression of

her belief of the oneness of life, and her desire to live sustainably within it.

... well you know this is our environment this is what's outside and
we're simply sort of a biological organism and we're part of it and we
have been for millennia. and how can how can we live with it a little bit
more and use the botanical, botanies for all sorts of everyday life ... I've
developed all this interest in wool work and spinning .. .it was the idea
that our sheep wool was going to waste and that urn this was a huge
opportunity to do something with it...the fleeces the greasy fleeces
presented to me and then think 'oh I could do something with that'. And
now with sort of taking our sort of plants and things and finding out
what sort of dyes they contain and seeing if it fixes.. .it's lovely, it's
lovely .. .1 think it would be lovely to be, oh maybe it's bizarre, but to be
clothed in the materials that you've taken from your immediate
environment. (Henrietta. Heydon Hall)

The organisation of intentional communities towards engaging in sustainable

ecological practices thus provides opportunities for individuals to develop and

express alternative relationships with nonhuman nature, relationships which

problematise the boundaries between humans and nature, and in doing so

incorporate an ecocentric sensibility into the relationships. Such relationships are all
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grounded in embodied interactions with nature; this gives weight to Worthy's

argument that knowledge of the impacts of individuals' actions on nonhuman nature

helps to limit destructiveness and encourage care. In this respect, within

communities we see a combination of what Szerszynski (1996: 120) terms

'expressive' and 'traditionalist' ecology; the first seeks to re-connect people with

nature and authentic ways of being, the other seeks collective solutions to re-embed

people into nature through communal, ecologically benign, lifestyles. Within

communities it is through collective, embodied encounters with nonhuman nature

that individuals develop more ecocentric relationships; it is through 're-embedding'

that individuals 're-connect'.

However, is there not the possibility that basing relationships with nonhuman nature

on the use and cultivation of nature is in fact moving toward an instrumental not

ecocentric relationship to nature? I would argue not. For whilst intentional

communities certainly do not realise perfectly non-instrumental engagements with

nature, their use of nonhuman nature to meet human needs for food, water, shelter,

and heat, are all orientated towards doing so in ways which minimises harmful

impacts. Communities largely seek to work with nature to meet human needs, for

example by using organic methods for growing their food, using sustainable

woodland management techniques, and incorporating permacultural principles of

earth and people care, where care for one is predicated on care for the other. Indeed,

as Will discusses below, whilst living and working in close contact with nature does

encourage a sense of connection and behaviours which reflect this, there are also

those whose productive relationships with nature are characterised by the

commodification and instrumentalisation of nonhuman nature:

I don't think living in community necessarily, necessarily brings you
close to nature or to the land or. But living here, you know, living in the
countryside and spending time and energy, regardless of how you're
doing it probably, running smallholdings or things like that ... there are
individuals that do that in their own way. And then there are people
who live in the country that have complete contempt for nature, that
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work the land, you know but don't really, just doing it for money more
than anything else, industry agriculture. (Will,Midwood).

In highlighting the role of money (and by implication property) within instrumental

relationships with nature Will raises an interesting point. Within intentional

communities productive relationships with nature are established to directly meet

peoples' needs, not to produce items through which profit will be generated via the

market. Underlying this is the fact that like all communal areas, the natural

environments of intentional communities are not 'owned': nature is held in common

- belonging to no one, there for all.118 As seen in Chapter 5, such non-possessive

ownership (Sargisson, 2000a:83) is linked to ideas of custodianship and

responsibility towards a place, in contrast to relating to it along more instrumental

lines. Thus, this non-possessive ownership of nonhuman nature, in combination

with organic and pennacultural practices, places the relationship with nonhuman

nature on a very different footing to productive relationships based in the extraction

of monetary value from nature. Instead, the ethics underlying the ownership and use

of nonhuman nature work towards creating an understanding of it as a site with its

own meanings and values. This brings us back to the earlier argument that it is not

human interaction with nature per se which is problematic, but the form that this

interaction takes. 119

118 Nightingale (2011) suggests that the model of 'rational' or instrumental relations is inappropriate

for those who utilise 'the commons', such as ocean fisheries. Instead "more attention is needed on the

emotional and 'ir-rational'" relationships that people develop with the commons and each other

(ibid.: 119).

