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2.2 Definitions and Histories of Utopia

While we might assume that utopias are not relevant to us, in fact, we daily live the
many utopiarand dystopian visions of the past. Utopian thinking, or prescriptive and
improved imagined states of collective and/or individual being, has been to some extent
responsible for many successful and unsuccessful social experiments. Given the extent of
schoarship on the histories of utopias and utopian thinking, and the similarity of their
content, it can be argued that there is a general consensus as to what constitutes utopia and
what does not. As influential utopian historian Krishan Kumar (1987, pwrities:

One is bounced through the anciéntbe biblical prophets, Plato and the

Greeks; hurried throughout the Middle Ages, with a glance at Augustine;
served up More, Campanella and Bacon as a substantial dish; then finished off
with the nineteenthcenury socialists: often with a coda which proclaims or
laments the death of utopia in our own century.

Which |iterary texts are included as utop

Outopiand is defined. Kumar 0 thenindechwesterpn.  3) ar

utopia invented in the Europe of the Renaissdnces t he only utopi ao. He
of universalism, such as George Orwell 6s ass
ut opian visiono (ibid., p. 2). Or, as Orwell

Thedream of a just society which seems to haunt the human imagination
ineradicably and in all ages, whether it is called the Kingdom of Heaven or the

classless society, or whether it is thought of as a Golden Age which once



existed in the past and from whiale have degenerated. (Orwell quoted in
Kumar, 1987, p. 2)
Similarly, Kumar disagrees with George Kateb (quoted in Kumar, 1987), who also
speaks of utopianism as the:
system of values which places ha
sociallfe,eand asks: o6ls not this the vision
this the substance of the longings of common humanity? Is not utopianism the

mor al prepossession of our raced (p. 4
So, for Kumar, there is noiaonchtboping, ast
being fia distinctive |iterary genre carrying

3). Such a definition has led Kumar to conclude:

But, firstly, utopia isnot[italics added] universal. It appears only in societies

with theclassical and Christian heritage, that is, only in the West. Other

societies, have in relative abundance, paradmesitivist [italics added]

myths of a Golden Age of justice and equality, Cokayggpe fantasies,

even messianic beliefs; they do nawh utopia. (ibid., p. 19)

Kumar s definition is problematic as it wu
multiplicities of the non west. This excludes the possibility of discussion and debate
incorporating any notion of ndrwestern utopias. However, @ating a definition that would
l imit utopianism to fAtraditions of intellect
p. 560) is a common practice within western thought. As Collins (ibid.) points out, the
argument holds in reverdeconcerning Soult Asian categories and the European tradition
but it is rarely made i n t eRuraras BufatleaBtwd at a s
can recognize texts there which hgweganice | e ment so (i bi d. ) . Kumar 1
nori west, but his theory aftopias, as might be expected, excludes the long history of
western feminist utopianism, with only a few feminist authors mentioned in passing.
Attempting to provide a more inclusive definition of utopia, both Ruth Levitas (1990)

and John Carey (1999)sp&& about the necessity of HAdesire
restrictive definitions in terms of form, fu
essential element (is)desré¢ he desire for a better way of ©b
1998, p. 556). John Carey (1999, p. Xi) si mi
imaginary place must be an expression of desire. [And] to count as a dystopia, it must be an

expression of fearo. Such a dfufopiamisnt, asceen enab |



i n C aBook gf &tepiasn which he includes an Ancient Egyptian poem from 1940 BCE,
a poem by Tao Qian dated ACE 400, as well as numerous writings by women (Carey, 1999).
However, defining utopi ate Farexanple,fromsa of &éde
Buddhist point of view, writes Steven Collins (1998):
I f Levitasdéd definition is applied to n
immediately runs afoul of Buddhist distinctions between (i) unwholesome and
de-meritorious Cravingténhg or Attachmentipadanag, (ii) forms of desire
(kam@ which can be meritorious and wholesome but which still operate with
the samsaric world of Conditioning Factors, and (iii) the aspiration to nirvana,
which must be or become free of Craving and the @ions even to discern
the real nature of its object, let alone attain it. (p. 556)
So, although Levitasd definition is Ausef
too i mprecise when mapped onto Budditei st cat e

Collins argues that other definitions of utopias are more relevant for an exploration of

