Essay 2 – The u/dystopian Heart of dys/utopia
Dystopia does not have the 500-year long tradition utopia has, but, in the wake of 19th century realism, it strikes the modern reader as more familiar, at least in terms of narrative composition and character development. Moylan distinguishes between the “classical” and “critical” utopia[footnoteRef:24595] and gives the example of Ursula K. Le Guin’s The Dispossessed as a critical utopia, skeptical of the uncritical behaviour of the inhabitants of islands cut off from any real-life practicalities. Dystopias, by comparison the newer genre, and proliferating in the wake of Yevgeny Zamyatin’s We,[footnoteRef:2706] seem from the very beginning to have been written in the realist tradition, where the character occupies the spotlight reserved for descriptions of the ideal society in previous utopian writings. It is difficult to say whether the reader in the 16th century perceived the dystopian aspects of More’s Utopia, as the reader in the 21st century does, but Zamyatin’s text reads as if stemming from a feeling of distrust on the author’s part of utopian promises. For later 20th century texts, and, in retrospect, even for We and Utopia themselves, the distrust, arguably, intensifies in the sense that neither of the two labels can be applied with certainty and ease. This is more clearly the case for Le Guin’s The Dispossessed, itself bearing the subtitle An Ambiguous Utopia, and perhaps less clearly the case for George Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four. Orwell’s novel is a political comment on the possibility of dystopia and focuses on the inner transformations of a character living under an oppressive regime, but still utopian strains can be identified: at the personal level the return to a golden past and at the political level the invention of Newspeak. Utopian dreams are hidden in an obvious dystopia, but still the question remains to be asked who the real dreamer in Oceania is. Le Guin’s novel, on the other hand, seems to be built on uncertainties and oppositions, starting from the geographical setting of the story (the twin planets Urras and Anarres) and ending with its very structure – the circle in its many facets. Dystopian aspects are hidden in an apparent utopia and the question is asked whether utopia is a goal which, in its realization, gives way to dystopia or it is an elusive and shifting ideal, on the way to which the real achievements are the means and the desire to grasp it. Both novels, different in authorial intent and realization as they might be, seem to enclose a dual u/dystopian core. [24595:  Moylan coined the term “critical utopia” to describe utopias which “negated the negation of utopia by the forces of twentieth century history: the subversive imaging of utopian society and the radical negativity of dystopian perception is preserved; while the systematizing boredom of the traditional utopia and the cooptation of utopia by modern structures is destroyed” (Tom Moylan, Demand the Impossible: Science Fiction and the Utopian Imagination, ed. by Raffaella Baccolini (Bern: Peter Lang, 2014), p.10). By enlarging this definition, it could be argued that critical utopias contain the possibility of dystopia within themselves. Gratuitous and impractical dreaming is traded in for a cold, critical look at the dangers unchecked utopias have in store for the unvigilant society.]  [2706:  Booker writes that “We is one of the important founding texts of the dystopian genre […] The book is also an important work of modernist literature” (M. Keith Booker, Dystopian Literature A Theory and Research Guide (Westport, Connecticut, London: Greenwood Press, 1994), p. 295).] 

Le Guin wrote several essays in which she refers to The Dispossessed and its main character, Shevek, and how they break away from the tradition of utopian and science fiction writing. In ‘A Non-Euclidean View of California as a Cold Place to Be’ she states her opinion about what constitutes utopia, expressed in negative terms with regard to how, in her view, it has been conceived of: “utopia would not be euclidean, European or masculinist”.[footnoteRef:19834] That is, she stands aside from, say, the innocently rural, yet very ordered society of More’s Utopia which, in its clearly established rules and hourly schedules, could easily degenerate in Zamyatin's futuristic One State with its Table of Hours, where no activity, whether a walk or intercourse, goes unplanned. Le Guin does not write at length in her essay, however, that reason and patriarchy lead to dystopia, but merely offers a step in the opposite direction: “[t]o attain the constant, to end in order, we must return, go round, go inward, go yinward.”[footnoteRef:16223] Her Anarchist utopia has order, but no laws, and in order to persevere in its utopianism, it must keep having none. It must continue to be an organic society, which permits unconditioned inhabitation, just like nature does: “[p]ersevering in one’s existence is the particular quality of the organism; it is not a progress towards achievement, followed by stasis, which is the machine’s mode, but an interactive, rhythmic, and unstable process, which constitutes an end in itself.”[footnoteRef:31207] Her utopia is, therefore, not an ideal to be reached and reveled in, but a constant, willed and controlled return and redefinition - it is the “unstable process” which cannot afford suspension. [19834:  Ursula K. Le Guin, ‘A Non-Euclidean View of California as a Cold Place to Be’, Fifth Estate, vol.382 (Summer 2010) <https://www.fifthestate.org/archive/382-spring-2010/non-euclidean-view-california-cold-place-1982/> [accessed 27 December 2021].]  [16223:  Le Guin, ‘A Non-Euclidean View of California’.]  [31207:  Ibid.] 

