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IN DEFENSE OF UTOPIAN THOUGHT 

                                                       SUMMARY 

This thesis aims to define the place and function of utopian thought in political 
theory and try to answer the question of whether working on utopia in political 
theory has a value or not. The usual attacks on utopian ideology focus on the 
“impracticable” or “preposterous” character of any particular vision being advocated. 
However, utopia is a state that is not intended to be realized; it is a goal, an abstract 
target. The main purpose is to address the idea that utopia is a theoretical necessity, 
that political philosophy cannot proceed without it and that utopia enriches our 
political lives. Utopian thought is a necessary warning for any society to progress 
and; progress is the realization of the utopia.  

My arguments to defend utopia will be built around four elements that are social 
criticism, hope, guidance and its complementary work for the non-utopian theories. I 
will expand them by saying firstly, utopia is capable of opening our minds to new 
possibilities. Second, it clarifies our social and political values. Third, utopian 
thought highlights the gap between the society now and society that could be. Fourth, 
utopia provide consolation, endurance for the present society by giving hope for a 
better society. Utopias give us necessity directions that we need to move. Fifth, 
utopian thought functions as an education of desires. Sixth, it is motivation for social 
change. Lastly, it controls our escapist impulse and direct them to the work for 
utopias. No matter what utopia is necessary.  

The thesis is divided into four chapters. In the first chapter, it will be giving a 
descriptive and conceptual analysis of what utopia is. In the second chapter, the 
analysis of the ideas that utopia is not worthwhile will be given by Karl Marx, Isaiah 
Berlin, and Karl Popper. In the third chapter, the thesis will be proceeded by 
responding to the criticisms in the previous chapter. In the last chapter, there will be 
the main arguments, how valuable utopia is, led by the ideas of social critique, hope, 
guidance and its complementary work to the non-utopian theories.  

Keywords: Utopian Thought; Hope; Marx; Berlin; Popper 
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ÜTOPYACI DÜŞÜNCENİN SAVUNUSU 

                                                              ÖZET 

Bu tez, ütopyacı düşüncenin siyaset teorisi içindeki yerini ve işlevini tanımlamayı ve 
siyaset teorisi içinde ütopya üzerinde çalışmanın bir değeri olup olmadığı sorusunu 
cevaplamaya çalışmayı amaçlamaktadır. Ütopik ideolojiye yapılan olağan saldırılar, 
savunulan herhangi bir vizyonun “uygulanamaz” veya “akıl almaz” karakterine 
odaklanır. Ancak, ütopya gerçekleşmesi amaçlanmayan bir durumdur; o bir amaç, 
soyut bir hedeftir. Temel amaç, ütopyanın teorik bir gereklilik olduğu, siyasi 
felsefenin onsuz devam edemediği ve ütopyanın siyasi yaşamlarımızı zenginleştirdiği 
fikrine değinmektir. Ütopyacı düşünce, herhangi bir toplumun ilerlemesi için gerekli 
bir uyarıdır; ilerleme, ütopyanın gerçekleşmesidir. 

Ütopyayı savunma argümanlarım, sosyal eleştiri, umut, rehberlik ve ütopik olmayan 
teoriler için tamamlayıcı çalışmaları olan dört unsur etrafında inşa edilecektir. 
Öncelikle ütopyanın zihinlerimizi yeni olasılıklara açma yeteneğine sahip olduğunu 
söyleyerek onları genişleteceğim. İkincisi, sosyal ve politik değerlerimizi netleştirir. 
Üçüncüsü, ütopik düşünce şimdiki toplum ile olabilecek toplum arasındaki boşluğu 
vurgulamaktadır. Dördüncüsü, ütopya daha iyi bir toplum için umut vererek mevcut 
toplum için teselli ve dayanıklılık sağlar. Ütopyalar bize harekete geçip 
değiştirmemiz gereken yönleri gösterir. Beşinci olarak, ütopyacı düşünce arzuların 
eğitimi olarak işlev görür. Altıncı, sosyal değişim için motivasyondur. Son olarak, 
kaçma dürtümüzü kontrol eder ve onları ütopya için çalışmaya yönlendirir. Ne olursa 
olsun ütopya gereklidir. 

Tez dört bölüme ayrılmıştır. Birinci bölümde ütopyanın ne olduğu hakkında 
tanımlayıcı ve kavramsal bir analiz verilecektir. İkinci bölümde ütopyanın değersiz 
olduğu düşüncelerinin analizi, Karl Marx, Isaiah Berlin ve Karl Popper fikirleri 
sunulmuştur. Üçüncü bölümde, önceki bölümdeki eleştirilere cevap verilerek tez 
devam ettirilecektir. Son bölümde, sosyal eleştirinin, umudun, rehberliğin ve 
tamamlayıcı çalışmanın ütopyacı olmayan teorilere yönelik fikirlerinin önderliğinde, 
ütopyanın ne kadar değerli olduğu temel argümanlar olacaktır. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ütopyacı Düşünce; Umut; Marx; Berlin; Popper 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Research Question and the Purpose of the Thesis 

The aim of this thesis is that to show utopia is a theoretical necessity, that political 

philosophy cannot proceed without it and that utopia enriches our political lives. 1 

The thesis actually directs us to two points. The first, utopia carries a normative 

importance in political philosophy, and the second, utopia ought to be accepted and 

respected. Utopia is defined as the ideal state; they may or may not be realized. If 

utopia is ever realized, it will continue to seek the ideal. So, state can come close to 

the ideal, but it would never be ideal. 

Some conventional attacks are made to the utopia by using the arguments that utopia 

is not practical or not within the framework of logic but the fact that utopia cannot be 

realized is the most beautiful feature of it. Utopia is not intended to realize, it merely 

defines a state in which efforts should be made. That is why the accusation of the 

inability to practice by their opponents actually helps utopia. “Utopia’s value lies not 

in its relation to present practice but in its relation to a possible future. Its “practical” 

use is to overstep the immediate reality to depict a condition whose clear desirability 

draws us on, like a magnet.” (Kumar, Utopianism, 1991, p. 3) 

What is to be discussed in this thesis is that utopia is not a place to arrive. By 

definition, utopia is a perfect state of affairs. (p. 62) Therefore, the utopia can be 

criticized firstly that the perfection is not something that is achievable. Secondly, it 

can be criticized by the fact that there are no accepted criteria for perfection. 

                                                             

1 Krishan Kumar, Utopianism (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1991), p.95 and to lesser extent 
Rawls in the first section of his Justice as Fairness: A Restatement (Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, 2001). 
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This thesis seeks to discuss utopia as a goal and an abstract target. Even if utopia is a 

journey, it is a trip worth taking. As mentioned earlier utopia’s being a theoretical 

necessity. Society, just like an individual, cannot make sound choices about his 

future unless she has an idea of who she wants to be. Therefore, if people in a society 

do not know what kind of society they want to live in, they cannot make sound 

decisions about their common future. They can't even make any decisions. They can't 

make any progress. They may believe that the society in which they live is the final. 

As political philosophy works on utopia, the utopia shows us how much the society 

we live in can progress to the ideal, so people can take steps for the common good. 

Utopian thought is a necessary warning for any society to progress. Oscar Wilde says 

that progress is the realization of the utopia. (p. 95) 

Having a common utopian goal will, theoretically, produce a better-established social 

cooperation than those who do not. To understand whether this is so, we can consider 

our social interactions as complex rational problems. If we know the goals of any 

society model that works on the same problem at the same time, we will get the best 

out of this problem. If people can successfully cooperate with each other to achieve a 

mutually beneficial goal, then they maximize the best possible mutually acceptable 

results. If the utopian goal of a society is known to each member, each member will 

basically know what to do to get his utopian goal closer to accomplishment and also 

know what the other members will do. When they can foresee what the other 

member will do in the next step, it is possible for them to act for same purposes. If 

we believe that utopia is theoretically the most appropriate form of human relations; 

that the impossibility of utopia in practice; that working for a common vision of 

utopia will promote a higher degree of social cooperation than is currently achieved; 

and societies with a high degree of social co-operation – solidarity among everyone- 

are more desirable than societies of the low degree; then we should rationally state 

that working for a common vision of utopia is the best human condition to be 

practiced. Then utopia is no longer just a journey, it becomes a journey demanded by 

people’s reason. This journey can be real or figurative. In either case, when we come 

together in one of these ways, it may be possible to look back at where we came 

from. 

The utopian theoretician is never far-sighted or knows everything, but through 

creative faculties, he can revive the lifestyles that are closely related to them, in the 
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past or future, in their own country or on a distant planet, to revive their ideal 

lifestyles. These features of imagination can be viewed from the real perspective of 

the author as a citizen, or from a hypothetical viewpoint of utopia. Although utopias 

were generally formulated to facilitate social cooperation, ethical teaching, and 

criticism of socio-political practices, at some points, utopian devotees sought to build 

earthly representations of their good places. We must remember that the utopia 

cannot be realized by its nature. It is not because of unintended bad  consequences of 

human actions – there will be always be new problems – but because a different 

human nature which is too good to be true. Basically, it is because there is no 

accepted perfection for everyone. 

1.2 The Methodology 

I have two main argument parts: criticism and defense. For the criticisms, I have 

used arguments of Karl Marx, Karl Popper and Isaiah Berlin. For the sake of Marx, 

my main text to go for from it was Communist Manifesto (1848). For Popper, I used 

two major books of him, main arguments from Conjectures and Refutations The 

Growth of Scientific Knowledge (1963), especially the part called “Violence and 

Utopia”. The other was his famous book, Open Society and Its Enemies, to show 

many other arguments of him. For Isaiah Berlin part, I used the book called The 

Crooked Timber of Humanity: Chapters in the History of Ideas (1990), especially 

first two chapters, “The Pursuit of Ideal” and “The Decline of Utopian Ideas in 

The West” 

The other argument part is called “In Defense of Utopian Thought”, I have used texts 

from Ernst Bloch, Ruth Levitas, Robert Nozick, John Rawls. For Ernst Bloch, I have 

read The Principle of Hope. From Ruth Levitas, I have read couple. First, “Ernst 

Bloch on Abstract and Concrete Utopia” (1990), second, “The Imaginary 

Reconstitution of Society: Utopia as Method” (2007), and last, “Concept of Utopia” 

(1990). When I started writing a thesis on this topic, the article, “The Normative Role 

of Utopianism in Political Philosophy” (2004), written by Cristian Yorke helped me 

a lot with my early arguments. 
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1.3 Personal Motivations 

Before taking place in political theory, I belong to a particular society that has some 

kinds of problems. This society has these problems because people believe that there 

is no solution or no steps can be taken to solve them. As a part of this society, I 

myself want to live in a better society that has lesser problems and I find working 

utopia as a first step to a solution. The society that I live in has a fatalism problem. 

Most of the people envy other people from some other countries and the society in 

which we live in is called the society of those who failed to leave. This is not bright 

future for any young people that will spend years and years in this society. We need 

hope. We need to open ourselves to the possibilities. We need motivation. And with 

the help of the utopian thinking, we will have our necessity directions.  

1.4 Chapter Outlines 

The thesis firstly, started with introduction part that gave my thesis question, my 

arguments and my personal motivation. My thesis question is whether working on 

utopia in political philosophy has value or not. My thesis statement is that utopia 

valuable; it is a theoretical necessity; political philosophy cannot proceed without it; 

and utopia enriches our political lives. My personal motivation is that I discovered 

how utopia is a good solution when I set out to solve the problems of the society I 

live in. 

In the second chapter, I firstly, tried to define what is utopia, anti-utopia, non-utopia, 

and then tried give my concept of utopia that I am defending. Utopia for me have two 

major importance. First it is a perfect way to build any ideology; my defending 

utopia is in ideology free zone. That means I am not defending specific type of 

utopia. I am not defending any ideology one over another. For any ideology, utopia is 

best way to start and build. Second importance for me is utopia have a value to show 

people through the perfect for everyone even if it is not possible. If people do not 

know there is a way to the perfect, there will be no progress to any improvement. So, 

utopia is guidance, for my theory. 

In the third chapter, I tried to analysis of the ideas that says utopia is not worthwhile 

given by Karl Marx, Isaiah Berlin, and Karl Popper. The reason why I put Marx 

there was different from others. I examined him because he is a utopian in my sense, 



 
5 

 

even if he did not accept at all. He rejects utopianism because he argues that utopia 

gives us blueprints that are not argued as a bad feature of utopian thinking in the 

thesis. First, he finds blueprints as impossible and against law of history. So, it is 

irrational to pursue utopia. Both Berlin and Popper has different kinds of violence 

arguments. Berlin says that for the sake of idealism, utopia ignores damages and 

utopia justifies violence. Popper argues utopia leads violence first, minority will push 

people for utopia and instead of changing all system, he is giving, piecemeal 

engineering and negative utilitarianism. I can understand why Berlin and Popper are 

afraid of utopia is because they live in a time they faced Nazism and Russian 

Revolution.  

In the fourth chapter, I tried to give responses to these criticisms. I am mentioning 

four subsections to defend utopia that are social criticism, hope, guidance and its 

complementary work for the non-utopian theories. I am expanding them by saying 

firstly, utopia is capable of open our minds to new possibilities. Second, it is either 

gives or clarify our social and political values. Third, utopian thought highlights the 

gap between the society now and society that could be. Fourth, utopia provides 

consolation, endurance for the present society by giving hope for a better society. 

Utopias give us necessity directions that we need to move. Fifth, utopian thought 

functions as an education of desires. Sixth, it is motivation for social change. 

Seventh, it controls our escapist impulse and direct them to the work for utopias. 

Lastly, the thesis admits that utopianism is “universal human phenomena” 

In the fifth chapter, “In Defense of Utopian Thought”, I have four major arguments. 