Nirvana and Other Buddhist Felicites.n hi s wor k, Outopiad iIs int
a general, everyday sense, iftvesionsofwmtthei n an o
Oxford English Dictionary calls o60a place, st
politics, |l aws, customs and conditionsdédo (ib

specific meaning, as one of five different tyjppésdeal society: the Land of Cockaygne,
Arcadia, the Perfect Moral Commonwealth, the Millennium and Utopia proper. The latter

classification has been developed by J.C. Davis (1981), who distinguishes utopia and four

alternative types of ideal societybyhe way i n which they deal wi:
probl emo: ithe reconciliation of | imited sat
social contexto (p. 36). The main character:i

The land of Cockaygrteadition was strongest in late medieval Europe, but its themes

have been expressed from ancient times and in many cultures (Davis, 1981, p. 20). It was

basically fAa dream world for the | aboring cl
retreatino a | and of physical, as opposed to spir
p. 42). Il n this worl d, At he paucity of satis
themd (Collins, 1998, p. 29 4ation, of mishisgurees, it i s

fountains of youth, rivers of wine, setbasting birds, sexually promiscuous and éver
available partnersi®. (i bid.; Davi s, 1981, pp.
Arcadiai s about fAhar mony between man and nat

desireforsai sfaction is Atempered through moder at
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describing a specific place in Greece, and championed particularly by Hesiod, it was later
revived by Renaissance humanists, e.g.,-Jeagues Rousseau (ibid.).
The Perfect MoreCommonwealthradition accepted the social arrangements and

political institutions then existing (e.g., monarchy, Christian church) (Davis, 1981, p. 27).

Society is then made har monious by Athe mor a
andhencef every class and groupo (ibid.). The
man o, but also assumes fia change in the natu
nature of menés wantso (ibid, pp. 38, 37).

The Milleniumf o cuses on t heaprdcess mthentdan anmumbdomegd |,
achieving an ideal society. What is at 1issue
form of societyd (Davis, 1981, p. 31). This
kind of supernatural intervepti, deus ex machinaod, messiah (Jewishpatteyya
(Buddhist)or avatar/bodisathwg Hi ndu) . But a humandés fate 1is
previous actions (e.g., during cataclysm as believed by Christians, or biyatimea,as
believed by Buddhists and ktus). Closely related to the idea of 'The Millenium is
Messiani s m, fa religious movement that invol
for change in societyo (Hollis, 1998, 148) .
many religions arounthe world, such as in Judaism, Christianity, Islam, Buddhism and
nature religions (ibid.).

Utopiapropert akes humans and nature fas they ar
imposes the solution through the imposition of a particular order, or system df socia
organization and control (Collins, 1998, p .
private mystery, but order, that soci al nece
but not always, given the form of literary fiction (ibid.) Such ute@ee concerned to project
a total social environment and are preoccupied with detail (ibid.). The aim is not merely to
improve, but to perfect. Therefore, totality, order and perfection could be considered to be

cardinal characteristics of the utopiannfofibid.). The systems of social organization

therefore inevitably become Abureaucratic, [
organizational o6 (Collins, 1998, p. 295) . |t
especiallyin20cent ury, to see such a society as fAexa
dystopiao (ibid., p. 295) .

Using the above mentioned classification, Collins exploresrréernPali
(canoni cal Buddhi st texts) and t hdimate pr omi se

kind, nirvanao (i bid, p . 39) . iAkpmacihgafdr om ni r
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secure resolution of suffering, defeating it conceptually, in the broadest, most abstract and
ultimate wayo, Buddhi s md belafem easthlyparatdises,o us ot he
Metteyads millennium, the Perfect Mor al Comn
110).

According to Collins, 1 f wutopia is wunders
nonoiwest ern equivalentsi$po sfucht ptapiasé. dat
imagined human society of the normal productive and reproductive kind where social
problems are solved collectively, that is by the reorganization of society and its institutions,
by education, by laws and bysanat ns 6 ( Davi es quoted in Collin

For Collins, this represents:

éa sign of good sense on the part of B
ideologies in South Asia: for this kind of ideal society all too often ends,

perhaps inevitably endsand somgmes also begirds as a dystopia of

regimentation and the increasingly strict imposition of discipline. (ibid., p.

557)

This is not to say, however, that figvestern traditions have not developed
alternatives to the present order or imagined blueprinthéideal individual or collective
state of being. As Collins (ibid., p. 560) argues:

Philosophy or Utopianism in English very often do refer, in a epecific

and seHconscious sense, to traditions of intellectual practice in Europe and
America, forwhich precise counterparts outside the west scarcely ever exist . .
. [but it is also] . . . tru& unsurprisingly if one starts from the presumption of

a shared humanidythat these styles of thought and cultural production are
readily visible elsewhere.