In another essay, ‘Science Fiction and Mrs. Brown’, Le Guin writes that science fiction has foregrounded the importance of science to the detriment of character, which became secondary to the mission of progress: “The humanity of the astronaut is a liability, a weakness, irrelevant to the mission. The astronaut is not a being but an act. It is the act that counts”.[footnoteRef:13952] In her opinion, however, science fiction must find its way to Woolf’s elusive Mrs. Brown and give character its rightful place at the origin of plot and action,[footnoteRef:20699] even if, Le Guin shows, Woolf herself did not believe that Mrs. Brown could be found in utopia. For Le Guin then, the novel is, at its core, not a metaphor for a political manifesto, not “an idea, or a plot or an event or a society or a message”,[footnoteRef:5568] but the way to pin down the character in words, because it must be the character who drives the action and not the other way around. The binary oppositions in The Dispossessed, mirrored by life on Urras and Anarres, are seen through the eyes of Shevek, the character in whose complexity the reader finds a more reliable anchor than the generic “they” into which individuals who make up 16th and 17th century utopian societies are typically packaged. It is community which stands at the base of utopia, but community must be formed of well-rounded individuals: “[t]he circle, the true society, is formed of single bodies and single souls. If not, it is not formed at all.”[footnoteRef:22597] Le Guin’s belief that utopia cannot be progress- and reason-driven could only have been realized through the actions of a character who is sometimes unreasonable and unsympathetic but who, in his various ways of returning to the ideal of utopia, offers a humane portrayal of how utopia is to be constructed. Whether or not it can actually be constructed is the open question of both Shevek and the novel itself. [13952:  Ursula K. Le Guin, ‘Science Fiction and Mrs. Brown’ in The Language of the Night (New York: HarperPerennial, 1993) pp.97-117, p.102.]  [20699:  In his definition of science fiction, Adam Roberts writes that the “grounding of SF in the material rather than the supernatural becomes one of its key features”. In his view, non-SF differs from SF in that it leaves for unexplained matters which simply occur and do not belong to immediate material experience. Roberts defends the primacy of the material over style and depth in SF and paraphrases Gwyneth Jones: “fine writing is ‘de-emphasized’ in order to allow content and concept to come more obviously to the fore” (Adam Roberts, Science Fiction (London and New York: Routledge, 2000), p.5, p.26).]  [5568:  Le Guin, ‘Science Fiction and Mrs. Brown’, p.107.]  [22597:  Ibid., p.114.] 

The reason why the author’s thoughts on what makes utopia, respectively dystopia, are important, is because they offer a guideline on how to read her novel, without it being necessary for the reader to take the authorial intent as a final and definitive answer. In the light of the brief considerations on how Le Guin envisioned utopia, one can be fairly certain in assuming that, in The Dispossessed, she fictionalized a theoretical account of her view of how utopia comes into being. This is, however, not the case for George Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four, which, in Kumar’s understanding, one is best advised to read as both a warning against the installment of a totalitarian regime (which Orwell saw as turning more and more into a reality) as well as a satirical comment on the political views of his intellectual contemporaries: “Orwell was consciously working in the tradition he knew so well, the utopian tradition of Wells, London, Zamyatin and Huxley […] he used satire and parody to make his point […] he threw in the style and much of the content of his political essays and documentary work”.[footnoteRef:30450]  [30450:  Krishan Kumar, Utopia and Anti-Utopia in Modern Times (Oxford, New York: Basil Blackwell, 1987), p. 295.] 