These are social critique, hope, guidance and its complementary work for the non-

utopian theories. I basically said with them is, utopia is capable of opening our minds 

to new possibilities, it clarifies our social and political values, highlights the gap 

between society that we are in and society we would live in, utopia can inspire hope, 

gives endurance and consolation for the society we live in. Utopia is guidance that 

shows what path we need to take for the sake of the perfect but that hope must be 

guided and desires must be educated.  

In conclusion, I turned back to my primary question of whether utopias are valuable 

or not. Even if utopian theory is challengeable because what we see in contemporary 

concrete world negative examples that some person tries to oppress his ideas over the 
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society. Utopia must catch them all and it cannot be realized by its nature, so given 

examples are not justifiable in this context. Still, utopia proves its point and it is still 

worth working in political philosophy. 
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2. WHAT IS UTOPIAN THOUGHT? 

I would like to start by defining utopia, dystopia, anti-utopia and non-utopia, before 

beginning to this chapter that is written to explain what utopian thought is. Utopia is 

“an imagined place or state of things in which everything is perfect.” Its origin comes 

from mid 16th century, based on Greek ou ‘not’, eu ‘good’ and topos ‘place’, the 

word was first used in the book Utopia (1516) by Thomas More. Dystopia is “an 

imagined state or society in which there is great suffering or injustice, typically one 

that is totalitarian or post-apocalyptic.” Its origin from late 18th century from dys 

‘bad’. Anti-utopia has also been used as dystopia sometimes but it is a world that is 

not accepting utopian way of thinking, finds it flawed or maximally unpleasant, 

firstly used in 1910. Non-utopia means “not of, relating to, or having a characteristic 

of a utopia, not involving or founded upon imaginary perfection.” Origins comes 

from 1867.2  

Utopia and anti-utopia are not opposites. One cannot be used to refute other. While 

utopia speaks of positive results, anti-utopia speaks of negative consequences. In 

anti-utopia, thinkers share their concerns about humanity or society to warn the 

members of that society. Anti-utopias are aware of how all things can go worse. 

However, I am trying to defend a utopia that cannot result in bad for those who do 

not follow. So, even if anti-utopia tries to enlighten us, it is not necessary.  

2.1 Old and Modern Utopia  

2.1.1 Greeks and Romans 

Utopian themes reach up to the oldest Greek writings. Hesiod’s work, Works and 

Days, BC 7th century, there is a depiction of a golden age in which people's hearts 

                                                             

2 Oxford Dictionary in English. https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/ 
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live as if they were Gods, away from all grief, without hard work or pain. The idyllic 

perfection of the golden age reappeared as the time and place of rural simplicity and 

bliss. This golden age may have happened before but this did not prevent him from 

becoming a conscious product of a utopian bill in the future. Henri Saint-Simon says 

that the golden age of the human species is not in behind but in front of us. 

The ideal city of Helen represents human’s dominance over nature, the wisdom of 

reason and skill over the immoral and chaotic world of nature. That is why those who 

make the law in the ideal city tradition and who rationally order the human society is 

important. The ancient Greek tradition has already respected to semi-mythological 

figures such as the Athenian Solon and Spartan Lycurgus as founders and legislators 

of their city-states. Solon and Lycurgus, ideal legislators, are prototypes of later 

utopias. King Utopus in Utopia by Thomas More, Sol in City of the Sun by 

Campanella, King Solomon in the New Atlantis by Francis Bacon.  

One way to classify utopias until and after the French Revolution was to distinguish 

it as an Athenian and Spartan, and latter was always favorite not only because it was 

a utopia with a tightly organized order, but because of its being a model for Republic, 

the oldest and most admired utopia written by Plato. 

The ideal city of Helen was a big influencer for the Western Utopia. It happened with 

the help of the book Republic, which was rediscovered in the European renaissance 

along with other Greek works. More saw his utopia as a continuation of the Republic 

by fulfilling the desire of realizability of abstract state by Socrates. Even after the 4th 

century, H.G.Wells was still building its modern utopia along the Platonic lines. 

2.1.2 Jews and Christians 

Christianity spiritualized further the classical heritage of utopia. It was the intention 

of mourning the ruined life of the monasteries from the point of true loyalty and a 

limited spiritual Christianity. Christianity saw the worldly utopia as a kind of shadow 

of the heavenly city of God, and contributed infinitely to the ascetic and monasticist 

features on certain sides of the classical heritage, especially the utopia of the Plato. 

The definitive contribution of Christianity to the utopia was partly due to its 

acquisition of the utopian themes and absorbing it with its own Jewish and nearby 
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heritage. If the classic ideas could be in harmony with the notion of the lost paradise, 

they could have been served in the idea of heaven acquired in a future time. 

Many religions in the world have a belief in heaven. But none has formed a tradition 

of utopia, like Christianity. In principle, religion and utopia conflict. Religion has a 

concern for the other world. Utopia is interested in this world. From this point of 

view, the greatest irreligion and arrogance are seen from the human attempt to create 

a paradise on earth without help from his own efforts. Jesus, however, has revealed 

that people need to perfect themselves. Isn't Jesus the human model of God-like 

perfection? And wouldn't he call people to follow him? 

In terms of utopia, what is important in Jewish prophecies is that they put the new 

order on a world. Judaism has broken away from the concept of cyclical history, 

which is common in the Greek-Roman world. It embraced the idea of a single and 

whole history, marked by the perpetual realization of the will of God and an end and 

the end of his purpose. But it was not an introduction to existence beyond life in the 

last world it envisioned. Judaism had a poorly developed paradise and a sense of hell 

and later life. 

2.1.3 Modern utopia 

According to Krishan Kumar, utopia is not universal. So far, it is only seen in 

Western Societies that have a Christian heritage. Other societies have heaven, myths 

for just and equal lives, beliefs but not utopias. I am responding it as; the word utopia 

was found in Christian Western societies but it does not belong to them. Still, other 

cultures have something that has utopian features. The word, utopia, was firstly used 

by Thomas More in his book, Utopia. (1951) That means utopia was created by a 

Christian man who was blessed by the Catholic Church. The Christian life of More 

was mostly compared with other Utopian authors, Campanella and Andreae from 

many perspectives. Effect of the monastery can be seen in these three. Even Bacon’s, 

Comenius’ and Leibniz’s “pansystolic3 utopias”, with their emphasis on science, 

were apprehended in Christian philosophical structure. Science is an instrument not 

only to better knowledge of God and also to a way to create Christian society. 

                                                             

3 The term was created to define ideal society by Pansophia Comanius. Eurich, Science and Utopia, 
p.147 Manuel and Manuel, Utopian Thought in the Western World, p. 205. 
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Andreae’s utopia, Christianopolis, explains aim of utopian thought in 17th century: 

Ideal Christian republic, a Christian utopia.  

There are similarities and differences between first utopias. Utopians of More are 

pagan just like Solerians of Campanella. More’s Utopia is a pagan state established 

on reason and philosophy. Most of the Utopians approve monotheistic religion 

however they have easy manner -tolerance- against the religious beliefs of others. 

Some worship to the sun, some to the moon and others to another planet. They 

behave sympathetically towards Christianity brought on by Raphael Hythloday and 

his friends and find it suitable for their religious beliefs, but they will not allow 

anyone to be imposed on it or prevent anyone from speaking against him. King 

Utopus command that it is legal for everyone to follow their religion. (More, p. 117-

30)  

What we can expect from the utopia is this respect and this attitude clearly 

contradicts the ascetic character. Unlike Hythloday, according to Utopians, it is the 

first aim for people to look for pleasure only for the sake of happiness. Nature, in 

return for all our work, gave us pleasure. The pleasure here is just like Bentham’s 

pleasure.  

More’s Utopia has fifty-four cities that have been established in the same way. No 

houses have locks, everyone can enter anywhere and can have everything they desire 

to have. Nobody owns anything. This is the book who gave the name utopia, so it is 

good mentioning but for somebody who values private property, it can be a 

nightmare. However, utopias can defend an ideology, but I am not saying that this or 

that ideology is more worth defending. Moreover, Utopians change houses every 

decade to be able to prevent the sense of ownership. They do not kill the perps who 

have committed major crimes but make them slaves so this benefits the society. 

Utopia by More was written less than three years later “The Prince” by Niccoló 

Machiavelli. (1513) More has a polite and witty writing style, while Machiavelli is 

remembered more with his ruthlessly mysterious world of notorious study. Kumar 

says this is the proof that utopia and anti-utopia are so similar, just like shadows for 

each other. Both of them are accepted as classic republicans among Renaissance 

humanists. More is defined as a Christian humanist; his life cannot be understood 

apart from his religion.  
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Not only Renaissance but also Reformation defines modern Utopia. After More, 

Martin Luther nailed his “Ninety-Five Thesis” to the church door. Luther’s challenge 

to Rome, of course, started a period of intense piety in Europe. It began with 

contradictions, and that piety soon left Europe. In the 17th century, Christianity 

resisted the idea of Utopia because “If heaven will be created on the earth, God 

would have not dismissed human from heaven” (Hill, 1972) The aim to create a 

perfect society on earth is disrespectful for sacred. Therefore, utopia is perversity and 

Christian utopia is a contradictory expression. (Molnar, 1972) So, he says, the birth 

of modern utopia is at the same time with the corruption of the Christian world. 

Utopia by More, City of the Sun by Campanella, Christianopolis by Andreae and 

New Atlantis by Bacon appeared while there were religion wars in Europe in the 16th 

and 17th centuries. When European explorers were about to find the New World, it 

was inevitable for this to excite human imagination.  

Renaissance, Reformation and Europe’s discovery travels are a traditional and still a 

convincing division line between modern and medieval era. In this perspective, 

utopia is the invention of the modern world. Thomas More invented not an only word 

(eutopos: good place and outopos: nowhere) but also the term itself. This new term 

shows an understanding of human and social transformation. First part of Utopia is in 

the style of a traditional dialogue; the second part is discourse and a part of a 

descriptive fiction. “The Republic” by Plato is the most similar classic text to More’s 

Utopia by their appearances. However, after reading their first couple pages show 

they have two different literary worlds. Investigation of Socrates is for justice and 

fair human nature. He says it would be more efficient to see justice in the society 

from the top not among people, so he tried to build a just society. However, his 

debate stayed as realization of just society in the individual level and vice versa – a 

harmonious soul where the rational part rules over others.  

Plato’s example is followed not mostly by utopian authors but by next centuries’ 

political philosophers. La Republique by Bodin, Leviathan by Hobbes, Oceana by 

Herrington, The Second Treatise of Government by Locke, The Social Contract by 

Rousseau; it can be found Plato’s effect on their ideal structure tradition. Most of 

them have the human nature debate in the beginning. Then they argue propositions 

for the best state or society. However, More’s Utopia is a bit different. It is not 
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normative and prescriptive, but he shows it something previously performed and 

succeeded he says, in his sense. 

A group of travelers by chance found an unknown society. The inhabitants of this 

spaceship have different lives than those where they landed. A time traveler makes 

strange and astonishing travels backwards and forwards. All of them give a detailed 

description of the adventures among Utopians. In the next utopian tradition, there are 

dystopias; Zamyatin, Huxley and Orwell gave up on telling the story how they ended 

up there but only focus on their daily lives. With their telling their stories, utopias 

seem more like novels, so More seems like created a new genre in the literature. 

However, the literary form of utopia is not an important concern of this work; there 

should be no serious consideration for utopia.  

Even though Saint-Simon, Marx and Engels did not write a formal utopia, their 

writings as related to the utopian thought could be discussed. Democracy, socialism, 

science, free market economy are widely utopian terms and they could be evaluated 

as utopian concepts just like the concepts of America and Soviet Union. 

A difference that separates old utopia from the modern one is the importance of the 

social content. Republic is a proto-communist society – division of labor, aristocratic 

communism  –  just like Utopia. Both serves a general draft of common life includes 

the partnership of ownership, prohibition of money, common military exercise, 

common education, common settlement and common nutrition. Plato has an 

aristocratic perspective but More has egalitarian. This is a very important difference. 

More’s Utopia supports all citizens' social existence.  

H.G. Wells, in “A Modern Utopia” says, “Utopia is the denial of first doctrine of sin, 

main principle of religion.” (1967) This was the distinctive feature of the classical 

utopias at that era, whether Christian or not. More Utopians are natural people and 

they are not naturally bad nor naturally good. In 18th century, Francis Bacon made 

the necessary arrangements for an unusual synthesis of Christianity and science. 

Using the magic and alchemy traditions, Bacon tried to fuse the ideas of first sin 

absolutely without traditional ideas. If More is the inventor of egalitarian tendency in 

modern utopia, Bacon is the inspirer of its wide and dynamic character. Therefore, 

Wells finds Bacon’s “New Atlantis” first of the modern utopia and the biggest 

scientific utopia and he says Bacon’s utopia produce more than the former utopias in 
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the aspect of the real outcomes. Campanella with “City of the Sun” also deserves to 

be first of its examples according to how it put science as a utopia. However, the 

utopia that fixes the union between science and utopia is Bacon’s.  

The introduction of science and technology into the utopia also brought to utopia the 

idea of progress. It cannot be standstill in scientific and technical development, and 

therefore the utopia cannot reach any last stop. According to Kumar, state of utopia 

is wide but no endless. Utopia is not universal and unchangeable human tendency. If 

utopia is not interested in today and here clearly, probably it takes it content form 

contemporary reality. Whether we accept “Republic” as an example of utopia or not, 

whether the idea of Christian utopia is acceptable or not, we have to accept their 

basic intention and interest differences and how they reflect different conditions they 

came from. Utopias from old eras are socially hierarchical, economically 

undeveloped and stagnant. Utopias from modern era are egalitarian, rich and 

dynamic.  