Supporting this view, Qingyun Wu (1995, p. 10) writes on the subject of Chinese
ut opias and utopianism that fA[s]cholars gene
utopian thought: Daoist (Taoist) Utopianism, Confucian Datong (which has beentagdnsla
into Grand Union, Great Harmony, or One World, in English), and Buddhist concepts of
paradi seo.

Out side (or on the margins) of the west t
fusion of native culture and traditions with western utopian coscémt example of such
hybridisation is the existence of Native Ame
developed utopian ideas by blending their own traditions with the ideas of Western
civilizationo ( HoUtbpiarsMoveinén®®llis angues tha 9 ) . Il n his

5



The most enduring Western influences among éestern peoples have
been Christianity and socialism. Thus many utopias in Africa, Asia, the
Pacific and the Americas can be connected either to millennialism or
messianism. Whenever socialismpinged upon ndnWestern societies, it
was refashioned to suit the local conditions. Nonetheless, tlié\festern
utopias are both fascinating and instructive about the evolution of those
societies, and they demonstrate that the ideal of utopia is ntgdimi
ultimately by place or peoples. (ibid., p. xiv)

To limit the utopian, as Ernst Bloch (1986, p. 15) wrote as early as 1940:

. .. to the Thomas More variety, or simply to orientate it in that direction,
would be like trying to reduce electricity to taeber from which it gets its

Greek name and in which it was first noticed. Indeed, the utopian coincides so
little with the novel of an ideal state that the whole totality of philosophy
becomes necessary . . . to do justice to the content of that dediggpate

utopia.

For Bl och, ut opia represents the expressi
emotion, as the opposite of fearo, but mor e
(ibid., p. 12). Seen in this light, as the expression pehoather than a particular (western)
literary genre, it is impossible to limit utopia to the experiences of one civilisation. The more
recent histories of utopias (e.g., Hollis, 1998; Carey, 1999) acknowledge this and are
therefore more inclusive of nowestern traditions. However, given the global scope of

available histories, attempts for greater inclusion ofl ma@stern traditions are still

embryonic.

To return now to defining terminology, O6u
o6nowherigpd ac® 6@an@agood placebd, or Operfect pl e
understood as an idealistic but unrealistic
means Obad placeb6, while eutopia l|iterally t
(1999,p.x) ar gues, Astrictly speaking, i magi nar \
all wutopias, or nowhereso, in this thesis |

addition, | distinguish between utopias, seen in the positive sense as desipeesanaably

good or perfect places, dystopias, or bad places, and eutopias, as good but not perfect places.

It is clear that any discussion of 6goodd an
ethical position that | assume while using these tesragplicitly stated in Chapter One. In

addition, | investigate prescriptive and improved imagined statiestbtollective and/or
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individual being, as the former is, in general, more prevalent in the west and the latter outside

of the west. Here, | fol current implicit or explicit utopian ideas and debates about what
constitute 6gooddé future societies. I n addit
measurgar excellenc€Hertzler, 1965, p. 292, see lllustration 2.5 for example), |

particularlyfocus on debates that investigate the role of education in helping achieve such
vision/ s. | contrast this approach to more 0
should be. This predominantly means that the role of education is not to helplmeate,

rather to help students adapt to particular futures. This | further discuss in the chapters that

follow.

[llustration 2.5

Every community, utopian or not, needs the children to survive and continue its existence. However,
the utopian ideals such as children rights, concern about futures generations that are not yet born and
universal education have not been universally present throughout the history and among diverse
societies and civilisations. Children@abisHHour at th
Bettman), from Hollis, 1998, front cover.

2.3 From Utopia to Dystopia: Is Utopia Dead?

In the 20" century western world, historical developments in relation to utopias have
been marked by the emergence of a distinctive dystopian genre, preafldgstopian
i mages in the media and discussion on the #de