Orwell wrote on his views of utopia mostly in ‘Can Socialists be Happy?’, where he holds that the “Heaven of Utopia” is “unappetising,” “tepid” and one which no “thinking person would find endurable, let alone attractive”.[footnoteRef:15833] He criticizes utopias for being unimaginative, essentially, in their offering the human being that kind of happiness which, because conceptualized only in contrasting terms of what society is lacking at a given point in time, quickly fades into boredom. He argues that happiness must be more than the supplement of lack and, moreover, beside the point: “The real objective of Socialism is human brotherhood.” Happiness, in his view, is a first step to a new world, but where that road leads and precisely how the “real objective” is to be reached is “not so certain.” Orwell also wrote on happiness in a review of Zamyatin's We as being the picture of a society which has reached utopia, but the exponent of which Orwell saw as “a poor conventional creature, a sort of Utopian Billy Brown of London Town”.[footnoteRef:29445] His Winston, on the other hand, is a rebel from the very start, a misfit in a world which requires all its inhabitants to bow to the state and “love”[footnoteRef:9078] its face, Big Brother, much as the citizens of the One State “love” the Benefactor. There are certainly a lot of parallels and contrasts to be made between Winston and D-503, but for the purpose of this essay it suffices to say that Orwell seems to have felt contempt for the “traditional” form of utopia. His anti-utopia, his distrust in the utopian promises, becomes thus a criticism of imbecile happiness and a fight for freedom, however illusory; the two are, in his view, incompatible in the One State, which he saw as the realization of utopia: “The guiding principle of the State is that happiness and freedom are incompatible [...] Now the Single State has restored happiness by removing freedom”.[footnoteRef:30183] [15833:  George Orwell, ‘Can Socialists be Happy?’ 
<https://www.orwellfoundation.com/the-orwell-foundation/orwell/essays-and-other-works/can-socialists-be-happy/> [accessed 4 January 2022].]  [29445:  George Orwell, ‘Freedom and Happiness’ 
<https://www.orwellfoundation.com/the-orwell-foundation/orwell/essays-and-other-works/freedom-and-happiness-review-of-we-by-yevgeny-zamyatin/> [accessed 4 January 2022].
Given the complex structure of Zamyatin’s novel, I am in fact uncertain whether Orwell’s dismissal of D-503 (and of the value of the text as fiction) is not actually meant in a satirical way. D might be superficially “conventional”, but his pattern of thought and innate attraction to the irrational allows after all for rebellion and inner conflict.]  [9078:  Why I add the inverted commas here will be made clear in a later paragraph, where it will be argued that the sense of the word is changed in Oceania.]  [30183:  Orwell, ‘Freedom and Happiness’.] 

The dystopian and satirical strain of Orwell’s novel can be traced back to ‘Second Thoughts on James Burnham’, in which he criticizes Burnham’s “variant […] of the power worship now so prevalent among intellectuals.” [footnoteRef:9846] The question which seems to bother Orwell (and the answer to which is not entirely satisfactory in his novel either) is “[w]hy does the lust for naked power become a major human motive exactly now, when the dominion of man over man is ceasing to be necessary.” In Nineteen Eighty-Four O’Brien explains to Winston that political power is sought for its own sake, as its own end: “The Party seeks power entirely for its own sake. We are not interested in the good of others; we are interested solely in power”.[footnoteRef:2829] Kumar analyzes at length the practical implications of a totalitarian system which has the worship of power at its foundations and suggests that “Orwell himself seems to have believed such a system was not only stable but well-nigh invulnerable to internal challenge”.[footnoteRef:9810] However, it is worth keeping in mind that this view comes from O’Brien, who might speak for the regime, but is not its theorist. Goldstein’s book, itself problematic in this regard, is the account which Winston gets as being closest to the hows and whys of the regime and which, masterfully on Orwell’s part, breaks off exactly when one is at the point of getting a peek behind the curtain: “why should human equality be averted? [...] This motive really consists ...”.[footnoteRef:8021] The motive, if it indeed exists, hangs in the unspeakable and the unspoken. The answer which O’Brien provides, as a digest of Goldstein’s words (again, with a question mark) perhaps, is anti-climactic and feels itself ideologically patched - in Oceania, where meaning is politically dictated and controlled, no words can be taken at face value. Orwell asks a question which perhaps finds an answer in Le Guin’s ambiguous utopia. [9846:  George Orwell, ‘Second Thoughts on James Burnham’ 
<https://www.orwellfoundation.com/the-orwell-foundation/orwell/essays-and-other-works/second-thoughts-on-james-burnham/> [accessed 4 January 2022].]  [2829:  George Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four (London: Penguin Books, 1989), p. 275.]  [9810:  Kumar, Utopia and Anti-Utopia, p.342.]  [8021:  Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four, p.225-226.] 