119 A further illustration of this point can be made by looking back to past social relationships with

nature. Accounts of rural life in the 18th and 19th centuries often depict individuals as enjoying a

harmony with their natural surroundings (Williams, 1975; Thompson, 2000 [1939]). However, a

ditTerent reality is implied by the work of Malthus and Marx, both of whom wrote about the

degradation and exploitation of the fertility of the land (Bellamy Foster, 1999:374). Marx argued that

the "blind desire for profit" had "exhausted the soil" (ibid.:380), deploying the concept of a
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So far it has been argued that the organisation of intentional communities towards

engaging in sustainable ecological practices provides opportunities for individuals to

develop and express alternative relationships with nonhuman nature, relationships

which problematise the boundaries between humans and nature, and in doing so

incorporate an ecocentric sensibility into the relationships. It is through providing

such a space of alterity, in which individuals can materially and relationally establish

such relationships, that we can appreciate the real alternative that intentional

communities present: how, unlike mainstream society, they offer the opportunity for

individuals to integrate their beliefs and desires into the performance of their daily

lives. But where does this stand with respect to the restructuring of the satisfaction

of needs?

Needs and Nature

The main contention of this work has been that by living in intentional communities

individuals place themselves in circumstances which demand the restructuring of the

satisfaction of their needs and desires. It has been argued that this is possible within

intentional communities because through their alternative social, material and

ideological arrangements they act as a space of and for difference; a space in which

members can approach, interpret and satisfy their needs and desires in ways

unavailable to them in mainstream society, in ways that integrate their beliefs and

desires into mundane aspects of their daily lives, and importantly, in ways which

look to spheres outside of market mediated activities (of consumption and

production) to provide alternative realms in which meaning and satisfaction can be

'metabolic rift' to "capture the material estrangement of human beings in capitalist society from the

natural conditions of their existence" (ibid.:383).
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grounded. In this chapter we have seen how through a commitment to creating

sustainable communities, intentional communities allow individuals to pursue their

desire to live greener lives, based in ecologically sensitive material practices which

foster a sense of connection with the natural world, and in so doing provide a context

in which relationships with nonhuman nature can be developed along ecocentric

lines. However, I suggest that the relationships between human and nonhuman

nature within intentional communities does more than simply allow individuals to

meet their needs in 'greener' ways.

Leiss argues that 'The spirit of indifference toward the ecological context of human

activity pervades almost all modem discussions of human needs" (ibid.:46). Thus, in

his call for a qualitative change in the experience of needs (upon which the

possibility of progressive social change is dependent), he also argues that such a

project should encompass the needs of both human and nonhuman nature, primarily

though locating human needs within a larger referential scale, exceeding the limits

of an anthropocentric worldview (ibid.: 127). He proposes that:

"Respecting the independence of non-human nature - regarding
it not only as a source of human satisfaction but also as an end
in itself - involves nothing particularly mysterious. In the
beginning to reorient our perspectives in this way we need only
make a consistent effort to consider far more carefully the
character of our objectives in transforming and appropriating
nature for our use. We should think more carefully about the
quality of our experiences that we are denying to ourselves as
well as those that we wish to make available. when we organize
our relationship to the natural environment so exclusively
around the hunt for resources ...Respect for the independence of
non-human nature means that we would not force the entire
spectrum of possible experience arising out of our interaction
with nature into a single mould" (ibid.:/38).

Leiss's suggestions for the beginning of a reconciliation of human and nonhuman

needs has clear resonances with the picture of interactions with nonhuman nature
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recounted above. Within Greenways and Findhom, the incorporation of the needs of

nonhuman nature into meeting the needs of humans is explicit:

... the other one is cocreation with nature, which is um basically that
there's some form of inherent intelligence in nature as a whole and that
with that we can have access to it as part of nature. And so for me that's
the sustainability idea that was in the founding impulse of this
community through ... Of course in the New Age 70s that meant that
they were communing with fairies and believing that Pan was dancing
on the lawn, and I'm not even saying it's not true. I don't know, I
haven't seen it yet yeah. But there is a connection to understanding that
we are part of nature, and if we carefully observe we can actually use the
way that nature does things to do to meet our human needs in a more
meaningful and sustainable way. (Dieter, Findhom)

Well obviously we're here, you know, a big part of why we're here if not
the main part is um to meet our needs as much as possible from the land
and from through sustainable means, so not ?? and having fossil fuel
power etcetera but doing it in a different way. In a way that's in
connection with the earth, with nature, with the elements, in a way
that's sustainable, that's based on permaculture principles of cycles
rather than linear, um you know outputs meeting inputs and all of this
sort of thing. (Charles, Greenways)

In both of these quotes, the means through which human needs can be satisfied are

delineated by values and actions based upon the accompanying needs of nature.