visions take two basic for ms: being a descri
is as bad as possi bluopias (Jenngstla98d, m gll)timtle firstor m o
form, dystopias play the i mportant role of e
from deli berate policies, indecision and ind
attempts to manafgentiit ecpiadd ai dpdt dpibasg.are s
warnings against the proposed O0i mprovement 6
interest, technology, or other artifacto (ib
outbookonhe present, or even prompt us to give u
(1986) wrote:
The future dimension contains what is feared or what is hoped for; as regards
human intention, that is, when it is not thwarted, it contains only what is
hopedfor. Hope, superior to fear, is neither passive like the latter, nor locked
into nothingness. The emotion of hope goes out of itself, makes people broad
instead of confining them, cannot know nearly enough of what it is that makes
them inwardly aimed, oivhat may be allied to them outwardly. The work of
this emotion requires people who throw themselves actively into what is
becoming, to which they themselves belong. (jig) 3
But, as Jennings (1996a) further argues, it is important to take a criticabimth
dystopian (based on fear) and utopian (based on hope) visions and balance the need to
Aprepare for the worst with a desire to achi
However, the 2D century has been marked by the prevalence of dystopianism in its
antiutopn sense. The standard critique of utopi
unrealistic and i mpractical but dangerouso (
capacity to encourage human beings tad eF@i ve
and provide fAan illusory basis for human act
According to this critique, utopia is a form of subjectivism which ignores the
fact that we cannot reshape the world in our own image. It is irrational in its
refusal to acknowledge objectiveality, immature in its inability to realise the
limited nature of the possible, and irresponsible in its failure to understand the
role of fallibility in the realisation of the good. (ibid.)
And although this HfAstandarid herriet iagwe dd ff f u
kinds of utopias, and that wutopianism can ad

(i bid. ), It stil |l mai ntains that A[ a]ll ut op



representation to the mundane improvements whicpa@ssible in their time. It also faults
utopians for opting for maximal value orient
Dystopian images have now become prevalent in the media, both in fiction and
especially in the news, where | madsease, of finat
social injustice . . . convey a picture of a world where nothing vdomshort, dystopia
nowo (Jennings, 1 9 9 6 aTjme(plugheg, 2000, pp. 885) istypecal nt ar t
of negative attitudes towards utopia which have developtdsgparticular time in western
history. The author of the article argues that utopia is necessarily about failure, because its
subjects are fAthe fallacies and delusions of
argues t hat i u ttypgesur@ndenefahe iadividualnvill to thendollective or
the divinedo and, as such, Utopia is basicall
article, both nazism and communism are linked with déntury utopian experiments, and
while some might hi nk At hat to be deprived of a I|ife
human potentialo this can be the case only wu
alternative would beo (ibid., 85). ments sum, H
and ideas which do not succeed and are, inherently, totalitarian. In regard to whether utopias
succeed or do not succeed, Hertzler (1965, p. 266) offers different view to the one Hughes
represents: ANot all of atag mueHofthembavabeenpi as h

as is the case in any improvement schemeo.

lllustration 2.6




iDecl aration of the RightsCbezMbbE@pimdeafuet Le Jeu
www.nypl.org/utopiaAl t hough fAno placesodo, much of wutopian el em
1965) as yesterdayds utopia often becomes todayb

Similarly, Fred Polak (1973) has argued t
todayos soci al philosophy (see Il lustration 2.
Many utopian themes, arising in fantasy, find their way to reality. Scientific

management, full employment, and social security were all once figments of a
utopidwr i t er 6s 1 magi nat i omacracg,anivergeal e par | i
suffrage, planning, and the trade union movement. The tremendous concern

for child-rearing and universal education, for eugenics, and for garden cities

all emanated from the utopia. The utopia stood for the emancipation of women

long bebre the existence of the feminist movement. All the current concepts
concerning labor, from the length of the work week to grsfiaring, are

found in the utopia. Thanks to the utopists, the twentieth century did not catch

man totally unprepared. (pp. 13/38)

Hughesds second argument, that wutopias el
totalitarian, has often proved to be accurate. But this argument, however, takes the value of
individualism as an unchallenged category and assumes its unquestiogiear syver
collectivism. Such a 6common sensed universa
challenged (e.g., by both postcolonial theorists and feminists). In addition, the argument that
utopias eliminate individualism also discounts the factthate very i dea of 0O6i n
freedomé is in itself a utopian concept.