Orwell’s and Le Guin’s texts can be read, within the context of utopia/dystopia, as complementary to each other, both ambiguous in their depictions of happiness and freedom, both heaping further doubt and criticism on what utopia/dystopia is and in whose perspective that is. Both texts in their interpretation of anti-utopianism give no definite answers in either regard, but rather seem to argue that no utopia is as utopian as one might have imagined it to be, and no dystopia is as eternal as one might predict it to be. Kumar goes as far as to say that Orwell’s text is the expression of a “profound and passionate utopian temperament […] born of a sense of frustrated and thwarted utopianism” and Le Guin’s text shows “the material abundance of the modern utopia being transferred to the anti-utopia, and the moral protest of the modern anti-utopia being embodied in an austere ecological utopia”.[footnoteRef:28131] These ambiguities translate in the novels into certain symbols which one might say are typical of utopian fiction, but which find different interpretations in Oceania and on Anarres. For instance, there is the wall, the ominous first image in The Dispossessed, which in Nineteen Eighty-Four is simply a different treatment of the political class and the proles. Both Shevek and Winston (Zamyatin’s I-330 for that matter as well) dream of bringing down the wall which separates the social classes, but for both the dream remains just that: there is an open end to Shevek’s mission of stepping over the walls behind which the Anarresti have hidden in their closed, strictly utopian, mindset; Winston strongly believes that if there is hope, it lies with the proles,[footnoteRef:4215] outside the political class that is, but itself an idealised vision of the working class, typical of Socialism.  Another example is the lack of laws both in Oceania and Anarres. In Oceania this is to the advantage of the Party, which can enforce whatever rules it pleases, while on Anarres this should confer freedom. The two intentions are derived from opposite starting points, but each achieves the opposite effect: Winston pursues his rebellion and Takver does not find the strength to stand up to what in effect is a forced work posting. The wall and the lack of laws are just two examples which show how symbols can be used for both utopian and dystopian purposes, but perhaps the action which both Le Guin and Orwell use to bring light to their respective anti-utopias is the return. [28131:  Kumar, Utopia and Anti-Utopia, p.104 and p.415.]  [4215:  Le Guin quotes Milan Kundera: “Once the dream of paradise starts to turn into reality, however, here and there people begin to crop up who stand in its way, and so the rulers of paradise must build a little gulag on the side of Eden. In the course of time this gulag grows ever bigger and more perfect, while the adjoining paradise gets ever smaller and poorer” (Le Guin, ‘A Non-Euclidean View of California’). In Kundera’s vision then, hope for utopia is always with the outcasts. Once the outcast reaches the center of power, the vision of utopia changes site again.] 