Additionally, as we have seen in all communities, central to the efforts of

communities to establish greener modes of living is an effort to consider the

character of their objectives in the transformation and appropriation of nature. This

is reflected in the material practices they adopt in securing their most fundamental

needs - food, shelter, and energy. The meeting of these all being addressed in ways

which work, as much as possible, with nature, by for example, working within its

limits (such as adjusting behaviour to meet the demands of The Living Machine at

Findhom), or returning extracted resources back to the natural environment (such as
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in organic gardening or sustainable woodland management!"). Furthermore, within

intentional communities individuals are able to develop and express relationships

with nonhuman nature, drawing on ecocentric conceptions of nature, through which

nonhuman nature is integrated into individual's lives in a multiplicity of ways (or

indeed there are multiple ways in which individuals are integrated into nonhuman

nature). These relationships experienced with nonhuman nature within communities

are thus located within a completely different realm of experience to that allowed by

market mediated encounters with natural environments.

Finally I suggest that not only is nonhuman nature incorporated into the space of

difference constituted by intentional communities through the articulation of the

reorientation of needs, desires and satisfactions; it can also be argued that nonhuman

nature is included conceptually into 'community' itself. In Chapter 5 it was

suggested that that concept of community within intentional communities is best

understood as a 'process'; that is community as a space of questioning and exploring

who "we" are and what "we" are doing together" (Phelan, 1996:248). By viewing

community as based upon such questions, that is as a space of questioning and

exploration, it potentially opens up the boundaries of what counts as community to

become inclusive of nonhuman nature. This inclusion of nature in what is

understood as community is reflected in the beliefs of community members. The

case of Findhom has already been discussed, as Deiter outlined the community is

based on the assumption of integration and cooperation with nature, of cocreation,

where the nonhuman (and even non-corporeal) is considered an active part of the

120 For example, Greenways has adopted continuous cover management of their woodland. This is

based upon traditional forest management systems, centred on minimum intervention in the

management of the woodland for wildlife and amenity value. For example the community

"selectively fell a small number of conifer trees every year. We ensure they are replaced, either by

natural regeneration or where appropriate, planted saplings. Natural regeneration allows the soil and

microclimates of the wood to choose the most suitable species for us" (Community Literature).
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community. Mae's conviction that Greenways is as much a part of the natural

environment as the wrens nesting in her house has also been explored. For Charles,

also from Greenways, the environment in which his community is based is an active

participant of the 'community':

... it felt you know just very right to come here, felt like the land really
wanted a community here ... I've always felt the land here has been very
supportive of community and really wants humans to be living in this
place and so supports that. And I feel our job really is just to remain in
the place with respect and love and then the land will support us.
(Charles, Greenways)

Lastly, nonhuman nature features as part of community in more mundane ways too.

In the quote from Eve below we see how nonhuman nature is part of the glue which

binds her community together. It feeds community members literally and

metaphorically, grounding the community within relationships with both human and

nonhuman alike.

But at the same time because it's so nice to harvest it and cook meals
together and be all very proud of that and enjoying it a lot. So yeah, I feel
connected, connected with ah what's around me, with the trees, the
garden comes and goes, the seasons in it. (Eve, Midwood)
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Conclusion

"Man [sic} must and does create the conditions under which he
lives; let him be conscious of that, and create them wisely"
(Morris, 1887:176).