While most arguments that explain the emergence dfianpian dystopia in the 20
century concentrate on failed utopian social experiments, the emergence of totalitarian
societies ad two world wars in Europe, it could also be argued that the current dystopianism
represents reflective realism. Darko Suvin argues that for most of the planet, dystopia is a
reality (Suvin, 2000). For Suvin (2000), the most appealing utopia is:

Diametrially opposite to preseiay capitalism without a human face (or is
it showing its real face now that it fears communism no longer?), that is, a
type of relationships between people using the stupendous productivity
developed by capitalism to ensure a bymuite possible life of dignity for
each human being. Dignity means first & foremost getting rid of the totally
unnecessary starvation, epidemics, druggings, and other brainwashings

enforced by the war of each against each, breaking out into innumsnasdle
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wars (such as in the streets of many U.S. cities) and medium wars between
states.
Whatever the reason for the increase infambipian sentiment, it is interesting that it
appeared at the time when, due to capitalism and technological advancestalmd any f or m
of the concrete world, of human life, any transformation of the technical and natural
environment is a possibilityd (Marcuse, 1970
the pasd for example, societies where abundance is the &dnas matealised in secalled
Opeossctarcity societyd in the west. 't coul d t
the Autopia nowo:
The greatest irony of the concept of Utopia is that people are still searching
for it when, at the dawn of the 2tenu r vy | most <citizens of
industrial democracies are already living in one. If we could communicate
with even the wealthiest people who lived much before 1900, and told them
we live in a time when even ordinary people have clean clothes and houses,
nutritious food and potable water, the freedom to quit any job we dislike, the
ability to hear symphonic music and watch dramas without leaving home, and
vehicles to transport us anywhere in the world in a matter of hours, who can
doubt that theywouldgr out , oO6you | ive in paradise
12)
A similar argument was offered by Marcuse (1970) some thirty years ago. He
believed that we (western societies) have re
Today, we have the capacttyturn the world into hell, and we are well on the
way to doing so. We also have the capacity to turn it into the opposite of hell.
This would mean the end of utopia, that is the refutation of those ideas and
theories that use the concept of utopia toodece certain socibistorical
possibilities. (p. 62)
However, that we can have Outopia nowd th
solve the problem of the impossibility of realising many simultaneously diverse and
competing utopias. While the ideafl utopia is universal, particular utopias, utopian images
and movements are always influenced by the particular cultural and civilizational traditions
within which they are developed. What is see
considerehs 6dystopiad within different social a
social and cultural groups. At any given time there are competing utopian and dystopian

visions that are constantly being negotiated, locally and globally. In that prooessery
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social group has the opportunity to exercise equal power within local and global societies and
contribute towards the Ouniversalisationo
always privileged, and privileged social groups getogeortunity to define what becomes
the dominant image of the future. Fred Polak has argued that, although utopian visions are
usually created by the intellectual elite,
not Don Car | o sld2) (6ek Husteations 2.7 &nd 3.8). That is, dominant social
groups have seen the realisation of their utopian vision so they can afford to abandon the
utopian in favour of décontinuation of the
On the other hand, disadvantaged soaialgs are usually interested in disturbing the
status quo. They might be more interested in the creation of alternatives to the present order.
In that sense, in our highly hierarchical world, there will always be a social group in need of

utopiad as an expssion of the hope that the future can, indeed, be different.

lllustration 2.7
Al t hough partly influenced

to compr ehend the uni qug
western utopias is important in opening up the future, and part of social transformation. What we can

of

n

pr

by western utopian ideal s

f87)1eve®pmentbfhcm—n ut opi a

imaginewe cancreated i ncl udi ng fAalternatived and Adi ssentingo

1995). Image from Hollis, 1998, p.86.
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[llustration 2.8

. ~ : - N Y
Francis Miller/LIFE L ‘7 .'-ﬁ .

Martin Luther King, addressing the gathering at the mrh o‘n'TNashingtto for jobs and freedom where

he delivered famous Al have a Dreamo speech,

http://www.life.com/Life/mIk/mlk06.html
Because dominant socgdoups have a greater capacity/more power to control the

discourse, they propagate the idea that it is their own vision for theduasréhe

continuation of the presahtthat is more realistic. Political projects in favor of disadvantaged

socialgroups@& | abel ed Outopi ané, in a sense whi

dominant social groups claim that any break from the realistic present and realistic future is

utopian, and by definition, unrealistic, naive and impossible. This is becausetligs

interests of these dominant social groups to define alternative futures to be unrealistic, naive

and impossible. By labeling these visions that challenge their domination utopian view,
powerful social groups express their own desires, their owratésfutures. Mannheim
(1936) made this argument | ong ago: AThe
utopian all conceptions of existence whiobm their point of vievean in principle never be
reali zedo ( Mannih7@) Aadid@la® @®%/3): pp. 176
In common usage, and even among the majority of the intelligentsia, the
utopia is considered imaginary, dangerous, and misleading . . . Of the many
aspects hidden under the one concept of a utopia, one aspect, its imaginary
guality, has stampkits mark on the whole and thus distorted it. (p. 162)