The double-layer narrative structure of The Dispossessed offers the reader a comparative view of life on the twin planets Anarres and Urras. Over the course of the Anarres chapters Shevek’s education, studies and work routine are described, integrated into scenes which foreground the fact that it is within Anarresti social politics that they develop. For indeed the anarchist regime of Anarres is not devoid of politics and its instruments of power. Cross notes the difference between the political power display out in the open (that is, on Urras, in their universities, social gatherings and social structure) and the hidden power games which are to be recognized in the continuities which link Anarres to its Urrasti past: “Bedap is the one who teaches both Shevek and Le Guin’s readers about the difference between formal power—uniforms, titles, hierarchies, and laws—and informal power—the coercions of customs, norms, and ordinary relationships.”[footnoteRef:18614] The Anarresti under Odo’s guidance intended to build a new society on the moon of Urras, complete with a new language and new unwritten laws, but Cross argues that “[t]he story of Anarres, as told by Le Guin, is one of continuities […] Anarres, inadvertently and implicitly, carries on the Old World’s traditions.”[footnoteRef:4698] The more the anarchists try to break with the state structures from the beginning of their settlement on Anarres, the more these structures creep back (or are better hidden) in the inter-sex power mechanisms and social hierarchy, Cross suggests. The novel argues, then, in opposition to Nineteen Eighty-Four, that power in utopia is not sought; indeed it is shunned to all intents and purposes, but it creeps back in society, necessarily part of it as human beings are part of it. Anarres, then, offers perhaps the answer to Winston’s (and Orwell’s) why: the question is meaningless because the rise of power is part of what being human is - this is why it remains unspoken in Goldstein’s book. The 30 years over which Shevek is initiated in the theory and practice of revolution are the end of a 200-year epoch where the anarchists intended to build their utopia and inhabit the revolutionary concepts of Odo. The narrative structure of the novel, however, the continuous switch between and return to the present and past, shows that the revolution ends up being enshrined in its very ideal at the same time as political power regains its status. Revolution is left behind as a relic of the ancient past, honored and glorified in words, worshipped[footnoteRef:13342] even, and, in its stead, power and class, theoretically repressed, practically return. [18614:  Katherine Cross, ‘Naming a Star: Ursula Le Guin's The Dispossessed and the Reimagining of Utopianism’, American Journal of Economics & Sociology, vol.77, iss. 5 (2018), pp.1329-1352, p.1342.]  [4698:  Cross, ‘Naming a Star’, p. 1333.]  [13342:  In utopian societies one can recognize a certain religious devotion to the rules of society. There is no questioning, or at least no account of it, and the social teachings are passed down from generation to generation and turned into ideological behaviour the origin of which remains to be known only theoretically. For instance, Booker writes about We, the society which Orwell describes as utopian, that “the chief public holiday of the One State, is clearly derived from the Christian tradition of Easter, and the Benefactor himself is clearly derived with a godlike aura” (Booker, Dystopian Literature, p. 296).] 

The behaviours which show this empty glorification of the ideal turned ideology and, in turn, the rise of authority and its opposite, submission, are amply exemplified in chapter 2, where scenes of young Shevek‘s life within the Anarresti society are depicted. In one scene, the caretaker at the nursery where Shevek is taken after his mother leaves speaks “with the mildness of utter certainty. "Nothing is yours. It is to use. It is to share. If you will not share it, you cannot use it"”.[footnoteRef:31708] Some years later, in his school days, the director dismisses Shevek’s unconventional ideas about the motion of objects in space with a “tight smile.” The adults who populate Shevek’s childhood “know” the workings of society and of reality and ask no questions, but impose, and by that, bring “the way things are” into being. The hope of reviving the revolution is sparked again years later, when a teenager Shevek and his group of friends talk about how the Urrasti are pictured in educational movies. Tirin, who in his adulthood is repressed for not upholding “proper” Odonian culture, notices that they are being told how life on Urras is, they do not actually know: “We don’t go there, we don’t talk, there’s no communication. We really have no idea what life’s like on Urras now.”[footnoteRef:16738] Kvetur of the group is the perfect parrot of the regime, and Shevek at this point is not far from it, but he does externalize a thought which develops into the entire course of action on Urras: “We don’t leave Anarres because we are Anarres.” This “being” which Shevek boasts is purely theoretical, it is what he has been taught, but it is, in fact, by leaving Anarres and then returning to it that he achieves the experience of being Anarres, of reviving the forgotten reason for which the Odonians moved to Anarres. [31708:  Ursula K. Le Guin, The Dispossessed (HarperCollins, 2006), HarperCollins ebook.]  [16738:  Le Guin, The Dispossessed.] 