2.2 19th century Utopia in Europe 

19th century is accepted as the most utopian century of modern times. The examples 

of utopia in the formal structure are Looking Backwards by Edward Bellamy, News 

from Nowhere by William Morris, Freeland by Theodor Hertzka. Utopia has fallen 

from the literary perspective but rises in a new historical and scientific form; this 

points out a big change in the consciousness of European societies. In Socialist 

Utopia, 19th century discovers a monument as big as the ideal city of Helen or 

Renaissance utopia. Socialism did not come from this tradition and also most of the 

socialists do not identify themselves as utopians. However, H.G.Wells made it clear 

“modern utopia is socialist utopia”. 

2.2.1 From More to Marx 

Just like the categories of utopian thought, eras of utopian history also overlap with 

each other. At the end of the 17th century, Francis Bacon produced dynamic utopia 

that he felt like it can be manageable. Next two centuries, his trail vanished. Glaucon 

blamed Socrates to build a city of pigs, just because Socrates’ basic society was ideal 

for animals, but it did not meet people’s needs. More and other utopians mostly 

followed Socrates in this sense. More abolishes private property and frees money but 



 
14 

 

it cannot be accepted as modern socialism or communism’s abundance utopia or any 

other utopia of modern philosophy of economy. It is not even interested in materially 

growing -economic progress-. Properties are distributed according to needs and it is 

accepted that people would not desire more than they need. Utopians on More, have 

six working hours and that is enough to produce obligatory needs, beneficial things 

and required things for pleasure. This working system never tolerates laziness. (p. 

66,69) Campanella also has a similar working system that requires four hours of 

work and rest of it belongs to human’s learning in joy, debating, playing instruments, 

writing, walking, exercising mind and body. “They are rich because they do not want 

anything, they are poor because they do not own anything. So, they do not serve 

conditions, conditions served them.” (1885, p. 238) Andreae’s citizens on 

Christianopolis also adopted similar ethics. “As long as people desire what they 

cannot get, they always feel in need. A not so large amount of food supply can 

actually be enough for a much more, bigger population.” (1619, p. 113-14) 

More’s Utopians respect natural sciences. So, it is not contradictory for them to 

worship to miracles that come from nature as work and proof by God’s work. 

Moreover, citizens in “City of the Sun” recognize the importance and power of 

science. Their sciences are limited because they always stand between city walls. 

There will not be any more discoveries or inventions. This is frozen knowledge in 

unchangeable orthodoxy. Therefore, there are no laboratories in “City of the Sun” 

but only museums. Andreae fills his city Christianopolis with manufacturing and 

technical workshops and experimental methods are encouraged. Andreae uplifts 

hardworking and productive craftsmen.  

The utopias from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century are modern, mainly because 

they are secular and rational. for the utopians, the new order should be stable and 

unchanging. Therefore, classic utopians of those years have always been shaped 

based on Utopia of More. Frank E. Manuel considers these utopias as “utopia of 

calm and prosperity.” Social conflict and unhappiness are eliminated them. The goal 

is “peace and quiet life, happiness and more importantly well-organized system” 

Practices and institutions are always goal-oriented: attentive education of young 

people, supervised marriage system, abolishment of property. (Manuel, Toward a 

Psychological History of Utopias, 1973)  
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After some time, utopian enthusiasm went to France but that desire was not that 

powerful at all. Mostly, type of More’s Utopia was imitated. Except for Rousseau 

and Diderot, philosophes mostly approached skeptical and hostile to the utopia. 

However, aim of those philosophes can be accepted as utopian thought because they 

are a small group of well-intentioned, educated, and zealous that they think they have 

a task to raise general consciousness in society by spreading ideas about science and 

arts. (Manuel & Manuel, 1979, p. 421) However, still the philosophical movement 

pointed to a different direction for utopia altogether for philosophes. On the other 

hand, a different French Utopia emerged. L’An 2440 by Louis-Sebastian Mercier 

(1771) can be accepted as traditional utopia. A utopia of peace managed by 

philosopher monarchs and united by education and sciences carries similarities to 

Bacon’s. His utopia was simple in the perspective of sciences and technologies. 

Mercier wrote limited needs, simple lifestyle. The citizens believed in deism. 

(Manuel & Manuel, p. 131-48) It is believed as the first influential future story in the 

world stated by I. F. Clarke. (1979, p. 23) A man fall sleeps and woke up in 2440. 

Sleep and dream are popular motifs used by Bellamy, Morris and Wells, that means 

Mercier invented it. Utopia, at that time, in France, was all about a future enthusiasm, 

they have not tried to change the society for the sake of social ideas. In 18th century, 

despite of the skepticism of philosophes, utopia once again, put itself into the center 

of the intellectual life of the age, just like 16th and 17th centuries. Another example 

of French utopia is that: In his novel The Adventures of Telemachus, Francois de la 

Mothe-Fénelon (1651-1715) presents a utopian society, Boetica, in which the role of 

luxury, war and trade is extremely limited. (Schuurman, 2012) 

The Communism, often associated with 19th century socialism, was a legacy of 

Enlightenment, which was incorporated into the 19th century utopia even if, Marx or 

Comte do not accept the utopian label in a resentful manner. According to 

intellectual of Enlightenment, communism was combined with “prehistoric” 

primitivism and modern society. It was all about poor peasant communities and 

represent Dark Ages of Europe. Rousseau put property and equality at the center of 

the debate about civilized humanity and said: “property is the biggest cause of 

people’s unhappiness.” (A Discourse on the Origin of Inequality, 1755) Some of the 

followers of him thought his ideas of property can lead them into communism. 

Human is naturally good but it is corrupted by the institutions of private property. 
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(Morelly, 1755) Babeuf followed Morelly in this sense and published “Manifesto of 

Equals” (1796) Soboul notes that “with the contribution of Babeuf to this topic, 

utopia becomes revolutionary” (1968) With these developments, since the mid- 18th 

century, the idea that the abolition of property could change the basis of human 

society and politically eliminate the traditional morality never disappear again. 

(Venturi, 2008, p. 97-8) 

Communism gave the 19th century utopia a great resource. Until then, tradition of 

classic utopia by More, Campanella, Andreae had still continued. Theirs were stalled 

and infinite. However, Mercier provided a new understanding with his book, L’An 

2440: a new understanding of time and history. In fact, French Revolution gave 

thinkers a very good opportunity for such a major change but it was not used well. 

They had French Revolution that is something big for a desire to change, but they did 

not produce much in utopian tradition. The 19th century, like H.G. Wells’ Time 

Traveler, threw themselves into the future. The utopia of the 19th century was not 

only dynamic but spread to the world. 

The utopias of the 19th century inevitably had to be open-minded at a rate that had 

never been attempted before or was not considered as necessary. They had to meet 

the endless innovation and growth needs not only for individual and but also society. 

Karl Mannheim says “since every utopia is created in the next step of development, it 

makes a closer estimation of progress for history and society. (1960, p. 222) What is 

needed is not the desire for perfection but what should be done to bring the new 

order as effectively and painlessly as possible. Marx said “the philosophers have so 

far interpreted the world in various ways, but the main thing is to change it.” (Theses 

on Feuerbach, 1962) 

2.2.2 Socialist utopia 

Socialism was not the only utopia of the 19th century. Utopias of utilitarianism and 

liberalism were also exemplary. Apart from them, there was the free market 

economy, which Karl Polanyi called a “stark utopia”. (Polanyi, 1957) He examines 

in his book how the self-regulating market utopia created problems in European 

societies and in the world. The aim of his understanding is not the well-being of the 

society but is to transform the society according to its rules by establishing a single 
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global market which is a stark utopia. His understanding of stark utopia mostly 

means free market, laissez-faire economy. 

Krishan Kumar portrays the real modern utopia of the 19th century as socialism. 

Socialism also maintained the Enlightenment confidence in mind and progress. Other 

ideologies were increasingly forced to identify themselves against the challenge of 

socialism. By the end of the century, the socialist utopia had become an important 

utopia which had to be worked on. 

There were more than one nineteenth-century utopia varieties, as well as more than 

nineteenth century socialism. Saint-Simon, Fourier, Owen, Cabet, Weitling and 

Marx's socialism had a variety of movements. They separated on the issue of whether 

all private property should be abolished, the necessity of revolution in bringing 

socialism, and centralized control of the economy. There was no real socialism. 

(Kumar, Utopia and Anti-Utopia in Modern Times, 1987) But, of course, it is almost 

impossible to think of socialism without thinking about Marxism. Most of the 

socialist parties in Europe at that time were shaped under the influence of Marxism, 

which tightened Marxism and socialism. So, discussing socialist utopia is essentially 

to discuss the Marxist utopia. 

However, Bellamy and Wells removed themselves from Marx while producing 

socialist utopia. Bellamy left Marx, ignoring the role of revolutionary conflict in 

achieving socialism. Wells also left him, ignoring the role of the working class in 

favor of the new scientist. Despite all the philosophical differences, Marxism is a 

form of socialism. 

In spite of all this, we cannot name Marxist socialism like classical utopias. Marx 

said that “The construction of the future is not our business. We do not foresee the 

world dogmatic, we would like to find the new world through the criticism of the old 

world” (Marx, 1873) Rejection of Utopianism by Marx and Engels is actually about 

trying to show that they are superior to many other varieties of their socialism.  

According to Marx, it can be assumed that utopian theory, as he designed and 

characterized it, was essentially separated from it but should we accept this self-

elevating provision? Should we see Marxism more realistically and more 

scientifically than other forms of modern socialism? 
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There are certainly important differences between Marx and utopians. However, 

when we look at Marx's account of the social changes that will bring out the new 

society and think about the short gaze given to us in the future of communist society, 

we may tend to think that Marx is even more glamorous than the utopian socialists 

about their horizon. 

Marx and Engels distinguish themselves from the utopians, especially in their 

understanding of how socialism will come. While Utopians create ideal society drafts 

in their dreams, Marxists think that they have inevitably discovered the law of 

motion of history, which will bring socialism as the final stage of human history. I 

will further criticize Marx's critique of utopian thought in the following chapters. 

2.2.3 Utopia at the end of the 19th century in Europe 

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, utopian thought revived in Europe. 

Edward Bulwer-Lytton's "the coming race" has strikingly demonstrated the addition 

of a basic new element to the utopia: Struggle, survival, with the vague conceptual 

weapons store of suitability of the superior, Darwinism.  

The utopian form of Samuel Butler’s Erewhon used it to ridicule the Darwinian ideas 

and to draw a portrait of an alternative society he had developed. He also relocated 

the utopia as a tool to ridicule and public criticism, continuing from Gulliver's 

travels. These 3 very different books clearly show that there is no single pattern or 

theme in the revival of the utopia. 

Wells, who tried to spread his view of scientific socialist utopia for more than half a 

century, would have been the sovereignty of socialist utopia alone. While utopias 

were mainly imitations, rebuttings or criticisms of Bellamy, Hertka and Morris at the 

end of the 19th century, and also 20th century, they returned to Wells. 

The language of socialism became self-evident and inspired by the terms or style of 

traditional religion. Engels likened the suffering and persecutions of contemporary 

socialists to the first persecutions of Christians. Just as Christianity triumphed as the 

official religion of the Roman Empire, socialism predicted that it would eventually 

win a victory in the world religion.  

Religion, as we know, is not utopia. Nevertheless, it seems that a religious inspiration 

and enthusiasm are suitable for utopia. The most skeptical and non-religious of the 
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ages was the enlightenment of the 18th century, as well as the most non-utopian. 

Wells was also increasingly attracted to the religion of humanity, which was 

integrated with socialism. 

2.3 19th century Utopia in America 

2.3.1 America as utopia 

Everything about America has inspired and continues to inspire utopianism because 

it is big, open, democratic and; new above all. The Capital, Washington, was 

designed by L’Enfant as fully based on utopia. Jean François Revel announced that 

“America offers the only possible escape for mankind” and Simone de Bevoir adds 

“America is a very important point in the future of human being”. The utopian hopes 

that expressed in different ways for America are as old as the European civilization 

itself. America is a land that was invented before it was discovered. Even before the 

expeditions in the 15th century, many legends were produced for the western part of 

the European continent. Plato placed lost “Atlantis” there just like Celtic 

Mythology’s “Earthly Heaven”. These legends encouraged discoveries. More’s 

Utopia may also have been influenced by the stories of Colombus’ and Vespucci’s 

journeys. (Evans, 1979, p. 16-17)  

Amerigo Vespucci in 1503 wrote a letter to Lorenzo de Medici to describe what he 

saw there. “Natives of the new world do not have their own properties. They have all 

things mutually. Without a king or government, they live together, so each one is his 

own master. There is an enormous amount of gold, and they do not value it in any 

respect.” (Sanford, 1977, p. 57) The Picture of More’s Utopia looks very similar at 

this point. He described an island somewhere in the South Atlantic where people 

lives between the Golden Age and Plato’s Republic. 

John Locke, also, in this book, Second Treatise of Government, remarks “In the 

beginning, the whole world was America”. America was an empty land for all 

intentions and purposes; was waiting for settlement and civilizations. Ronald 

Reagan, in his campaign for US Presidential Elections, said that “We, as Americans, 

have the power to start the world from beginning.” (1980)  

In addition to many features that made America the country of the future, there was 

also the “new and non-feudal power of trade to rise and reach its peak”. Trade was a 
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very intellectual force; a mighty peace and progression locomotive. The basic 

principle of patriarchy and aristocracy, physical power, was replaced by information 

and science. The inspiring presence of the new trade spirit and the continent of 

America pointed to a new stage of progress in the human universe. They were so 

strong somehow; they are accepted America could speak on behalf of the human race 

now.  

2.3.2 America as meta-utopia: utopian communities 

Utopia in the 19th century America is full of paradoxes. The American nation or 

continent was often thought of in utopians terms. Bellamy’s Looking Backwards is 

less striking presenting American utopia in a national form then presenting the 

American as a socialist utopia. Unlike England and France, America has never tried 

to present the entire society as utopian. In practice, utopia is everywhere in America. 