While discussing mainstream/hegemonic, counter and alternative discourses it is
importantto firstdemna s k al |l eged o6realisticbé futures
groups. That is, these fuks should be seen as emerging from particular utopian discourses,
rather than from some universal and neutral space. For example, capitalism and economic
globalisation in many ways continue a particular tradition within the west. This tradition

focuses a expansion, unlimited supply of material goods and successful control of natural
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and biological processes. At the myth level, this is the idealised future image of The Land of
Cockaygne, which was patrticularly popular in medieval Europe (Hollis, 1998)Ldid of
Cockaygne is the |l and of milk and honey, the
abundant resources and the magic porridge bowl never empties. It is the land of unlimited
consumption, limitless choice, and ever increasing growth and progregtier dominant

image of the future, that of a technologically advanced information society, is also located
within a particular western tradition of Adi
exploitationo (D. Bell , 20sO0dtinelypeferre@lbaga For e
Onew worlddéd or a oO6new frontierdé, even a Onew
often compared to the conquest and settl emen

A typical example comes from Ivan Pope, editor of the British cybeespegazine
3W, who described cyberspace as fAnone of thos:¢
the African I nterior, that excites the passi
Similarly, the headline for a cover story from the San Frantis®d cyberpunk journal
Mondo 200 ec | ared si mpl vy, AThe rush is on! Col ol
Wertheim, 1999, p. 296).

And second, parallel to unveiling utopian elements within hegemonic futures
discourses it is also important to discuss attBves as equal to hegemonic ones and not as
inferior or naive. That is, both should be seen as equally valid discourses about the future, as
simultaneously real, imaginary, utopian, desired and feared.

However, at the beginning of the*2dentury hegemdnc di scour se | abel s
only images and visions that counteract the capitalist, technological, patriarchal and western
civilisational project for the future. This
continuum of the presentakties, no matter how harmful they are to a local and global
society or particular social groups. Articulation of alternative eutopian visions is therefore
important in opening up the future and breaking down common assumptions of what is
0 i mma n e ngttd hgppen.gdevielopment of alternatives to the present, coming from the
perspective of the disadvantaged groups, is one of the important strategies in both rethinking

the present and developing informed decisions for the future.

2.4 From Utopia to Heterotopias and Eutopias

Heterotopia can literally be translated as other or diverse place. It is a term used by
post modern thinkers to note imaginary Opl ace
devel oped by Michel F o uc a u1986). Foocauit {1886, a.122) i c | e
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argues that while the great obsession of the
epoch will perhaps be above all the epoch of
We are in the epoch of simultaneity: we are in the epoch of juxtaposition, the
epcach of the near and far, of the sithgi side, of the dispersed. We are at a
moment, | believe, when our experience of the world is less that of a long life
developing through time than that of a network that connects points and
intersects with its own skeiiip. 22)
The space in which we live, Foucault further argues, is a heterogenous space. To
depict this heterogenity, Foucault has introduced the term heterotopia, to describe places that
are fabsolutely different €mkmabadbutoheasdt at

way of contrasting them to utopias, which ar
argues that probably in every culture and ev
formed in the very founding of societyhTe y ar e fA [ s ] o nisiteshakimdyof | i ke ¢

effectively enacted utopia in which the real sites, all the other real sites that can be found
within the culture, are simultaneously represented, contested, and inverted (p. 22).
Such a conceptualizatiaf heterotopias is extremely important in every pluralistic
society) and every society is always in essence pluradissis it can open up the possibility
of developing alternative discourses. The term heterotopia thus focuses on both the
multiciplicity, aswe | | as ipuUrarcerstd @yeas 6somewher esd whert
But for Foucault, heterotopias are not resources that can be used to create alternative futures.

This is because, for Foucault, the function of heterotopias is not in creatingutfeetfut in

creating fAa space of i | |duadistance fronhtlhetprese poses e
(i bid., p. 27). Their function is in creatin
perfect, as meticulous, as well arranged as oursis messyilhst ruct ed, and j un

(ibid.). Such an approach to heterotopia leads Foucault to conclude that it is the ship that is
At he hedarexcelltnoepa a t he boat is a Afloating pie
place, that e xOtket heterttgpiasiiriclsde brdthels, ¢olorbes, destiyals,

museums, libraries, gardens, rest homes, psychiatric hospitals, prisons, retirement homes,

boarding school s, honeymoon trips, or cemet e
Amet i culwealslo armnmrdamigedo can | egitimately be <c
clear in which ways cemeteries, retirement h
real spaceodo. Are not r et ircalplatesddrtheir mmss? pr i s o