This research set out to explore how individuals in green intentional communities

understand, experience and satisfy their needs and desires, focussing on whether

living in such communities results in framing and acting out needs and satisfactions

in ecologically sensitive ways. The proceeding analysis has examined how, through

different dimensions of communal life those living in intentional communities are

able to articulate and meet their needs and desires in ways unsupported by the

organisation of social and economic life in mainstream society, through the

embedding of their needs and desires in the institutions and practices of their

communities. Furthermore, this research has shown that whilst appropriate structural

conditions are necessary for such transformations of needs and satisfactions, they are

not alone sufficient. As Levitas (2008:56) notes, a changed world demands a

changed subjectivity. Thus, we have also explored the alternative forms of sociality

and shared values and discourses underpinning the institutions of intentional

communities, examining the ways in which they encourage different relationships

with others and selves. From this, I argue that intentional communities offer the

chance to explore alternative ways of being, both within ourselves and with others;

furthermore, they allow questions to be asked about who our 'others' are, expanding

our universe of concern beyond the solely human. They constitute spaces of and for

difference, spaces in which alternative forms of sociality and novel institutional

arrangements can be enacted. These alternative social, material and ideological

arrangements present a context of new possibilities for the interpretations and

satisfaction of needs and desires in creative and ecologically sensitive ways: in ways

that integrate individual's beliefs and desires into their day-to-day lives, in ways

which look to spheres beyond those provided by the market to ground a sense of

meaning and fulfilment. Thus, in choosing to live in intentional communities,

individuals place themselves in circumstances which demand the restructuring of the
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satisfaction of their needs and desires, and in doing so, create a situation in which

they can live and be differently.

Educating desire?

One goal of this research was to assess whether intentional communities could be

considered sites of the education of desire. Abensour argues that the role of utopian

projects is not to prescribe the content of desire, but to awaken the potential to desire

and "the impulse of adventure" and in so doing to establish the conditions in which

individuals can learn '"to desire, to desire better, to desire more, and above all to

desire otherwise" (1999: 145-6). It has been argued that the organisation of our

society in line with the priorities of neoliberalism makes it increasingly difficult to

recognise needs and desires "that are not dependent upon the consumption of things"

(Leiss, 1978:30, emphasis added; see also Bauman, 2004). In contrast, intentional

communities represent a space of opposition which goes some way to disrupt the

primacy of market mediated satisfactions through shifting the locus of dependency

away from the market and towards alternative satisfactions embedded within the

structures, values and practices of intentional communities. Such alternative

institutional and material practices permit different relations of need and satisfaction,

and thus make feasible other "possibilities for individual self-fulfilment" (Leiss,

1978:38). Within intentional communities, then, we can see individuals finding out

what it means to desire, and, importantly, to 'desire otherwise' .

A Marcusian Utopia?

As discussed in the introduction, the initial motivation for this research came from a

curiosity to investigate if Marcusian theory translates from theory into practice. The

application of a Marcusian theoretical framework to the analysis of needs and

desires, in this case within intentional communities, has demonstrated both the
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viability and the value of a critical theory of needs. Indeed, by taking such an

approach we have seen that living in intentional communities has provided people

with a context in which they have been able to recognise and pursue needs and

desires they felt were denied in mainstream society: needs for a life centred on a

connection with nature; for non-instrumental valuing of, and relationships with,

selves and others; for meaningful work; for belonging; needs and desires which

speak to a different realm of experience to those addressed by the kinds of

consumption practices offered by the market, or in Marcuse's terms, qualitatively

different needs. Indeed, these kinds of needs can be seen as forming the

"determinate negation of existing needs" that Marcuse (1970:67) argues would result

from a transformation of needs and desires: "need for peace ... for calm, the need to

be alone, with oneself or with others whom one has chosen oneself, the need for the

beautiful, the need for "undeserved" happiness - all this not simply in the form of

individual needs but as a social productive force, as social needs". Such a

transformation of needs would constitute for Marcuse a move to a new reality

principle, under which "Men [sic] would really exist as individuals, each shaping his

own life; they would face each other with truly different needs and truly different

modes of satisfaction - with their own refusals and their own selections" (1956:227-

8). Do, then, intentional communities represent the realisation of a new reality

principle? It is. after all, the "transformation of goals and values, of human needs

themselves. which underpins the qualitatively different way of being" (Levitas,

1990:140-1). I suggest that whilst intentional communities allow us to catch the

briefest of glimpses of what life under a new reality principle could be like, the fact

that communities are still very much a part of this world precludes more than a

fleeting encounter with a place fundamentally different to the world we live in now.