Because Americans thought they lived in a utopia. Utopia was the national ideology 

of this land. This meant that they produced many works. (Kumar, 1987) 

With the term taken from Nozick, we can call America as meta-utopia. In this 

understanding, utopia is not a single community, nor a single horizon for good life, 

but “a framework for utopias”, a place that allows people to freely shape themselves 

in various types of utopian communities. “Utopian society is the environment in 

which utopian experiences are tested.” As Nozick points out, this understanding does 

not emphasize on the realization of specific utopian visions, but on the realization of 

the environmental structure that can be introduced to such utopian designs first. 

(Nozick, 1974) 

The nineteenth-century America was wider and more abundant in terms of meta-

utopia than in the past. In Nozick's sense, on both physical and ideological grounds, 

the nineteenth-century American was ideal for utopias.  

Meta-utopia, like any other utopia, as a characteristic type, has created the literature 

of the experimental community. The masterpiece of this literature was undoubtedly 

the Walden of Henry David Thoreau. (1854) the famous story of Thoreau's two-year 

lonely life experience around Walden Lake can almost be considered a summary of 

American utopianism. Although it depends on the specific circumstances, America 

gives each individual the right and opportunity to pursue the expectation of good life 
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by rational utopian promise. A person cannot form a community or even a utopian 

community. Walden talked about simplicity rather than solitude. 

But more communism was practiced than ever (in any society other than hunting and 

gathering societies) in nineteenth-century America. The young Friedrich Engels was 

among the many European socialists who were excited by the news of the American 

congregations and that they first expected them to provide the model for European 

communism. “Shakers are the first people in America and even in the whole world to 

realize a society based on the partnership of property.” Engels wrote and added, 

“American congregations, he declared, had shown that the work and social life, 

communism based on the co-ownership of goods were realized in practice and with 

the best results.” (Engels, 1845) 

The communities themselves were the product of a wider reform movement that 

adopted socialism with a great deal of enthusiasm. In America in the middle of the 

nineteenth century, socialism was far from being the non-American thing. But what 

was the socialism or communism of American communities? How much did the 

Utopian label fit? Fanatic religious communities, the first wave of American 

congregation that has developed since the seventeenth century, appear to be only 

utopian in a doubt.  

The economic communism of the sects was more pragmatic than teaching as it is not 

generally. Communism was hardly imposed on them by the misery and hardships 

they faced in the first years of America. One after another, the groups in Europe, who 

had never put themselves into trouble with economic and social theory, found it 

necessary to unite their resources to prove themselves in a bizarre and often hostile 

environment. 

With the fact that some of the communities did not adopt or only partially adopted 

communism, the scholars preferred to consider American communities as 

communities, not communists. Thus, they emphasized the wider community life 

ideal that dominated private economic regulations. (Bestor, 1950) 

Other aspects of the life of the sectarian congregations were not necessarily the 

characteristics of the progressive genre that we were waiting for them as a hope of 

identifying with modern utopianism. The Shakers were economically successful and 

technologically creative, but their celibacy attacked the humanist overview of many 
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intellectuals. In this respect, apart from the rare cases, most of the religious 

communities have made no attempt to change the traditional relations between the 

sexes or the role of the family.  

The sects showed little interest in education or general culture, and kept themselves 

out of the exciting problems of the day, such as the excitement of slavery and the 

excitement of industrial reform, except for the Shakers. Shakers have indeed played a 

major role in the transition to the congregational tradition as the first Americanized 

English-speaking community. John Humphrey says that the influence of the shakers 

on American socialism has been large enough to place them in a completely separate 

place from other ancient religious communities. (Holloway, 1966) 

2.3.3 Utopianism at the end of the 19th century in America 

Towards the end of the century, the utopian communities were lost or transformed 

repeatedly. The secular utopian communities have even worse farewells. In fact, 

religion is part of the story of the communal utopia. Because if the existence of 

religion is very important for the success of the congregation, we expect the 

resistance of the congregational movement to be weakened by secularization. The 

decline of utopian communities towards the end of the century was slowly but 

persistently occurring in a society that experienced a process of secularization, the 

fate of all modern societies. There have been other radical changes that reflect the 

changes in the wider society. 

With such a large, open, rich and still utopian promise, America will always have 

both desire and opportunity for communal life, says Krishan Kumar. In utopia, 

whatever the fate of America, its existence as a commodity utopia seems to be 

guaranteed in an acceptable way. 

What changed was that congregation was no longer so central or important in 

American life. Those communities could have been established as an aid to a larger 

reform bill, or they could offer escape from the retreat or the mainstream American 

community. However, they could hardly look forward to transforming the states. 

They didn't think they were holding the future of the American anymore. 

When the congregational movement was at its peak, it was certainly not imagination 

to think of the future of the American in congregational terms. In many respects, 
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congregations were not different from the surrounding cities and settlements at least 

at the technical and economic level. 

The solution of the worker's problem did not necessarily have to be in a reformist 

manner. As the size of the problem grew, the problem became a demanding utopian 

response. Such a response did not seem possible for a long time. But at least it was 

no longer the utopianism of the congregations. They wanted to provide a solution 

based on a socialist utopia that was completely equal to the complexity and 

dimensions of the America. In the late 19th century the American utopia did not die 

and changed form. It is now largely replaced by the new European model of national, 

scientific socialism, a small-scale experimental community, the product of European 

theory. 

The American workforce has started a definite proletarianization that is exacerbated 

by immigrant ethnic competition and conflict. Low wages, high unemployment 

strikes and the brutality of the special powers of employers taught the need for 

unification of American workers. 

Bellamy has made a deep impact in the world of fully organized modern capital and 

organized labor with his book "looking backwards", the first modern utopia. But this 

was also a new theme: America as dystopia. For the first time in history, America 

could represent not only utopia, but also the image of an anti-utopia towards the end 

of the 19th century. While Bellamy waited for the hopeful solutions of the 

industrialized American's problems, others feared that the American might not have a 

mission to succeed in an issue where the others had ultimately failed. 

2.4 Anti-Utopia 

2.4.1 Anti-utopian character 

Anti-utopia is sometimes used as dystopia but rarely used as kakotopia that is 

invented by Jeremy Bentham to describe “bad place”, then dystopia joined to that 

description that is invented by John Stuart Mill. Anti-utopia had secretly followed 

utopia from the beginning. Republic by Plato became instrument in the emergence of 

satire by Aristophanes and; in Gulliver’s Travels, Swift mocks mercilessly Bacon’s 

scientific utopia. Just like religion and secularism, utopia and anti-utopia are each 

other’s antithesis even though they are interdependent. However, they are not equals; 
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anti-utopia is fed from utopia as a parasite. Utopia is original but anti-utopia is a 

copy.  

People are sinful creatures. They are weak and need authority and leadership. If they 

are left to their own tendencies, they will always be victims of selfish and aggressive 

instincts.  Philosopher King Marcus Aurelius, besides being philosopher king, he was 

also a Roman Emperor, says that “Do not ever hope to actualize the Plato’s Republic 

because who can change people’s minds? And what can you create other than 

voluntary slaves and hypocrites without a change of ideas?” (Passmore, 1972) 

The utopia and anti-utopia could be explained through Augustinian and pelagian 

traditions. Utopia, like Bellamy’s or Wells’, is pelagian. It rejects the first sin and 

believes that people can make themselves perfect by creating the right environment. 

Anti-utopia, like Orwell’s or Huxley’s, is Augustinian. Regardless of the conditions, 

they see people as constantly surrendering to arrogance, greed and ambition. Not all 

anti-utopians believe in first sin but their pessimistic and deterministic views lead 

them to believe that any attempt to create a good society on earth is in vain. 

Augustinian determinism leads us to Hegel’s opinion “the world history is not a 

scene of happiness. The periods of happiness are the blank pages in it.” (1830) 

Macaulay emphasizes that “a small land in Middlesex is better than the principality 

in Utopia”. The smallest true good is always better than the most extraordinary 

promises of impossibilities. (Macaulay, 1907, p. 373-4) This philosophy of 

pragmatism could turn into a cynical state administration strategy based on the 

assumption that people were driven only by the most fundamental and personal 

interests of the impulses. People are stupid and deceitful. A smart manager will 

always be able to play them on his finger. Thinking otherwise, inviting the society to 

work or hope to organize by referring to altruism are an invitation to disaster.  

In this sense, The Prince by Machiavelli is a key anti-utopia as it has directly 

influenced both Brave New World by Huxley and 1984 by Orwell.  The fear of 

satisfaction in the hedonistic and utilitarian lines could kill human creativity and 

effort is the center of the anti-utopianism of Huxley’s Brave New World. He and 

others like Zamyatin say that “in Utopia, we die because of boringness”. (Zamyatin, 

1993 [1921]) Wild life demands the “right to be unhappy and prefers death rather 

than happy that stupefies. But elsewhere, Huxley also poses the question of the future 
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of utopia as a fundamental evil, an almost defining characteristic of modern utopia. 

Huxley complains secular modern ideologies as always be obsessed with future. 

They are blind to the “eternal now” that is the common element of all major world 

religions.  

2.4.2 Two sides of utopia 

Since the time of More's Utopia, anti-utopia has been the opposite of the promise of 

happiness in utopia. Until 19th century anti-utopia was generally seen as a distorted 

reflection of the utopia, but tended to appear to be a kind of old satire form. That was 

rational. Satire contains both negative (anti-utopian) and positive (utopian) elements. 

They often criticize their time through mocking and cursing, but sometimes 

explicitly, while pointing to ways of living alternative and better. In the early period, 

utopia and anti-utopia often confused the reader about the true intention of the 

author, triggering each other in the same form of satire. 

Utopia itself has kept this double interest alive by refusing to refer to the negative 

side of human nature and society. In its most common form, it appears as a 

contemporary society, opposed to counterfeit, presenting the author's utopia as a 

solution to current illnesses and discontent. 

The comparison of Plato's utopia and anti-utopia is interesting. In Timaeus and 

Critias, he shows Athens and Atlantis that is a city underwater. Plato presents these 

two civilizations as two great enemies of the ancient world. (Plato & Johansen, 2008) 

The appearance of utopia in a satirical style made this dual focus natural. For a very 

long-time anti-utopia was hidden in utopia. Even when anti-utopia received a 

separate form, it retained its satirical character of utopia and used satirical techniques 

to attack the existing society. But now even positive ones were being overwhelmed 

by almost completely negative and destructive ones. 

Northrop Frye says that a work, that is serious according to its author and many 

readers, can be read as a satire by a reader whose emotional attitudes are different. 

An example of this is the way Bellamy creates this kind of reaction in many of 

today's readers. (Frye, 1973) It could be the opposite too. People may read anti-

utopian satire as utopian. 
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The satire of Samuel Butler, Erewhon (1872), is incredibly anti-utopian to the extent 

that his society presents his beliefs and practices which he finds ridiculous and 

disgusting. In his strange view of man as servants of living machines, Butler 

completely reverses the traditional relationship between man and machine. By doing 

so, he is able to grasp one of the major themes of utopia: human degeneration and 

mechanization. Because if machines become like people, the other side of this 

process is that people become like machines.  

Thomas Carlyle says that it is a mechanical age, as much as people becoming like a 

machine not just as their hand and also as their heads and hearts. (Carlyle, 1971) 

Marx refers to the transformation of people, which do the most simple and routine 

work, into the extension of the machine. The result of this process is obvious to 

everyone. As people become more mechanized in their activities and life views, as 

human beings become more and more dependent on their realization and machinery, 

the displacement of human skills and creativity with mechanical skills becomes 

inevitable. The final stage will now be to remove man from the producer's life and 

reduce it to the position of machine repairer. That's what Butler saw. 

2.4.3 Irrationality of progress 

Krishan Kumar says that the utopia belongs to the future even though it is not 

accepted by the 19th century utopian thinkers. It will be the peak point of the forces 

of historical evolution. This development is inevitable. It would be with the 

strengthening tendencies of modern time: democracy, science, socialism. 

These forces were a modern hell for anti-utopia. Anti-utopia does not feel the need to 

look far away in the future. The impact of the developments was evident in their time 

and societies. In the late 19th century, when modernity was established, the modern 

society had already begun to feel as opposed to the future as too little to be 

demanded. 

What gave to anti-utopians the reputation of being stubborn realists in the face of the 

ambiguous idealism of utopians was a clear focus on a clearly recognizable world. 

But anti-utopians were not traditional conservatives. They had little in common with 

the defenders of hierarchy, property and religion. They were not a simple negative 

reaction to modernity. They often believed in passion, equality, science, and reason. 
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Anti-utopians concluded that the utopian initiative itself was to be blamed for the 

contemporary bad situation. Science and democracy were, of course, noble ideals, 

good in themselves, but the attempt to institutionalize them in society created the 

opposite of utopian hopes. Anti-utopia was the image of these vain hopes, the 

opposite of utopian expectations. 

One reason why the 20th century utopia was so intimate and direct to its own world 

was seen as a mere sad confirmation of contemporary events, a prophetic and 

analyzed model more than a century ago. It can be applied to the most obvious 

events of this period. World wars, revolutions and totalitarian dictatorships. 

2.4.4 Utopia and anti-utopia at the end of the 19th century 

Utopia, long time after More, had function as anti-utopia. Its satire presented 

negatively as the world of ant-utopia, which utopia was a constructive, positive 

response to it. Utopia could only cooperate with the anti-utopia as long as it is seen 

as a moral, heuristic tool or a distant dream. Then, hits critical and satirical function 

could withstand equal conditions with utopian advocacy. However, when the utopia 

came to be a real opportunity, a genuine opportunity, this balance was broken. 

Utopia focused on the task of restructuring with increasing urgency. Utopia was 

possible, but it soon stopped trusting in the previous half of the century for its being 

close and certain. A person's dream of happiness may be the nightmare of another 

person. As utopians insisted on the realization of their dreams, those who believed 

that modern developments were being driven into a new slavery and a new barbarity 

became more agitated. The revival of utopia towards the end of the 19th century also 

revived its counter-image and counter-force that is anti-utopia. 