Foucaultdéds heterotopias and heteropologie

incoherent o argues Edward Soja (1996, p . 162
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microgeographies, nearsighted and hsiaed, deviant and deviously apolic al 6 (i bi d. ) .
Foucaultdos descriptions, Mannhei mds and Marc
classes, Polakds Opositived image of the fut
are conspicuously absent. At the same time, as Soja (996, 1 6 2) not es, Fouca
het erotopias are also Athe marvelous incunahb
into the spaces that difference makes, into

The i mportance of Fouc aunsistense orttieerplmalityet er ot
of spaces of otherness. While 6classicalé ut
order and singularity of truth, postmodernism, as developed in the previous chapter, is
characterised by attempts to include diversity enaos, defining reality as the sum of
everything that exists (Siebers, 1994). Heterotopias could then be seen as the sum of
numerous utopias which negotiate their own futures visions within the actuality of that space.

What characterises heterotopiaga igision that recognizes its own limits (Doll, 1995, p. 89).
Rather than being built on certainty, as was the case with the modernist visions, utopia
becomes reconceptualised to include flexibility, questioning, and the work in progress.

The ideal ofthereat i on of O&éperfect societiesod, i n
0sel fl essd humans, excluding O6real peopl ed a
has by now been abandoned. Among others, Robert Nozick has argued that a uriiversally
shared topia is not a real possibility (Nozick in Nandy, 1987). Therefore, the first task
ahead, argues Ashis Nandy (1987, p. 4) is to
most visions are struggling for survival, a dialogue of visions must first tagearsent
against uniformityo.

No dialogue is possible with a utopia tha
social realismo, or presumes fAto be holding
(ibid, p. 11). The criteria by which a utopian visidmoald be judged should not be so much
what 1is done in its name, but -Axpbkoabtliong (
p. 7). Utopias therefore need to build conceptual components which sanctipgbktt,
openness and dissent.

Theshft from understanding utopias as Oper fe
by selfdoubt and questioning is implicit in the increased use of the term eutopia. This terms
implies that while it is not possible to create perfect societies, we coulogiélto create
better ones. Such societies may not be perfect, but could represent improvements on the past
and the present. Such understanding and reconceptualisation of the term utopia is implicit in

work of western feminist utopians, claim Bartkowsk®89), Sargisson (1996) and Halbert
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(1994). According to these authors, the main role of feminist utopias is not to provide
blueprints for the perfect polity, but to describe alternatives to patriarchy. Lucy Sargisson
(1996) argues that feminist utopiag aritical of approaches that emphasize perfection. They
are spaces for speculation, social dreaming, subversion and critique, intellectual expansion of
possible futures, and expression of a desire for different (and better) ways of being. It is not
uncomnon within contemporary feminist utopian literature and theory, Sargisson further
points out, to find descriptions of several worlds, sometimes contrdstioge perfect
(Sargisson, 1996).
The reconceptualisation of utopia as pluralistic heterotopias gretfiect eutopias is
i mportant because it implies that no utopia
be dead in our present time, the need for heterotopias of diversity and eutopias of
improvement is still very much alive. As Ashis Nandy (@Plrgues that it is the
responsibility not only of intellectuals but of all citizens to continue to incorporate futures
perspective in order to:
Respond to the world around them meaningfully, not only for their own sake
but also for the sake of their affiien and grandchildren (and to) defy and
subvert the o6inevitabled in the future
tomorrow that dare not be anything other than a linear projection of yesterday.
(p. 232)

lllustration 2.9
AWomen pl ayed a kteelgiouscelivals of the early einetgenta century, as is

suggested by this 1829 I|ithograph of a camp meeting
argues that, AFemale equality in a utoqentam setting
Shakers whod in addition to practicing celibacyd implemented spiritual equality, though they retained
a patriarchal | eadershipo.
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2.5 Colonisation of the Future and the Power to Define

Historically, noriwestern peoples have been excluded from the developmtm of
western utopian project. Women were excluded as well, but to a lesser degree (see
lllustration 2.9). It was assumed, and still is, thatimeestern societies could not develop
i mages of advanced future socihded i eal Beandsép
modernd. The colonization of knowledge by th
to a view of the future defined mostly by three pillars: (1) the capacity of technology to solve
all problems; (2) linear progress as the underlymghology; and (3) the accumulation and
expansion of material goods as the main goal of civilization. This has resulted in looking at
the future as fia single, dominant by myopic
The future is little more than the transformatafrsociety by new Western
technologies. We are bombarded by this message constantly from a host of
different directions. The advertisements on television and radio, in newspapers
and magazines, for new models of computers, cars, mobile phones, digital and
satellite consumer goodsall ask us to reflect on how new technologies will
transform not just our social and cultural environments but the very idea of

what it is to be human. ( p. 1)