For Marcuse, a new reality principle would enact a "historical tum", constituting the

transformation of human existence in its entirety, "including the world of work and

the struggle with nature ... [Life] proceeds on new grounds and with new objectives:

it turns into the concentrated struggle against any constraint on the free play of

human faculties, against toil, disease, and death" (Marcuse, 1956:157). Whilst

intentional communities demand a transformation of needs, which involves the
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reconceptualisation of work and relationships with nonhuman nature, constituting

the shift towards new ways of being, it is just this - a shift. As Kellner (1984:174)

highlights, Marcuse's new reality principle aims to achieve "reconciliation between

nature, society, and humanity". It represents a total way of being, in which a

differently organised society is populated by equally different selves, an "essentially

new historical Subject" (Marcuse, 1964:256). For whilst I do not want to suggest

that the transformation of needing and being within communities is not profound, or

does not represent a truly alternative way of organising social life, the very

difference that they embody is a result of their extraordinariness, because of the

isolated alternatives they represent in contrast to mainstream society. However, it is

in the creation of these momentary and transient landscapes of 'otherness', through

disrupting the possibilities of being in the present, that intentional communities act

as utopias - the good place that is no place. So whilst intentional communities

certainly represent what Sargisson (2000a) terms 'transgressive utopias', they do not

realise a new reality principle.

Institutional innovation

Potentially, a more useful way of situating intentional communities within a process

of wider social transformation is to look to Unger's work on transfonnative politics.

Whereas Marcuse believe that social change could only be achieve through

revolution, the complete and total transformation of all of social life, Unger instead

proposes what he calls "radical reform". Unger (1998: 18-19) argues that "Reform is

radical when it addresses and changes the basic arrangements of a society: its

formative structure of institutions and enacted beliefs. It is reform because it deals

with one discrete part of this structure at a time." He likens this process to the idea of

"institutional tinkering", but rather than this amounting to an "abandonment of

challenge to the fundamental institutions of a society" (ibid.) it is "motivated,

sustained and cumulative tinkering" (ibid.: 16). As was discussed in Chapter 6,

mirroring the claims of this work, Unger's transformative politics is premised upon
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the connection between the organisation of social institutions and the possibilities

for selfhood they facilitate. Thus, Unger (2007: 165) claims that through the radical

reform of society, "we can devise institutions and practices that, by diminishing the

distance between the ordinary moves by which we reproduce them and the

extraordinary moves by which we challenge them, make us greater, freer, and more

fully human." However, such institutional innovation is possible only when we are

"able to experiment with ourselves. To seek change in our relation to the collective

settings of arrangement and belief... We cannot move our world if we remain

ourselves unmoved" (ibid.). The argument Unger makes, and his notion of

institutional innovation, supports the claims made in this research: that intentional

communities act as spaces of difference, disrupting some aspects of given social life

and establishing alternative institutions, through which individuals are able to

restructure their interpretation and satisfaction of their needs and desires, and

imagine and experience themselves otherwise. Therefore, rather than looking to

place intentional communities as vanguards of a social revolution, or, as Pepper

(1991) does, expect them to perfectly realise a new green politics, I argue that it is

more appropriate to understand them as an example of the kind of innovative

institutions that Unger envisions. He claims that the practical activity of social

improvisation, and the "master tool" of radical reform, is "institutional innovation,

practiced not from on high, with fanciful blueprints and perfectionist designs, but

with the materials at hand and in the situation of the moment" (Unger, 1998:165).

The goal of such institutional innovation is the "intimation of a different world" in

which "we would become (slightly) different people, with (slightly) revised

understandings of our interests and ideals" (ibid.: 12). It is such a modest, but truly

profound process that institutional communities enact.

Implications

I am aware that the conclusions drawn in this research could be read as painting

intentional communities in a wholly uncritical and positive light. For example,
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although the material practices through which individuals satisfy their needs and

desire, and put into practice their values, have been detailed and discussed, I have

not considered the extent to which these practices are a viable option for the rest of

us. In short, I have not addressed whether the green practices of intentional

communities represent sustainable alternatives beyond the confines of small

communal groups. To take an example, compost toilets may be an important part of

embedding communards into their environment, reducing the distance between them

and the rest of nature, but would they maintain this function outside of a communal

setting? And is it possible to make a case for dealing with the waste of millions of

people in this way? Similarly, many communities heat their homes with wood. This

is not a viable option for more than a fraction of society, unless a significant amount

of the United Kingdom was turned over to intensive plantation forests. However,

many communards are themselves aware that the way they live is not a viable

blueprint for the rest of society to be modelled upon.