As Utopia concentrated on what was positive, anti-utopia gave up a balanced 

assessment of contemporary goals to make the most negative, blackest picture of the 

present and the future possible. Anti-utopia just like utopia invented holistic social 

order in all the properties. However, the utopian order was morally flawless, and 

anti-utopia was perfected only socially. 

The distinction was not actually complete. The tension between the two poles lasted 

by linking them on a single spring. This unity was a necessity for their continued 
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mutual standing. They fed each other by taking an equal and opposite energy from 

each other. 

The relation of utopia and anti-utopia is sometimes open, sometimes not. 

2.5 Utopia and Anti-Utopia in 20th century 

Manuels said that after a long journey through the utopia, it was living in a collapse 

in this century. (Manuel & Manuel, Utopian Thought in the Western World, 1979) 

They wonder if the utopia-producing machine of the west has stopped. I. F. Clarke 

claims that The First World War broke the link between progress and future 

generations. (1979, p. 231) What happened later did nothing to reproduce the link. 

Can the utopia stand against Nazism, Stalinism, genocide, mass unemployment, and 

the Second World War? 

The fate of the American and the Russian community had a special tenderness. 

Walsh in “From Utopia to Nightmare” says that because America and the Soviet 

Union are the two great utopian experiments of modern times. One of the most 

influential two anti-imperialist writings of the century, Huxley's Brave New World, 

resorted to largely American practices for the world picture of the dark, inconsiderate 

consumerism. The American anti-utopianism gained even more horrific features 

when American military strength began to dominate the world. America has been 

brutally employed to make the world a safe place for democracy. 

The frustration created by the Soviet Union was faster and wider in many ways. 

Because the Soviet Union was the heir of the intense utopian expectations of 19th 

century socialism and the basic source of contemporary utopia. 

George Orwell's Animal Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four books were a full and 

passionate expression of his own painful feelings about the Soviet Union. Regardless 

of the fact that the Orwell's target was socialism or even the Soviet Union, the 

Orwellyen counterfeit received sufficient response to the communist utopia. 

After all arguments to defend utopian thought, this one, its complementary work to 

the non-utopian theories, is only last additions to the final thesis. What I am trying to 

say here is utopian thought that is defined and defended in this thesis is not opposed 

to the non-utopian normative models of the society. That means, utopian thought is 
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not the only way to the success, it is a way, it is generally perfect first step but it is 

aware of it is not alone in this matter. It has complementary role to the non-utopian 

theories. What I am going to do here, firstly, remind you the definition of non-

utopian thought and then give you the basics of non-utopian normative model of the 

society. Lastly, how they can work together as a whole.  

What non-utopian theories mean to me is theories not having characteristics of utopia 

and involving idealism to imaginary perfection. These ideas generally argue that 

utopia has no contribution to political theory. but what I want to defend here is that 

utopia does not eliminate these other theories, as they have eliminated the utopia. my 

concept of utopia can work in peace with non-utopian theories. Utopias can make a 

great contribution to their theories. I argue that utopia is not one acceptable theory 

but a good alternative. 

First example that I am using here is Amartya Sen. The aim of Amartya Sen's 

approach is not to get help from any utopian idea while eliminating injustice. Alan 

Thomas calls his criticism chain fallacy. Thomas is trying to show that Sen’s critics 

is flawed assumption and is normatively unacceptable in its own right. Sen’s critique 

has two components. First is diagnostic approach of utopia and second one is 

normative. Utopians for his account for the former component, doing it from 

standpoint of an ideal or perfect theory of justice. Sen’s account reveals a mistake 

about use of the terms ideal versus non-ideal. (Thomas, 2012) 

Jonathan Wolff also takes place with the critiques of blueprints model just like Engel 

and Marx. He is asking that while everyone is having their own model of blueprints, 

they are all different, how a person can convince others before convincing himself of 

herself what is the ideal way to live. He has two reasons for questioning the blueprint 

model. First, he is arguing that political scientists are making changes every time 

around but not start afresh every time they try to do something new. With an ideal, 

trying to change the world is problematic according to him, because ideals cannot be 

achievable. Second is, all ideals are contested, and there is no standard of argument 

or proof where one can be established over others to the satisfaction of all. (Wolff, 

1991) 

These were two examples of non-utopian thinking. They see the world can be 

changed outside of utopian thinking. Injustice will decrease, justice will be achieved 
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without the context of utopian thinking. However, they are trying to find a way to 

achieve without it. They did not accept necessity of the existence of utopia in 

political theory but utopian thinking is not approving their existence and see itself to 

them as part of them as a starting point. For even non-utopian thinking, utopias are 

still necessary to build at the beginning. Either to see what it your point or to show to 

the people what would be best for them. This is the point they can make use of and 

also my point throughout the text.  

2.6 Conclusion 

Krishan Kumar argues that in the next half of this century, ecological or no other 

utopia could catch up with the style of Bellamy, Morris and Wells initially caught. 

No utopia has become the focal point of public interest and debate, such as Looking 

Backwards or A Modern Utopia. 

Why was Utopia believed to be declining? According to the Manus, the answer to 

this question should be sought in the nature of the 19th century social theory and its 

accompanying social developments. The arguments of the Manuals: the utopia loses 

its power without the existence of Christianity as a system of common beliefs. 

(Manuel & Manuel, Utopian Thought in the Western World, 1979, p. 62-80) 

Utopia is something different than religion in general and Christianity in particular. 

But without the hope that religion offers precisely, without the expectations of 

heaven that Christianity is inspired, the utopia may become a lifeless shell.  

Utopia is not a religion. However, without a religious basis, the mass of utopia is 

unlikely to produce a significant response on the scale. As I have said in this sense, 

religion is the underground source of most of the unconscious emotional power and 

dynamics of utopia. For a while, socialism seemed to replace formal religion. 

According to Kumar, socialism has been the last utopia to this day, there is no 

comprehensive society vision and no utopia as a rival to socialism. The peoples of 

the West may choose to live under capitalism and look at socialist alternatives with 

distrust. Utopia has accompanied the hope for progress and improvement efforts for 

400 years. It was a fundamental expression of that belief and a powerful agent of that 

impulse. Now it struggles with the common emotion that this is an illusion or an 

impossible dream. Utopia has always maintained its existence. 
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3. CRITICISMS OF UTOPIAN THOUGHT 

It is easy to challenge to the idea of utopianism. I have chosen three most influential 

thinkers that have their own particular way to prove utopia is unnecessary, 

unrealizable, unpractical, illogical, unvalued, leads or justifies violence, impossible 

to make experiments, away from today, not easy for people to understand, it is whole 

system change. However, I will give those critiques responses in the next chapter. 

3.1 Karl Marx 

Utopianism was based on a human feeling against injustice. The socialism of Marx 

and Engels was founded on the study of historical, economic and social development 

of human.  

Karl Marx never designed a utopia. He has hardly written anything about how the 

future society will work. He was interested in how the society of past became the 

society of today, how it was born, developed and died. The reason for his great 

interest he wanted to find and to unleash the power of today’s society and how it 

would turn into the society of the future.  

It is said that as different from utopians, Marx did not spend time on the economic 

institutions of tomorrow. Almost all of his time, he gave to the study of today’s 

economic institutions. Most of the writers finds Young Marx more utopian than the 

older Marx. 

Marx wanted to know what were important elements in capitalist society, so the title 

of his book, is Capital at which his interests and attention were collected. He is the 

first socialist thinker to make a systematic, intelligent and critical analysis of 

capitalist production. (Marx, 1978) 

For Utopians, socialism was a product of imagination, or invention of intelligence. 

Marx brought socialism back from the clouds, and showed to the people it is not an 

ambiguous hope, but next step in the historical development of the humanity; it was 
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an inevitable consequence of the evolution of the capitalist society, only according to 

the determinist interpretations of Marx versus his analysis of the preconditions of 

revolution. 

Marx turned socialism from being a utopia to science. Instead of the imaginary 

scheme of a competent social order, he brought a theory of social progress; for the 

change of society, instead of waiting mercy from upper class, he relied on the self-

rescuing of the working-class being architect of their new order.  

Marx socialism, the scientific socialism, was first expressed in The Communist 

Manifesto, written in 1848 with Engels. Marx and Engels found the existence of a 

unifying element on the study of how society is in this situation right now; the 

reasons in changes; and which way it is going. The events were not independent from 

each other; history seemed like pile of chaotic events but it was never in that way; 

history was a law binding science waiting to be revealed. Karl Marx found these laws 

of development in human society. (Marx & Engels, The Communist Manifesto, 

1948) 

In each civilization, economy, politics, laws, religion and education are 

interdependent but all of these powers, the economy is the most important and 

fundamental factor. The main pillar of the structure is the relationship that exist 

between people as producers. The mode of production determines the way in which 

people live, the way earn their livelihood, the way people think.  

He says that the mode of production in material life dominates the general nature of 

the social, political, and intellectual process of life. What determines the human 

existence is not their consciousness; on the contrary, their social existence 

determines their consciousness.  

The concepts of right, justice, freedom shows the societies particular stage of 

economic development that the society has reached. So, what formed the social and 

political revolution? Is it just a change in people’s thoughts? Leo Huberman 

answering it with no, because these ideas are dependent on changes in the economy 

that is the change in the form of production. (Huberman, 1968, p. 51) 

Human beings are on their way to dominate nature; finding new and better methods 

for the production and exchange of goods. When these changes are fundamental and 
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broad, social conflicts arise. The relationship with old mode of production is ossified. 

The old way of life is fixed in law, politics, religion and education. The ruling class 

seeks to preserve its power and clashes with the class in conformity with the new 

mode of production. The result is revolution.  

This approach to the history makes it possible to understand the world which is 

otherwise inconceivable, according to Marxists. Looking at historical events from 

this point of view of class relations, that was not be able to understood, can be 

understood for the first time. Therefore, the analysis in Manifesto start with saying 

“the history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles.”  (Marx & 

Engels, The Communist Manifesto, 1948) 

What is the role of the state in the interclass struggle? The state is something created 

by the ruling class. It is established to protect the existing system and is being carried 

out for this purpose. In the capitalist society, the role of the states is described in the 

Manifesto saying “the executive of the modern state is but a committee for managing 

the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.” (Marx & Engels, The Communist 

Manifesto, 1948, Ch.1) 

The first task of the state in capitalist society is to defend private property of the 

means of production that form the basis of the sovereignty of the capitalist class over 

the working class. If the purpose of the working class is to eliminate private property 

of the means of production, they must destroy the state of ruling classes and replace 

it with their own state.  

At first, it can seem that the dictatorship of the capitalist class is replaced by the 

dictatorship of the working class; is this the aim of the working-class revolution?  

The dictatorship of the proletariat is the first necessary step in the process of 

abolishing class domination by ending the conditions that divide society into classes. 

The aim of socialism is not to substitute sovereignty of one class instead of another 

class, but the complete elimination of all classes. The aim of socialism is to establish 

classless society that puts an end to all kinds of exploitation. In Manifesto, he says 

that “in place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we 

shall have an association, in which the free development of each is the condition for 

the free development of all” (Ch.2) 



 
34 

 

Marx always states that the transition from the old class society to the new classless 

order will be succeeded by the working class. Marx considered the proletariat as an 

effective element in establishing socialism; because working class, the majority of 

the population, suffers most of the contradictions of capitalism and because there is 

no other way to rectify its situation.  

The terrible conditions in which they lived, forced the workers to come together, to 

organize and to establish trade unions to fight for the sake of their interests. 

However, the establishment of unions did not end overnight. It took a long time to 

develop a sense of unity in terms of class; until this point, it was impossible to 

establish nationwide powerful organizations. (Huberman, 1968, p. 53) 

The industrial revolution led the progression of trade unionism. The reason is that, 

with the industrial revolution, the arrival of workers in the cities, the advancements 

in the areas of transportation and communication, which are important for an 

organization at a national level, and the conditions that necessitate a workers’ 

movement. Thus, the organization of the working class grew with the capitalist 

development, which created the class, class consciousness, and the physical means of 

communication and collaboration.  

Finally, capitalism, when it comes to the contradictions that cannot be solved, society 

can no longer live under the domination of this bourgeoisie, that is, when capitalism 

is soon to be dead, it is the proletariat to kill it. 

Marx was not a chair revolutionist that only tells others what to do. He was living his 

ideas. Since his philosophy was not only an explanation of the world, but also a 

means of changing the world, he had to be part of this struggle.  

With the belief that the proletariat is a means of abolishing capitalism, he devoted his 

entire time from his work to the training and organization of economic and political 

struggle of working class. He was the most active and influential member of the 

International Association of Workers which was established in London on September 

28, 1864.  

The trade unions, which at that time seemed to consist of organizations that would so 

slowly improve the daily life of the worker had a deeper meaning for Marx and 

Engels.  
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Marx has always repeated his basic doctrine: a fundamental change in the economic, 

political and social structure of society is the only way out, and this can only happen 

through a revolution of the working class. 

Marx was against random revolution. The essence of Marx’s thought is that the 

revolution must be done just in time to be successful and without maturity for 

change, society cannot be changed. The basis of transformation into socialism lies in 

the deep contradictions within the capitalist society that prepare its collapse; lies the 

socialization of production in the creation of the steps of the new order in the old 

order; and lies in the working class which carries out the revolutionary action 

necessary to realize the change in the increase in the degree of organization with 

class consciousness. 

Marx saw the capitalist system as part of the history of human development. This is 

neither a permanent nor a modifiable system from top to bottom. On the contrary, 

capitalism is essentially a transient social system and has been born and developed 

from the previous system, like all other forms of society; when it comes to time it 

will collapse and will be replaced with another system. According to Marx, no 

society is stationary, all of which are constantly flowing and changing. For him, the 

task is to find what constitutes the change in capitalist society, to discover the law of 

motion of capitalism. He embarked on an attempt to explain capitalism and 

concluded this with the outlines of a guide of action for the forces that would create a 

better society in the future, not as an effort to justify capitalism, as the other 

economists did. Socialists believe that the picture of capitalist society drawn by Marx 

is closer to reality than what the solid and non-Marxist economists have drawn. 