Similarly, since womeno6s Opl amprieate was defi
sphere, womends contributions to the future
But there is a fAiprofound ambiguityo when it

Boulding (1983, p. 9). On onehoseafnd, womenos

Stewards and conservers of resources for their families, as nurturers, fending

off the effects of change as much as possible to preserve a space of tranquility

for those in their care. They are therefore seen as conservative, cautious,

unwilling to take risks, and as needing to be protected from the vicissitudes of

larger social processes. (ibid., p. 9)

On the other hand, women are At he womb of

preparing in their minds for future possibilities and antitéiol needs (ibid.). Women were
excluded from public sphere, but, Boulding (1976) further argues, every woman with
responsibility for the household became a #fp
patriarchy, women, in general, were forced ithte private spaces of society. This is one of
the reasons they experience the world somewhat differently from men; they have dreamt

from ot her places and thus dream ot her space
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from At he maniogulpdtainnerfswt rnibsmd. ). What Boul
is that:
[ w] omendés futurism is the futurism of
futurism of projected end states. In its idealized form it involves an attunement
to cosmic processes which maleesion seemingly effortless because it is
based on the intersecting realities and potentials of the individual and the
social order. It is not a heroic futurism, overcoming all obstacles, but a gentle,
listening futurism, moving with the sun, the moon, tides and the seasons of
the human heart. (ibid, p1 20)

But, because since the invention of patri
charged when it came to 6controlling the fut
everythingthat s O newod, radically different and pr ooc

create the future is also cemented in widely accepted symbolic language, as can be seen in

the representatoneéfo men and men (Milojevil, 1998, p.
which is also the symbol of Mars, Greek god of war, we can see that its main characteristic is

a pointed arrow that aims upwards. In a similar way, this is how trends and movements

towards the future are represented on diagrams. The dominant metaphor of the future,

illustrating the future understood as a linear progression from the past and present, is also that

of an arrow. Symbolic language for wondethat of Venu8 is, on the other hand,

represented by the circle and a cross that is firmly rooted to the ground. While the circle in

each symbol is in the same position, the cro
the body, the arrow in men o6diongidmnb o | indicate

Patriarchy is thus everywhere, as Mary Da
the future have been colonizedo (p. 1). One

more concrete example, just one look at futures studieseah e us concl ude t ha

relevant futurists inthewatl ar e a handful of old, white, AT

40). This, of course, has significant influence on debates within the futures field (see

Milojevil, 1969)8asweldsardthe oyerallviewsaf what constitutes the

future. As carbe seen from images in lllustrations 2.10, 2.11 and 2.12, it is predominately

the (white) man who has created past and present and who will continue to create the future.
lllustration 2.10 is particularly indicative of an hegemonic view of time, pasepte

and future, the view that allegedly describe

This theme iIis consistent throughout: it is ¢
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as well as in more populuarre 6f uitnuargeisn gi ndaoge sn gn. o
existing social hierarchies in general, and gender relationships in particular.

Popular imaging in science fiction is another example of this (lllustrations 2.13, 2.14,
2.15 and 2.16). Gendered and race hierarchies ramglitit in what is to be desired, as in
6fainted blonde maidené (Il lustrations 2. 13
(aliens, monsters) have therefore at least one common denominator. (White) women remain

objects upon which technological déement is to be practiced (lllustrations 2.17, 2.18 and

2.19). Alternatively, they are to be replace
robotsé and cyborgs) altogether (Il lustratio
continuetodmi nat e, (white) women are to be O6saved
mendés background (lllustrations 2.25 and 2. 2
modern womendé (lllustration 2.27) is increas

rarely questioned in popular futures imaging are existing gender roles as defined by
patriarchy (Il lustration 2.10, 2.29 and 2.21
6Spaceship Earthé and in vehilg.les that orbit

lllustration 2.20a
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ot §i1 B praduls masgee Lhwre
T Aennnr 6 ba il Seba werrnre g dalesians da s pregstass

Baby-making machine: A French pro-nationalism poster from 1906, in New Internationalist, 303 (July
1998, p.27).
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[llustration 2.10
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