Furthermore, it needs to be stressed that I am not suggesting that intentional

communities perfectly realise their attempts to live sustainable lives, or that

individuals live as lightly on the earth as they may wish. Nor am I claiming that

intentional communities represent completely 'other' ways of being; they are very

much a part of wider society. However, what I have argued is that they represent

spaces in which it is possible to think and act differently, in which alternative social

arrangements can be imagined and explored (Sargis son, 2000a:52). This research

has focussed on some aspects of how people think and act differently, and of how

social arrangements are alternatively organised. What has been found is that the

difference achieved in intentional communities is only ever partial. For example,

communal work is organised and valued in ways which oppose the organisation and

the role of work within capitalism; however, the sexual division of labour within

communal work persists. Further research on gender relations in intentional

communities would enable a better understanding of how communities deal with

these more 'difficult' and pervasive social problems, and assess the extent to which

the claim that they represent spaces of difference can be supported. Similarly, the
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role of consensual decision making within intentional communities - the foundation

of many alternative practices -requires more attention than has been possible within

the limits of this project. Assessing the claims that many communities make about

their decision making practices may expose more limits to the alterity of

communities.

The research also raises questions about children and intentional communities which

would merit further research. Whilst I examined adults' hopes for children, research

would be needed into children themselves to discover if such adult hopes bear out in

reality, and to examine how children experience their childhoods within communal

settings. Bettelheim's (1969) research into children of kibbutzim suggests that

growing up i,na communal setting has a profound effect on children's selves, but not

necessarily the intended one.

Lastly, as I have argued in the Introduction, and as Redclift (2009:369) also

suggests, "sociology has a real contribution to make to the analysis of future 'post-

carbon' societies, drawing on its roots in critique and the elaboration of alternative,

utopian, futures." The exploration of such futures necessarily entails a critical

examination of the entirety of the way in which we currently organise our social,

political, and economic lives, and the accompanying material practices. Taking such

a holistic approach should not preclude analysis at the individual level, for it is

through peoples' everyday lives that the implications of institutional arrangements

are realised. This has consequences for the approach that sociological research

adopts: examining the ways in which individuals navigate the institutional and

discursive spaces of modern social life, and the ways in which these shape

possibilities for action, for relationships both with each other and the environment in

which we live, and for the selves which we can cultivate, necessitates that we engage

with normative aspects of individuals' lives, and in so doing, with concepts of

human flourishing and 'the good'. This involves a recognition of "the nature of our

condition as needy, vulnerable beings, suspended between things as they are and

things as they might become, for better or worse, and as we need or want them to
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become." (Sayer, 2011:4). Sayer (ibid.:246) argues that sociology has developed an

aversion to engaging with normativity, even though "the very concept of human

being is partly nonnative: its object is always more or less deficient and capable of

development or decline." He suggests that this is because of a fear of imposing value

judgements or 'conceptions of the good' onto others. However, he argues that

sociology needs to engage with these issues, not least because what constitutes 'a

good life' is what actually matters to people, and, I suggest, as seen in this research,

such questions are essential to properly engaging with the demands that climate

change makes to the ways in which we organise our lives. Those who live in

intentional communities are pursuing their own versions of the good, and in so doing

create alternative ways of living and being, of needing and desiring, thus enabling

them to establish communities based upon new forms of sociality which allow for

questions about flourishing, of both non-human and human alike, to be considered.

To paraphrase the Morris quote at the beginning of this chapter, in acting in this way

intentional communities remind us that we can create the conditions under which we

live; may we not lose sight of this, and create them wisely.
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Appendices

Appendix 1

(Letter to communities for initial visit)

Wednesday, XXX 2009

Dear members of X Community,

I am in the middle of a project researching environmentally committed communities,

such as low-impact communities, ecovillages, co-housing groups, and so on. I would

love the opportunity to come and spend some time with you, nothing structured or

formal, either for a few hours or, ideally, a couple of days as a WOOFER. Does this

sound possible?