(Huberman, 1968) 

For Marx and Engels, the struggle to build independent, communal lives within the 

present order is primarily problematic as the masses exclude their own action and 

transfer the salvation of humanity to the rescuers. (Oral, 2016) 

Moreover, according to the Marxists, the utopians assume that there are ideal people 

who will build the perfect society. However, what can enable an alternative social 

order to capitalism is not an enlightened group of individuals and their pedagogical 

dictatorship on society, but a revolution carried out by the majority of the working 

class. And that working class is not at all the enlightened people, who are 



 
36 

 

programmed to adapt quickly to the conditions of a new order, free from all the 

remnants of the past order. On the contrary, the working class is influenced by all the 

ideas of capitalism, but when they change the system, they themselves change and 

develop within the struggle.  

The other important problem of the utopian socialists' claim is that the way to get rid 

of capitalism is to establish the isolated, ideal socialism islands within the existing 

order. There is no way to build an alternative order to capitalism unless the relations 

of production at the origin of society change radically. We live in an age more 

advantageous than Engels in order to see the failure of such experiences in history. 

Capitalism is a global system and the way to get rid of it must be global. The 

inhabitants of the island of Utopia do not express a salvation to the rest of the world 

in inequality and misery. 

The workers themselves will decide what the new society will be, not the plans they 

have developed in the minds of enlightened individuals, but the workers who create 

the society by their own actions. (Oral, 2016) 

Most of the Western thinkers described Marx and his communist society as a form of 

utopia that is self-centered private individual. In his society, there is no private space 

for individuals, no conflicts but complete harmony. Humanity now got rid of 

poverty, unemployment. (Nordahl, 1987) 

Many writers have an orthodox interpretation on Marx. This thought is about the 

absence of any distinction between the individual and the society in the completed 

communist society. Philosophically, this is interpreted as the unity of particular and 

universal. Particular becomes universal in time. What does it mean? Individuals 

cannot have their own interests. -From each according to his abilities to each 

according to his needs- principle must be showing which respects individuality.  

Moreover, the private sphere is being eliminated, they say. Everything in the 

individual 's life is now a matter of society. This society gives importance to people's 

creativity, but they are in organic unity and never create any conflicts. Therefore, 

there is no need for legislation, election or court. Government works as business 

matter just like making shoes or working in medicine. There is no need for a legal 

system that protects individual rights in the non-conflict society. This completed 

communist society is claimed to have no complete freedom. Economically, scarcity 
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has completely disappeared. People have enough time and resources to show their 

potential creativity. All problems are solved and are either susceptible to dissolution. 

people live in perfect satisfaction. “Communism is the complete identification of 

human essence and existence, the harmonization of man's ultimate destiny and his 

empirical being.” (Kolakowski, 2008) 

Marx's first writings give us information about this unification. In his interpretation 

of Hegel, Marx criticizes Hegel for not abolishing the dichotomy between civil 

society and the state. In his critique of Hegel's book Philosophy of Right, he argues 

that Hegel's transcendence of the split between particular and universal is not true 

transcendence. There are still civil society, private economic world and personal 

interests in Hegel. In According to Marx, people are alienated in Hegel’s world. 

Therefore, it can be a solution to eliminate the distinction by turning civil society into 

the universal and to produce community of citizens. This is transcendence it should 

be.  

The orthodox interpretation of Marx, which includes the abolition of the state and 

civil society dichotomy, is incorrect. Marx never said that private interests and 

sphere should be removed. His true democracy is never political mediation or the 

absence of any politics. Marx's critique of civil society is based on the individual and 

the individual market society. (Nordahl, 1987) 

3.2 Isaiah Berlin  

I have taken Berlin’s main arguments from the first part, “The Pursuit of the Ideal” in 

the book, The Crooked Timber of Humanity, written in 1959. This part has Berlin’s 

main criticism is that utopia will often justify violence, because once we think of the 

idea of a perfect society, any sacrifice will be justified in bringing it about. Also, in 

the second part of the book, “The Decline Of Utopian Ideas In The West”, he 

criticizes utopia because he finds it static. Nothing in utopias changes, because when 

people reach perfection, Berlin says that there will be no need for renewal because 

people will have been satisfied.  

Berlin often mentioned that utopia is a dangerous thing and it needs criteria of 

political pragmatism. Because of these interpretations, we can say that Berlin can be 

evaluated within the framework of political realism. But that's not exactly the case. 
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Berlin tried to warn people against the dangers of idealism. At the same time, he 

prepared the utopian thought against the attacks. In Berlin, pluralism is pointing the 

way to a compromise policy but Berlin still warned people against the danger of 

some types of compromise; especially against those who make suspicious 

movements to get some desired results. The relationship between ends and means has 

always been found in Berlin's writings. First, he warned people against political 

purity because when values clashes, the results getting unexpected and purity is not 

possible. Second, he warned people against political means saying they are not 

respecting morality. Berlin said this not because it is ethically wrong but because it is 

ridiculous. Good results tend to be degenerated and undermine by immorality. Since 

the results of our actions are not certain, politics cannot reach its aims or arrives in 

impeccable way. It is best not to sacrifice the victims, he says. Berlin responding 

against the argument of realism, “you cannot make an omelette without breaking 

eggs” by saying, “The one thing we can be sure of is the reality of the sacrifice, the 

dying and the dead. But the ideal for which they die remains unrealized. The eggs are 

broken, and the habit of breaking them grows, but the omelette remains invisible” 

(Berlin, The Pursuit of the Ideal, 2013, p. 16) 

If we need to start from beginning, we can be sure that his criticisms of utopianism 

are under influence of Russian Revolution. In this way, it is easier to understand why 

he is afraid of utopianism that much. He basically argues, we will never have access 

to the perfect knowledge. This is essential for any social changes because if seeking 

utopia is impossible how a person know what is good for a society? After both Hegel 

and Marx, he is saying that there is no timeless truth. There is historical 

development, we constantly change. He accepts that yes, some problems can change 

in this way but we cannot save people from hunger, injustice with utopianism. This is 

also what Amartya Sen argues but, I will be arguing against it. He basically says, any 

solution step creates new problems. We can't foresee the outcome of the result of 

something. Marxism says that when the real history begins and the war is won, new 

problems will produce new solutions. And that will continue with circle because in 

classless society, it will be easy to handle them smoothly.  

He says utopias are impracticable by arguing that as seen in Hitler case, they can 

transform to the danger with people’s ultimate solution curiosity. However, those 

who believe in this solution, ignore the cost of the process according to him. If we 
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need to pay too much to make humanity happy forever, is it still worth? Some 

wanted to save mankind, some of them were their own kind but for any goal, in these 

wars, millions have been killed for whatever purpose. He wants us to pursue first 

avoiding suffering. There was no guarantee that revolutions, wars, and none would 

lead to better development. Looking the consequents with utilitarian aspects is 

wrong, he says. However, minimizing pain also must be a utilitarian aspect. 

Otherwise, it will save people from desperate situations. (Berlin, The Pursuit of the 

Ideal, 2013) 

Berlin starts the part, “The Decline of Utopian Ideas in The West”, by saying perfect 

society is an old dream; to imagine a life without hunger, misery, merciless labor, 

insecurity. Generally, speaking, all western utopias have same elements; society 

living in a pure harmony, all members in peace, away from danger, bad-conditioned 

work, injustice. However, they all have in common that they are all static. Nothing in 

utopias changes, because when people reach perfection, Berlin says that there will be 

no need for renewal because people will have been satisfied. When their goals are 

realized, human nature will be completed bu he says the perfect society does not 

satisfy people perfectly. 

Utopias refers to a golden era. Some says it did not finish and will come back. Some 

says it is finished and never come back. However, there is the common point that 

they all mentions once used to be one. Something terrible happened and now we are 

where we are. We can go back there but because human are inadequate, so it 

prevents the going back and having golden times again. So, what they basically say 

is something has been broken and can also been restored. 

Berlin gives us three propositions on utopianism. First is, all real questions can only 

have a correct answer. The question is not a real question if you don't have the right 

answer. All real questions must be answered. No question can have two right 

answers. Second one is way to find these answers. The question should be known, 

even if anyone knows or not. In addition, there must be used a proper way to answer 

it. Last one says that all answers have to be suited to each other. 

Unless we know what is perfect, we can fully understand what is not perfect. If we 

complain about our problems in the world, when we state that we have a situation 

other than perfect, this can be understood only when compared to the perfect one. He 
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says they need to measure the gap between the two and this leads people to utopian 

thought.  

Who can show us the perfect way? Some said that we can find it with some texts or 

prophets. The others denied those and said we can only know what perfect is with 

observation or experiments. They saw nature as a laboratory. All people should able 

to do those experiments to prove or disprove the arguments. Science may not answer 

all our questions, but if it is not answering a question, nothing can.  

Utopian thinkers tell us some vision stating these knowledges can only be known by 

experts.  Berlin argues that this knowledge must be reachable by all the people. They 

have right to know what is they are going to face. Berlin is saying that “truth is to be 

sought not in the ideas or behavior of corrupt dwellers in sophisticated cities, but is 

more likely to be found in the pure heart of a simple peasant, or of an innocent child” 

(Berlin, The Decline Of Utopian Ideas In The West, 2013, p. 28) 

If people have a common nature, this must mean something according to Berlin. 

Cannot this be socio-historically changing? Why he assumes it to be static? If people 

know what they want, the nature of people is completely understandable. If people 

can discover why they exist in the world, and what relationships they have with the 

world, it will make them virtuous, he defends. To know how one can be freed from 

error and illusion, to know and search for a person psychologically and physically, to 

behave accordingly, are not the one that is on a person's mind. People are either 

irrational or intelligent. If they understand the way they need to do, they must show it 

with an act. 

Knowledge does not end with definitions only. It is important why human beings 

live, and in which form life is more valuable. According to the doctrine of virtue, 

when a person commits a crime, it does not mean he has done bad. It means that 

person is confused what's useful. If he or she really knew what was useful to him or 

her, she or he wouldn't have done the destructive things. If you are a rational person, 

if you know what is good for man, that is what hope means. What distinguishes the 

truth from what it looks like is to distinguish it from what it can and from it alone. 

The multiplication of utopian texts and absolute belief in rational solutions is actually 

the result of the same cultural development. The doctrine that is common to all ideas 

is a notion of universal truth. It's true for all people everywhere. None of the skeptics 
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deny that the real person's purpose is universal and all people seek shelter and 

security, food and drink. All people want to breed. All people seek social 

relationships includes justice, freedom, self-expression. Means to them vary from 

country to country, from age to age, but the principle remains the same. This is 

similar in old or new utopias. 

Berlin has concluded with assumptions he criticizes; human nature being static, 

unchanged human essence, ends being eternal and unchangeable. People cannot have 

that knowledge, he says. Basically, he is being against utopianism because he finds 

being idealistic is dangerous. Because idealism can suffer at the hand of a minority 

who ignores damages. 

3.3 Karl Popper  

Popper begins by stating that utopia is the most dangerous approach in the chapter of 

“Aesthetics, Radicalism and Utopia” in his book, Open Society and Its Enemies and 

stating he is not seeing it as a rational way. For him, what rational way is “piecemeal 

engineering”. The utopian approach is dangerous because it seems to be an 

alternative to radical historicism arguing that we cannot change the course of history. 

However, either historicism nor utopianism claims this. 

Popper defines the utopian approach as follows. Any rational action should have a 

specific purpose. Everything, that tries to fulfill its purpose in a consistent and 

deliberate manner and takes appropriate steps to its result, is rational. So, the first 

thing we need to do when we want to act rationally is to make a decision. There may 

be some different aims on the way, but they are just means. The main one is the 

ultimate aim. If we ignore this distinction, we would be getting far from being 

rational. If these rules apply to the field of political activity, we have to decide on the 

outcome before without taking any steps. When the ultimate aim is defined and the 

draft of the society we want is prepared, then we start to talk about the best ways to 

take us there and the means for realization and to draw the plan for practical action. 

This is the methodological approach that Karl Popper calls utopia and he also finds it 

himself normal for this approach to be credible and attractive. This approach may 

attract anyone who is not affected or reacted against by historicist prejudices. This, 

utopias being attractive, makes the utopia more dangerous for him.  
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Before he continues to make his arguments to criticize utopianism, he is mentioning 

more about the piecemeal engineering. Popper finds this approach methodologically 

more solid. The politician who stands on this idea, whether or not he has a draft of 

the ideal society of his mind, may believe that he will achieve happiness, even 

though he does not believe that this ideal society is realizable. In an article, “Utopia 

and Violence”, he later wrote, Popper says about happiness: “In brief, it is my thesis 

that human misery is the most urgent problem of a rational public policy and that 

happiness is not such a problem. The attainment of happiness should be left to our 

private endeavors.” (p.7) I call it as conflict, is not is overcoming misery through 

political changes necessary to be happy? However, he says, instead of aiming to 

solve all the problems of society at once, piecemeal engineering will adopt the 

method of finding and dealing with the most painful. Popper cares this distinction 

between utopia and his idea of piecemeal engineering. Because, unlike the other, this 

is a method that can be applied at any time without waiting for all conditions to be 

perfect. 

In addition, Popper says that more people will adopt a systematic war against hunger, 

war and injustice rather than a utopia, like those are the opposites. Very few of these 

people will ponder over the project that will change this whole society. Is it possible 

to realize it? Does it really fix the situation we have now? What kinds of problems 

can it cause in the future? Popper sees piecemeal engineering more easily for people 

to understand. Small projects are given to small institutions. If anything is wrong, the 

damage will be small and it will not be difficult to re-plan. 