Even if Nineteen Eighty-Four arguably shows certain utopian strains, it remains in its realization an openly dystopian novel, having at its core an openly oppressive regime, which, in O’Brien’s words, does not shy away from stating openly what its goal is. Among the regime’s many totalitarian characteristics, perhaps the most dystopian is its treatment of its opposants. O’Brien indeed succeeds in “re-educating” Winston and the final words of the narrator are that “the struggle was finished. He had won the victory over himself. He loved Big Brother”.[footnoteRef:26646] One might, here, assume that the victory of the Party is absolute, and the love which Winston felt for Julia is simply redirected towards Big Brother; but the sense of the word cannot be taken at its face value in this oppressive environment. Elsewhere, a voice of a Party announcement speaks about the masses “voicing their gratitude to Big Brother for the new, happy life which his wise leadership has bestowed upon us”.[footnoteRef:8051] Just as the “happy life” which the Party has in mind for Oceania cannot be equated with what one imagines for themselves to be a happy life, Winston’s love for Big Brother in the final scene cannot be equated with the love he felt for Julia. He might have betrayed her, his rebellion might have failed and Winson himself might well be erased from history, but Big Brother cannot appropriate for himself the feelings of a Winston living, even for a brief time, the freedom of love and happiness. It is unclear if Orwell intended a satirical totalitarian victory here, but it is in the sense that I see the ending, I think, that Le Guin says “No” in her utopia to the choice between freedom and happiness.[footnoteRef:29400] This is Winston’s real victory, ironically brought about by the political distortion of language itself. [26646:  Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four, p.311.]  [8051:  Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four, p.61.]  [29400:  “I am urged by some to do one – by some to do the other. I am offered the Grand Inquisitor’s choice. Will you choose freedom without happiness or happiness without freedom? The only answer I can make, I can think, is: No” (Le Guin, ‘A Non-Euclidean View of California’).] 

Shevek’s refusal to choose between freedom and happiness starts when he realizes that utopia ceased to be what it used to. This happens during his time in Abbenay, the capital city of Anarres, where he studies physics at the university and refines his theory of time under the forced and self-imposed guidance of Sabul. He experiences firsthand the difficulties of publishing his research on his own terms and Bedap opens his eyes to the realities of anarchist politics. The insidiousness of the regime will, however, not become entirely known to him until he completes his circular journey to Urras and back. Shevek is himself “one for whom the return was as important as the voyage out,” but in developing his temporal theory he comes to understand that “home is a place where you have never been.”[footnoteRef:26398] Return in space remains possible, for the place Shevek returns to might well be identical to the place he left, but return in time bears the mark of memories, both private and shared. The mark which time leaves on Shevek is named nostalgia, according to Stow: “Shevek is aware that the place to which he seeks to return will no longer be the same, revealing the implicit connection between the Greek nostos and nostalgia: longing for what is lost.”[footnoteRef:31663] Return in time[footnoteRef:12362] is very real for Shevek because Urras indeed represents the very past the Anarresti settlers fought to break from. Furthermore, the contradicting feelings which Shevek experiences on Urras could be interpreted as “imaginary” nostalgia for everything which life on Anarres denied him. But once he encounters Odonian Urrastis he returns to being the utopian he had forgotten he was. The journey to Urras and back to Anarres changes Shevek not only by actually motivating him to political action, which on Anarres was idle talk, but also by laying at his feet the path towards adulthood. On return, he can contemplate the home he left behind with the eyes of the seasoned adult who realizes that his home has been corrupted by a 200-year-long nostalgia for a revolution which was never supposed to have ended.[footnoteRef:22456] [26398:  Le Guin, The Dispossessed.]  [31663:  Simon Stow, ‘Worlds Apart: Ursula K. Le Guin and the Possibility of Method’ in The New Utopian Politics of Ursula K. Le Guin’s The Dispossessed, ed. by Laurence Davis and Peter Stillman (Lanham: Lexington Books, 2005) pp. 37-51, p.40.]  [12362:  Ferns seems to see return in space and return in time as being entwined but he is not explicit about it: “Shevek is likewise returning to his past, to the world from which his ancestors emigrated, seeking refuge from the injustice which on Urras still persists. The gap in space which Shevek crosses is also, in a sense, a gap in time” (Christopher Ferns, Narrating Utopia (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 1999), p. 225). Return in time is the journey to Urras, only half of the spatial circle which Shevek encloses on his return to Anarres.]  [22456:  This organic perseverance in one’s existence, as Le Guin puts it in the essay quoted above, seems to echo from a dialogue between I-330 and D-503, characters in Zamyatin’s We. D is the rational man, who believes that the revolution begins, unfolds and ends, while I, the rebel woman, sees this as the mindset of a child, who cannot deal with the concept of continuity and infinity. “Our revolution was the last one. No other revolutions may occur” says D, to which I replies “you think there is a last revolution... their number is infinite... The ‘last one’ is a child’s story” (Eugene Zamyatin, We, trans. by Gregory Zilboorg (New York: E.P. Dutton, 1959), p.162). ] 