I am looking forward to hearing from you,

Best wishes

Rebecca. Wallbridge@bristol.ac.uk

01179545591 (office)

07974014752 (mobile)
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Appendix 2

(Letter to community for research)

xxx 2009

Dear residence of X Community

I am in the middle of a project researching environmentally committed communities,

such as low-impact communities, ecovillages, co-housing groups, and so on. I have

included a description of my research with this letter. Usually as part of my

fieldwork I make a preliminary visit to a community to introduce myself, give

people the chance to ask me about my research, and generally suss me out, before

then asking them if I can include them in my fieldwork. However, given the distance

of X to Bristol this is not possible. Ideally I would like to spend a week or two

staying (as a WWOOFER) at X allowing me to get a feel for the place and conduct

some interviews.

I have identified X as a possible time for my visit. However if this is not convenient

for any reason I am happy to be flexible.

Looking forward to hearing from you,

Best wishes

Rebecca. Wallbridge@bristol.ac.uk

o 117 9545591 (office)

07974014752 (mobile)
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Appendix 3

(Description of research)

Overview:

• My research is based upon the belief that the challenge of climate change and
environmental degradation necessitates searching for solutions beyond
'conventional' wisdom. It requires us to critically examine our whole way of
life, and associated values and needs.

• The research is split between two focuses, theoretical and practical.

• The theoretical element of my thesis is to construct a dialogue between
Critical and ecological theory to explore and evaluate the contribution this
fusion can make to the construction of new forms of sustainable social life.

• The practical focus of the research is on intentional communities (such as
low-impact communities, ecovillages, co-housing groups, etc) and the needs
and values created and sustained within them.

• My research seeks to explore the needs and values in intentional
communities. And how these needs are developed, mediated and met.

• It also seeks to explore how people's relationships with nature are shaped
through their lifestyle. And, what lessons can be learnt from intentional
communities in creating sustainable alternatives.

• My research seeks neither to establish facts about community life, nor judge
communities. Rather it seeks to explore how communities and their members
understand their actions, beliefs, and needs through watching and joining in
with people in their everyday lives.

Fieldwork methods:

• The main research method used in the research is ethnography, based around
participant observations and interviews.
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• In practice I hope to be not much different to normal a WWOOFER (in
communities which take them).

• A good way to think about my role in participant observations is as an
'observing participant'. The aim being that in participating in the day to day
life of a community, working and living within the rhythms of the
community, I will develop a more meaningful picture of each community
than interviews alone would allow.

• The interviews will be in addition to my participation. They will be more
like a conversation than a formal interview, but they will be recorded on a
voice recorder. They will explore three broad themes: life history,
materialism and consumption, and personal and community values.

• My length of stay will be negotiated with each community before research
starts.

Ethics:

• My research has been approved by the University of Bristol Ethics
Committee.

• Because many communities have families with young children I have been
CRB checked. The certificate can be seen on request.

• Before any research takes place each community must sign a form giving
their consent to take part in my research (Form 1). The form also shows
communities understand that the research can be stopped at anytime and the
researcher asked to leave. And that they have the right to approve the
research before it is submitted. Further to this, before any interview takes
place individuals must sign a further consent form, demonstrating that they
agree to take part and understand their right to withdraw and approve the
research (Form 2).

• Additionally, I will sign a 'community agreement' in which I set out the
limits to my research (Form 3).

• Ideally sociological research aims to guarantee complete confidentiality
(that people and communities will not be identifiable) and anonymity (that
no one, not even the .researcher, will know which responses can from which
people). However, 10 some cases this is not always possible. Within
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communities it might be possible for members to identify other member's
responses. Therefore only partial confidentiality and anonymity can be
promised - none of the data gathered will be accessible to or passed on to
third parties; all data recorded will be kept in password protected files on
secure networks; no real names will be recorded; and if requested the names
of communities and their location will be omitted or made up.

Dissemination:

• My finished PhD will be read by both of my supervisors and one other
academic. In addition to this it will be held in the University of Bristol
library and the British Library, where it will be accessible to students and the
general public on request.

• It is possible that parts of the thesis will be used as the basis for journal
articles and conference papers.