In contrast, utopian thought will probably require powerful administration of 

minority that can lead to dictatorship, according to Popper. The re-establishment of 

society from the beginning is a great and unnecessary action for many people. The 

power that tries to make this utopian change will therefore have to silence many 

criticisms. And in this process, it will be difficult to distinguish even rational 

criticism. Suppressing these objections may even become the main work of theirs.  

Another criticism of Popper is that it will take time to realize the utopia and that 

those who realize in this process will change. The system that looks ideal for those 

who prepare this project may not look ideal for the rulers those come after them. The 

aims that will change during the realization process were initially chosen as the 
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ultimate aim. Therefore, Popper says, utopia is an empty action to pursue for. Those 

who prefer to take a long way to ideal should know that if the way is too long, it will 

be difficult to say whether the step is correct or not. 

According to Popper, what is ideal is obviously unknown, and there is no rational 

method to perform the ultimate aim. For him, any disagreement between the utopian 

constructors must go to the use of force instead of reason and it will end up with 

violence; due to the lack of reasonable methods. In the article, “Utopia and 

Violence”, he states, “I consider what I call Utopianism an attractive end, indeed, an 

all too attractive theory; for I also consider it dangerous and pernicious. It is, I 

believe, self-defeating, and it leads to violence.” (p.5) However, all beliefs must be 

justified to be taken seriously. There are not any arguments to justifies it leads 

violence here. 

It should not be confused here, Popper does not criticize the utopia as Marx who 

criticizes it because it is unnecessary to have blueprints. Popper thinks it's an 

unqualified criticism. We live in a time when most of the things that were once 

considered as unrealizable could be realized. The reason Popper criticizes utopia is 

that the experiments are limited and the practical results are difficult to calculate. 

Because we cannot predict where it will be going to reach, it will probably come to 

the point of violence. Even if the experiment is to be carried out, just because utopia 

is supposed to be the change for all society, the experiment with a small community 

does not lead to the correct conclusion. However, this experiment can be the right 

experiment for piecemeal engineering. 

The common point in the critique of Popper and Marx is that more realization is 

desired in both. Both believe that utopian plans can never be realized as originally 

thought because new things can be learned and changed in the process. However, 

there is a lot of differences between these two criticisms. While arguing against the 

utopia, Marx curses the all kinds of social engineering. Trade union, struggle to 

increase wages also seems like piecemeal engineering but he foresees them to from 

organically. Marx finds unrealistic the idea that social institutions can be planned 

with reason because they will change according to the laws of history, not according 

to our plans according to him. However, he is not determinists, what about his call 

for workers to decide making a revolution? What he says is that we can only ease the 
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pain of the process. In other words, Marx defends the radical historicism against all 

social engineering. In utopianism, there is an issue of Plato’s approach where Popper 

attacks as not being real, but Marx is not opposed utopias being not real. This is the 

broad scope of utopianism, which attempts to change society as a whole. If the 

society is wanted to be more just, why it is necessary to eliminate whole social 

system that has only some problems, such as injustice, Popper says. He finds utopia 

as the uncompromising radical. Like Plato, Marx is also in the midst of an 

apocalyptic revolution that will radically transform the whole social world.  

Popper explains the broad extremist radicalism of these two with aesthetics. Plato is 

idealists, he is against democracy, equality and his ideas are counter revolutionary. 

Marx is materialist. He defends democracy, equality and his ideas are revolutionary. 

They are so different. Like Berlin, Popper also puts all enemies of his ideas in the 

same baskets. 

 Popper states, in the book, Open Society and Its Enemies; 

with the desire to build a world which is not only a little better and more 
rational than ours, but which is free from all its ugliness: not a crazy quilt, an 
old garment badly patched, but an entirely new coat, a really beautiful new 
world. (Popper, 1945, p. 145) 

Popper argues that this aesthetic image can be found in Plato best. Plato was an artist. 

The dialectic of Plato is merely the perception of the world of beauty through the 

mind. His philosophers are the ones who can bring the good on the world. Political is 

a royal art for Plato. Popper says in his article in “Utopia and Violence”: 

The appeal of Utopianism arises from the failure to realize that we cannot 
make heaven on earth. What I believe we can do instead is make like a little 
less terrible and a little less unjust in each generation. (Popper, 1986, p. 8) 

Popper opposes this stance of Plato. People's lives cannot be used to satisfy an artist's 

passions. This is Popper’s criticisms of Plato. However, it does not seem like valid. 

As long as it does not limit the wishes of others, we must be able to provide each 

person's wish. Popper is not far from the aesthetic impulse. He believes that the 

artist's aesthetic must be shown in different areas. I have to qualify for this 

individualistic idea of his. 

At the end, Popper criticized utopia for directing violence. In his article, “Utopia and 

Violence”, he described violence as the greatest thing that people avoided. And he 
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placed himself among those people. Not only did he hate violence, but argued that it 

was not hopeless to fight against him. He was aware that this was a difficult task 

because most of the war against violence had resulted in defeat. (Popper, 1986, p. 3) 

Human nature causes violence according to him. They are capable of using this 

power for their interests. He is giving example of Hitler. 

In the article, Popper has two arguments to defend how utopianism leads violence. 

First one is violence always has place in the utopianism and second, a possible 

defense of utopian alternative is anti-utopian views. What utopianism mean for 

Popper is blueprint that is mostly used for anti-utopians to reduce the value of 

utopian thought and again he believes blueprints is the main things utopianism to 

lead violence. People have different preferences for ultimate ends. Those different 

utopian visions form conflict because first, there are different conceptions of justice, 

second; a vision valuing freedom only and another valuing happiness only. Conflicts 

of values and interests can lead violence. Those conflicts cannot be solved always in 

rational way, so violence come and serve them to have those goals. So, Popper 

argues that utopian thought has violence tendency because of human nature. 

However, everyone desiring different does not have to be tending to the violence.   

As I mentioned before, in the article too, Popper talks about how values change over 

time. Ultimate aims change, values change, new alternative views emerge and those 

will be means of violence. These are looser arguments than former one. What 

violation means to Popper? He also agrees that probably there will be no physical 

violence but he says there will be other techniques to control the minds to make 

people agree with the utopian thought. This is the violence in Popper’s mind. 

However, it does not have to be. I do not think this violence argument is the right 

argument to criticize utopianism. Robert Nozick idea of “meta-utopia” is especially 

designed to maintain the issues of both plurality and conflict. That can easily solve 

Popper’s problem of violence.  

Nozick’s utopian approach is that there is no single utopian world; the utopian world 

is, rather, a meta-utopia in which many different worlds can be constructed and 

joined. He is arguing that a meta-utopia is the only stable structure that can 

accommodate the fact that there is no single utopia. In his thinking, meta-utopia is 

the best chance of realizing utopia. He is saying that utopian world is a stable world. 
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However, there is unlikely to be a stable world. Here, he is building his approach into 

the defense of the minimal state. His claim is that the minimal state is the closest 

thing to a real-world instantiation of the meta-utopia.  

Karl Popper’s final point in this paper is negative utilitarianism. He argues that what 

we need to do is try to eliminate concrete evils not to create blueprints. Then we will 

have best happiness situation. I do not think there is much a wide gap between those 

two arguments. To identify what evil means will direct us to talk about what is ideal. 

That will direct us to the utopianism.  

The term "negative utilitarianism" was coined by Karl Popper. (Popper, 1945) It is an 

ethical theory that gives priority to minimize the suffering than to maximize pleasure. 

Popper believed that by trying to minimize suffering we need to avoid the risks of 

utopianism that he thinks it leads to fascist dictatorship in his time. "Those who 

promise us paradise on earth never produced anything but a hell." Ironically, to be 

able negative utilitarianism to be realized, utopian thinking is inescapable. Piecemeal 

engineering cannot bring the demolition of suffering but a whole system change like 

utopia. In seeking to rescue the world from the pain, negative utilitarianism is a 

totalitarian policy just like fascism. 

3.4 Conclusion 

I have clearly stated the most important criticisms against utopia by Karl Marx, 

Isaiah Berlin and lastly, Karl Popper. Marx rejected the calls for utopic society. He 

dismissed them because they lacked embracing dialectical process that he borrowed 

from Hegel. He saw his own vision of capitalism, socialism, and communism as the 

logical results of dialectical materialism and not something in a utopian vision. 

Interpreting him, it is not rational to work on utopias. Social institutions cannot be 

changed by reason, it can only be changed by laws of history. 

Isaiah Berlin criticizes utopia because he finds it static. Nothing in them alters, 

because when people reached the perfection, he believes that there will be no need 

for novelty, because people will be fulfilled. Berlin’s main criticism is that utopia 

will often justify violence, because once we think of the idea of a perfect society, any 

sacrifice will be justified in bringing it about. 
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Karl Popper is against utopia because he argues that utopia leads society to violence. 

His first argument is that utopia is a change for whole society (his idea of piecemeal 

engineering) Second is utopia being far away from today and because it takes time; 

decisions and the people in the beginning will change. Third, it is hard for people to 

understand utopian thought and make judgements about it. Next, it is impossible for 

us to make experiments, so we don’t have practical information.  
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4. RESPONSE TO THE CRITICISMS 

I would like to briefly summarize the criticisms against utopia before trying to 

respond them. Basically, utopian thought has been accused of being impossible, 

unnecessary, leading violence, justifies violence. In the previous chapter, I talked the 

criticisms of Marx, Popper and Berlin, now in this section, I am trying to respond 

them in the light of some arguments of the next chapter. 

4.1 Response to the Critics of Marx 

I will try to give response to many critics, but the response I will try to give to Marx 

will be very different. My criticism of Marx is the fact that he is also a utopian, but 

somehow refuses to accept it. I am arguing that Marx’s vision of the good life is 

utopian by finding his idea on utopia as paradoxical that can be easily noticed. He 

sees his ideas on socialism as anti-utopian because he named utopianism as “wishful 

thinking” and his ideas as “real, positive science” (Marx & Engels, The German 

Ideology, 1947, p. 37) 

I am trying to have a way to criticize him by asking on what ground did he deny 

utopianism? Can his denial convince us? First of all, why he rejects utopianism? We 

need to understand that the definition of utopia is very different from most 

definitions we know. Most of the definitions we know on utopia is somehow related 

to its being a non-existent ideal. Marx does not deny this definition. He is criticizing 

it by calling it as blueprints of a society. (Lukes, 1985) 

Why is he denying blueprints? He is giving us two main reasons; first is it is 

impossible and second is history will probably emerge that we cannot expect. 

Therefore, this are the arguments that I am objecting. He is using historicism4 to 

                                                             

4 Historicism is the idea of attributing meaningful significance to space and time, such as historical 
period, geographical place, and local culture. The term "historicism" (Historismus) was coined by 
German philosopher Karl Wilhelm Friedrich Schlegel. The writings of Karl Marx, influenced by 
Hegel, also include historicism.  Karl Popper condemned historicism along with 
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oppose to the blueprints. Because for him, people living in a particular situation 

cannot adopt a plan for another situation or because of the changing human nature, 

needs, power. Why not? He is expecting a revolution that will emerge by itself – with 

the help of class-consciousness –, but why cannot plan any other society in our 

minds?  

First argument was its being impossible. That was easy to oppose but the second one 

is its being unnecessary. His way to solve the problems in society is reserved in the 

progress of history. However, still, his arguments did not convince me at all.  

He is saying people will only know today, they will have no ideas about what future 

brings to them. It is doubtful. No, they can imagine. They can do critiques of their 

society and have desire to change it to be able to have hope. They have every right to 

see the differentiation between the real society and the possible society. As the 

historicists say, even if people’s understanding is not limitless, there is “realistic 

utopia” put forward by John Rawls. (Rawls, Justice as Fairness: A Restatement, 

2001, p. 4)  

Rawls aims to explain the principles of justice in a society that is liberal in both A 

Theory of Justice (1971) and Political Liberalism (1993). Whereas The Law of 

Peoples (1999) is trying to explain how a community consisted by liberal and decent 

people would be. (Rawls, 2001) The arguments contained in The Law of Peoples 

have traces from Rawls’ A Theory of Justice and Political Liberalism. The Law of 

Peoples, which is based on the assumption that there may be differences between the 

peoples, and that the peoples who have different characteristics based on reasonable 

pluralism, can form a fair cooperation together; have similarities with Political 

Liberalism. Although he advocates the difference principle in A Theory of Justice 

                                                                                                                                                                             

the determinism and holism, which he argued, formed its basis. In his Poverty of Historicism, he 
identified historicism with the opinion that there are "inexorable laws of historical destiny", which 
opinion he warned against. 
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and Political Liberalism, he defends the obligation to provide assistance at The Law 

of Peoples. 

Even if people's understanding is limited, even if we do not know what history will 

bring to us, it does not make sense to give up on the blueprints altogether. They can 

be worked on in different ways. We can continue with any other blueprints that are 

for example, less dogmatic.  

His other arguments to oppose blueprints show us that he is solemning the idea of 

historicism. His denials have lack of attention to plan what socialism want to create 

too. Marx also wanted to create a world completely different but he did not explain 

which details he wanted to change it through. Because as he stated in Capital, he did 

not want to write “recipes for the cookshops of the future” (Marx, Capital: A Critique 

of Political Economy, Vol. 1, 2010, p. 17) However, G. A. Cohen give response to 

his statement as followed “unless we write recipes for future kitchens, there’s no 

reason to think we’ll get food we like” (Cohen, 2001) We need to state what is in our 

mind, we have right to do that. In fact, by doing that, Marxism could have benefited 

from many aspects of utopia. 

Was Marx Utopian? As we stated before, it is dependent to which definition you are 

doing for utopia. However, if the utopia as a detailed ideal society plan, then we must 

accept that Marx is not a utopian. Because Marx never sat down and wrote for how 

future society he wants to be. However, if the utopia generally refers to the ideal 

society that does not exist at the present, then Marx should be accepted as utopian. 