Nineteen Eighty-Four has its own utopian features, as well, but, in addition to The Dispossessed, utopia can also be identified within the measures which the Party takes in order to strengthen its grip on the lives and minds of the citizens of Oceania. As Shevek, Winson also longs for return to the past, but his reason is double-edged: not only he is looking for proof or backup in a fight against the regime (as Shevek also does), but he is also trying to maintain a grip to the hope that if things were better, maybe they can be again. If Shevek is quite literally granted a peak in a “parallel” past in the society on Urras, Winson can only live in a bubble of the past, enclosed within his own bleak existence. The bubble manifests in his dreams and memories of his mother and his childhood, on the one hand, and in the material objects salvaged from destruction in Mr. Charrington’s junk shop, on the other hand. In his quest, however, Winson idealizes the past, the recreated version of which itself stands under question mark, since Winston himself admits at the beginning of the novel that “[n]othing remained of his childhood except a series of bright-lit tableaux, occurring against no background and mostly unintelligible”.[footnoteRef:17626] This utopian search for a lost past proves to be his undoing, when the nostalgic haven he finds in the junk shop turns out to be a prop of the regime. [17626:  Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four, p.5.] 

The totalitarian regime creates this utopian impulse in Winston, yet they also keep it under their control. Winson had from the very beginning no chance against thoughtcrime, but, as argued in a previous paragraph as well, it is not the individual actions which could grant Winston his victory, but the Party ideology itself. Utopian fiction holds uniformity for ideal, and the Party, in its, what might be called utopian, totalitarianism, intends to control language, as well, through Newspeak, “the result of a utopian uniformism employed for life-denying ends”,[footnoteRef:1169] as Beauchamp puts it. “The syntax and grammar of this language have been simplified, regularized, stripped of all variety, tradition, richness, so that it adheres to that geometric uniformity so dear to utopian hearts”,[footnoteRef:16205] he continues. Newspeak shows thus unrealistic, if not impossible, traits and the Party, in its desire to break off language from life, “suffers” from an absurd utopianism, idea in line with Orwell‘s apparent contempt of utopian fiction. Moreover, Crick suggests that the real ending of the novel is not the final scene with Winston “loving” Big Brother, but the Appendix: “the ‘final adoption of Newspeak had been fixed for late a date as 2050.’ If we read Nineteen Eighty-Four as Swiftian satire, this is as good as to say ‘this year, next year, sometimes, never’. Colloquial language, the common people and common-sense will survive the most resolute attempts at total control”.[footnoteRef:30391] Newspeak can be seen then as the intention of Orwell to satirize the irrational lust for political power, as well as its implications for the lives of common people.[footnoteRef:17886] [1169:  Gorman Beauchamp, ‘Future Words: Language and the Dystopian Novel’, Style, Vol. 8, No. 3 (1974), pp. 462-476, p.468.]  [16205:  Beauchamp, ‘Future Words’, p.468.]  [30391:  Bernard Crick, ‘Nineteen Eighty-Four: Context and Controversy’ in The Cambridge Companion to George Orwell, ed. by John Rodden (Cambridge: Cambridge Univeristy Press, 2007) pp. 146-159, p.158.]  [17886:  Kumar writes that even if Newspeak’s intent is “primarily satiric”, Orwell had deep concerns for the development and use of the English language: “in so far as he is pointing to certain deep-lying tendencies, he is making a certain sort of prophecy” (Kumar, Utopia and Anti-Utopia, p.321).] 

Both Orwell and Le Guin were interested in what happens to freedom and happiness in utopia and they each had their own views, which can be distinguished in their novels. Shevek decides to choose both and bring utopia back to a society which freedom has started to recede from, and the question of happiness is seldom asked. Winston also chooses both, while being well aware that they will both be short-lived under the boot of the regime. When the consequences of their choices unravel, Winston is given a perversion of these values in the last scene of the novel, while Shevek is given a question mark. The representations of freedom and happiness drive, in their guises, the representation of utopia and dystopia – if happiness exists in utopia, its dystopian counterpart shows that it is politically controlled; if freedom is fought for in dystopia, its utopian counterpart shows that this happens only as long as it is ideologically desirable. Utopia and dystopia are thus intertwined, and one is impossible to be fully understood without the other. For each is the other at heart.