Contact details:

Email Rebecca.Wallbridge@bristol.ac.uk

Telephone 01179545591 (office)

07974014752 (mobile)

Address 6 Quantock Road

Windmill Hill

Bristol

BS34PF
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Appendix 4

(Findhorn letter)

Wednesday, 4th March 2009

Dear X,

I am in the middle of a PhD researching environmentally committed communities,

such as low-impact communities, ecovillages, co-housing groups, and so on. I have

been to visit X and X a couple of times to talk to them about their time living in the

Findhom Ecovillage. From my discussions with X and reading about the Findhom

Ecovillage I feel that it has a central place in my research.

There are two aspects of Findhom Ecovillages' approach that I find particularly

relevant: 1) the overall vision to recognize and strengthen the necessary partnership

between humans and their environment and, 2) the details of that vision, such as the

crafting of sustainable human homes and the meeting of personal and social needs.

Both chime exactly with the focus of my research (I have included an outline of my

research with this letter).

Usually as part of my fieldwork I make a preliminary visit to a community to

introduce myself, give people the chance to ask me about my research, and generally

suss me out, before then asking them if I can include them in my fieldwork.

However, given the distance of Findhom to Bristol this is not possible. Ideally I

would like to spend a week or two staying at Findhorn allowing me to get a feel for

the place, observe residents of the Ecovillage going about their daily life, and

conduct some interviews. X recommended that I get in touch with you as the ideal

person to, in the first instance, see if you think including the Findhom Ecovillage in

my research is a feasible idea. And if so, to act on my behalf to approach the issue

with other residents to see if they would be happy with my including the Findhom
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Ecovillage in my research. This second point is particularly important as I wish to

avoid unnecessary disruption or intrusion into the lives of residents.

I have identified the first week of June as a possible time for my visit. However if

this is not convenient for any reason I am happy to be flexible.

Looking forward to hearing from you,

Best wishes

Rebecca. Wallbridge@bristol.ac.uk

01179545591 (office)

07974014752 (mobile)
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Appendix 5

(Interview schedule)

Could you tell me a bit about yourself?

Community and personal values:

Could you describe this community for me?

Are there any shared goals?

What brought you to this community?

What do you think people need for a fulfilling life?

What did you think the community would offer you? Has it?

What, if anything, do you think is wrong with society?

Life in the community:

What are the greatest pleasures about living communally?

What are the greatest challenges?

How does living communally shape your relationships with other people?

What communal work takes place?

How much freedom do you have to decide what you want to do?

How are conflicts resolved?

Material consumption:

What are your priorities?

How does living in this community meet your needs?

Have your needs/wants/desires changed since joining the community?

Does living here allow you to meet your needs in new ways? Allows you to decide

how to meet your needs for yourself?

What are your hopes for the future?
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Appendix 6

(Individual consent form)

PhD research: Intentional Communities

CONSENT FORM (individual)

Researcher: Rebecca Wall bridge

c I agree to take part in the study.
c The Researcher has explained the study and I have had the

chance to ask questions about what will happen.
c I agree that what I say can be quoted in the research.
c I know that I can withdraw from taking part at any time if I

wish to.
c I understand that I have the right to approve the research

and analysis prior to submission.

Signature:

Date:
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Appendix 7

(Community consent form)

PhD research: Intentional Communities

CONSENT FORM (community)

Researcher: Rebecca Wallbridge

D The community agrees to take part in the study.
D The Researcher has explained the study and we have had

the chance to ask questions about what will happen.
D We agree that observations can be used in the research.
Cl We understand that we can withdraw from taking part at any

time and ask the Researcher to leave.
Cl We understand that we have the right to approve the

research and analysis prior to submission.

Signature:

Date:

324



Appendix 8

(Community agreement)

PhD research: Intentional Communities

Community Agreement

As a guest of this community ( ) I promise to:

- respect the boundaries and privacy of its members and other guests.

- ensure that the community has been given access to the details of my research, including

its motivation, methods, and planned dissemination.

- ensure that consent forms (communal and individual) have been signed before any

research takes place.

- not enter private areas of the community alone or without prior permission.

- not access or view any documents and records without prior permission.

- leave at the request of community as soon as is feasible.

- honour the right of participants to approve my research and analysis prior to submission.

My research will commence on and end on .

Researcher: Rebecca Wallbrldge

Signed:

Dated:
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