Because the communist society written by Marx is a kind of ideal society, which tells 

people’s lives and how they should live. Communism is utopian. 

4.2 Response to the Critics of Berlin 

Berlin has two major arguments to argue against utopianism. First is utopia will often 

justify violence, because once we think of the idea of a perfect society, any sacrifice 

will be justified in bringing it about. Second is utopia is static and nothing in them 

changes. There are many other theses to defend these. I will start by explaining those 

arguments basically.  

First one is utopia tend to have utilitarian aspect. I have two question for this 

argument. why do we need to avoid the utilitarian aspect? Even if, we do, does 
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utopianism really tend to have a utilitarian aspect? Utilitarianism is a basic idea to 

maximize utility. It justifies the damage. Berlin says that utopianism justifies 

violence, we should avoid idealism and utopianism to have a fair life for all. My 

thesis to defend utopian thought is also against utilitarianism because I basically say, 

is utopia is good place, it should provide a better life both the followers of that 

particular utopian aspects and those who does not follow it. Of course, not everyone 

cannot defend same utopia but utopia must protect everyone’s life. So, utopia will 

not ignore casualties, it will have vision to catch all people. Therefore, it will not 

have utilitarian aspect.  

Second argument is utopias being static. You decide what you decide, and you 

should follow it till the end. If you remember, Popper was defending exactly the 

opposite and he was coming up exactly same results with Berlin. Opposition need to 

decide if utopias are capable of change or not. Let me give my aspects. Utopias are 

capable of change. It does not reduce their values. Utopias are structured ideas to 

follow for the good but they are not directions from top to bottom to command 

people by doing exactly what utopias say till the end. Utopias are guidance, people 

will show the better way in the light of utopias. People will know what they need to 

do by themselves and they will make progress with regulations. So, Berlin’s 

arguments saying it is static is wrong and also Popper’s arguments saying it must be 

changed, so what is the point is also wrong. 

Third argument of Berlin is utopias ultimately talks about a golden age and believing 

there was one and believing we can reach it again are both ridiculous. It does not 

have to be always in that way. It is possible for a utopia have those elements. 

However, utopias main target is to open our minds to new possibilities, that means it 

is mostly an escape from today’s problems. In the other hand, in the religious kinds 

of thinking, people can have utopias to go back to those golden eras. It is possible but 

it is not mandatory for utopia to be a utopia. So, it is not silly to hope a better world 

whether from old good days or a new one. 

Fourth one is his three assumptions to evaluate utopia to be scientific method. A 

question must be answered in only one way. The answers must be knowable, all 

questions and answers must be suitable to each other. How we can find the perfect is 

via experiments or observation. All people must be capable of doing those 
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experiments to find the way through the most perfect life they can get. With all these 

knowledges, people can reach to the perfect life. Berlin believes that a person cannot 

reach that kind of knowledge and so, utopias are not attainable. The “perfection” is a 

very used elements in anti-utopian thought but it not defining character of utopia at 

all. Desiring perfection conflict with utopias being capable of change. We do not 

need to define utopias in terms of perfection. Perfection is seen as a final condition 

that is static. But my concept of utopia is not static and capable of change. Utopia 

could be accepted unattainable but utopian text is the only text in the political theory 

to give solutions. So, attainable or not, it is the main issue. As stated also in Popper, I 

can understand their vision of getting afraid from examples like Nazism, but again, 

the relationships between utopia and politics is richer than this. Politics needs utopia 

and utopia needs politics. (Sargisson, 2007) 

4.3 Response to the Critics of Popper 

Popper’s main criticism through the utopian thought is it leads to violence. However, 

before that, he makes some other arguments to prove its criticism in his book, Open 

Society and Its Enemies, written in 1945. First of all, I will talk about what these 

arguments are briefly and then I will try to give a response to them respectively. 

His first argument is that utopia is a change for whole society as opposed to (his idea 

of piecemeal engineering) Second is utopia being far away from today and because it 

takes time; decisions and the people in the beginning will change. Third, it is hard for 

people to understand utopian thought and make judgements about it. Next, it is 

impossible for us to make experiments, so we don’t have practical information.  

Both Berlin and Popper’s anti-utopianism was motivated by the experience of 

Nazism and Soviet communism. I understand they're afraid of utopia because of 

concrete examples. But I will not allow to make people give up on utopia from 

positive vision of utopia. Always in the wrong ways and for the wrong reasons, the 

monsters will emerge and they will make utopia irrationally into their fantasies. 

Rational utopia respects the preferences of all possible members and we must focus 

on the positive vision of the utopia. Despite the misused examples, utopia is an idea 

worth defending. 



 
54 

 

Hitler imagined a Europe in the German domination without Jews. Marquis de Sade 

wanted to get rid of the church and the state with a culture that contains an 

unregulated sexuality. Although they don't want a rational good for everyone, these 

utopias won a surprising level of followers. The utopia of the Marquis is challenged 

to realize that the world-wide pursuit of unconscious pleasure is a violation of the 

other people and the danger that may arise from it. The utopia of Hitler is an act of 

disgust, no remorse. 

If we name utopia as good place, those who are reluctant about our utopia must be as 

happy as those who walk with us on the way to the utopia. We have to admit that 

there is no one true utopia. Utopia should be minimally offensive and rational at the 

highest level. 

As for Popper's arguments in the book, I want to start with the first. Basically, it says, 

there are more than one problem in society and we try to solve these problems one by 

one. Popper believes this is the solution. However, actually there is a mentality 

problem in society and many other problems arise from it. Shouldn't we go to the 

sources of the problems? Shouldn't we find the common cause of all of them and 

unravel it? Popper does not accept utopian thought as it is the whole system change, 

but it is actually more appropriate to change that clothes and get a new one rather 

than patching every point of society. 

The second argument is that utopia is something that belongs to the future, not today, 

so the planned utopia today will change on the road. Even, people will change and 

the people that will be fulfilled will not have the same enthusiasm. My response is 

utopia does not belong to the future. It is structured idea not a direction. Utopia 

criticizes today, shows people new ways, gives hope. It shows the to the people to 

request the right. 

The third argument is that Popper’s piecemeal engineering will be easier to grasp, 

but utopia will not be understood by people and cannot be judged. This is also my 

argument in my utopia defense. The requirements of utopia must be familiar to all 

people in society. Even if a person is ignored, how he will behave in social 

cooperation cannot be foreseen. But we need to know what everyone around us will 

do to be able to trust this social cooperation in our common good way. This criticism 

of Popper is nothing more than a recommendation to utopia. 
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The last argument is that we do not know what will happen to us with utopia, 

because we cannot make experiments, even if we do experiments in a small society, 

it will not give us general information. My answer is that utopias cannot be realized, 

they can only be ideologically tested among the members of the society. Moreover, it 

is the task of the political theorists to make the best analysis of what results in the 

utopia will have when steps are taken. 

He is also mentioning violence arguments in the Open Society and Enemies, shortly. 

He is making violence arguments in another text but here also saying that because all 

the people would not agree on a particular utopia, there will be a minority that will 

impose their ideas to other people so utopia will lead to violence. Utopias are 

structured ideas, they cannot be direction from top to bottom. And my concept of 

utopia must look out for any person in the society whether they are the followers of 

the ideas or not.  

In the article, Violence and Utopia, he is making his main arguments by saying 

utopian thought leads violence. What violation means to Popper? He also agrees that 

probably there will be no physical violence but he says there will be other techniques 

to control the minds to make people agree with the utopian thought. This is the 

violence in Popper’s mind. However, it does not have to be. I do not think this 

violence argument is the right argument to criticize utopianism. Robert Nozick idea 

of “meta-utopia” is especially designed to maintain the issues of both plurality and 

conflict. That can easily solve Popper’s problem of violence.  

His final point in this paper is negative utilitarianism. He argues that what we need to 

do is try to eliminate concrete evils not to create blueprints. Then we will have best 

happiness situation. I do not think there is much a wide gap between those two 

arguments. To identify what evil means will direct us to talk about what is ideal. That 

will direct us to the utopianism.  

4.4 Conclusion 

Marx mentions that we cannot know the future. I am saying they we can imagine. I 

am defending that Marx is also utopian because he wants to create a world 

completely different. Berlin says that utopianism justifies violence, we should avoid 

idealism and utopianism to have a fair life for all. My thesis to defend utopian 
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thought is also against utilitarianism because I basically say, is utopia is good place, 

it should provide a better life both the followers of that particular utopian aspects and 

those who does not follow it. Berlin also states that utopias being static. My answer 

was that Utopias are capable of change. It does not reduce their values. Both Berlin 

and Popper’s anti-utopianism was motivated by the experience of Nazism and Soviet 

communism. I understand they're afraid of utopia because of concrete examples. But 

I will not allow to make people give up on utopia from positive vision of utopia. 

Always in the wrong ways and for the wrong reasons, the monsters will emerge and 

they will make utopia irrationally into their fantasies. Rational utopia respects the 

preferences of all possible members and we must focus on the positive vision of the 

utopia. Despite the misused examples, utopia is an idea worth defending. 
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5. IN DEFENSE OF UTOPIAN THOUGHT 

My arguments to defend utopia will be built around four elements that are social 

criticism, hope, guidance and its complementary work for the non-utopian theories. I 

will expand them by saying firstly, utopia is capable of opening our minds to new 

possibilities. Second, it clarifies our social and political values. Third, utopian 

thought highlights the gap between the society now and society that could be. Fourth, 

utopia provide consolation, endurance for the present society by giving hope for a 

better society. Utopias give us necessity directions that we need to move. Fifth, 

utopian thought functions as an education of desires. Sixth, it is motivation for social 

change. (Levitas R. , The Concept of Utopia, 1990) Seventh, it controls our escapist 

impulse and direct them to the work for utopias. Lastly, the thesis admits that 

utopianism is “universal human phenomena” (Sargent, 1994) No matter what utopia 

is necessary. Social criticism or “hope without a utopian approach is liable to be too 

unambitious for our own good.” (Schofield, 2006)  

5.1 Utopia as Social Criticism  

Social criticism is interested in contemporary issues arguing mostly about injustices. 

It is sociological approach developed in 60s. According to Fletcher, social criticism’s 

concerns starts with firstly, modern society, how we come up here, its history, and 

their interpretations. Secondly, social criticism has an obligation to interpret on the 

big incidents in the society like crises so on. Third, it is determining the values and 

judgment on a particular problem and when needed, it foresees the action. Lastly, 

social criticism needs to distinguish between concepts to revive further investigation. 

(Fletcher, 1974) 

Social criticism’s demands are, issues must be examined closely, these researches 

must be from historical perspective and the society we live in must be looked 

critically as possible. C. W. Mills took place to talk about value judgement in social 

criticism as states it must be made openly. He was not privileged in society and he 
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had committed himself to the ‘well-being of society’. Here is a part of what we will 

connect to the argument of social criticism with the utopia. (Mills, 1959) This theory 

rises the value of a human being by revealing the enemies of this ‘value of a human 

being’. 

Social criticism aims at some practical solutions; they may be reform or revolutions. 

It wants change on the basis of analysis made as systematically. Therefore, the first 

thing, that utopia is providing us, is social critique, and that will be the first step for 

the change and then we will live in better society, by criticizing every time. 

Throughout history, irregularities have been the subject of social criticism but people 

managed to adapt to even the worst situations. Social criticism shows but fails to deal 

with fatalism. Fatalism demands obedience, the first step of social criticism is to fight 

against bad social living conditions. Social criticism just like utopia fights with the 

idea that all problems will be solved by themselves, and that there is nothing to do. 

Social criticism shows us the gap between what we have and what we can have if we 

want; that is to say between the actual and the possible. People have moved away 

from the belief that they can change everything themselves and they should change 

them. Basically, they are alienated from themselves. This alienation is in account of 

psychological. They forgot they need to fight for the best.  

With the help of the utopian imagination, there will be a point to start to construct the 

world into the new society, it will be different from the old one. Svetlana 

Rudanovskaya mentions a ‘New Man’ that will be have desires at the maximum 

point and he will highlight the gap between the society as it is now and the society as 

it should be. (Rudanovskaya, 2017)  

Can desiring the perfect leads society to the violence, since it can be seen as that 

people’s minds are disregard? Desiring the best does not mean to dictate to this to 

people. 

Traditional criticism begins with the experience of alienation but contemporary 

criticism begins with an understanding. Critical interpretation occurs in the transfer 

of ideas between people. Traditional criticism presents a new life, a new world as a 

single goal. It is like this must be our only duty. However, in contemporary criticism, 

understanding will lead to the opening of new doors by itself. There will not be a 

person and its choices like in the former one, it will be everyone and their 
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interpretation of world. Traditional criticism thinks that communication between 

people is a sort of a weapon and that can be led to violence. In no way, utopian 

thinking can go to suppress people or to reduce value of a human being, or any kinds 

of aggression.  

Utopias, like ideologies, depend on social realities. Ideologies look at society and are 

surprised, but Utopian imagination contains a philosophical necessity to do 

something. The function of utopia is to call for a collective agreement and creates 

motivation for everything that can be done together. Utopian thought brings out the 

effect but they are also affected by the results. (Neupert-Doppler & Beitz, 2018) 

Adorno says that “ideologies become untrue only because of their relationships to 

existing reality. They can be true in and of themselves, just as are the ideas of 

freedom, humanity, justice: but they are invalid if they are assumed to have already 

been made real” (Adorno, 2003 [1954]) 

In conclusion, utopian thinking by social critique can open our minds to the new 

possibilities. For the sake of change, we need to understand differentiation between 

the society as it is and society as we want it to be. We can only do those with the help 

of social criticism with a utopian dimension. To be able to have a change through the 

improvement, first of all, we need to have discomfort so we can struggle for the 

better. Social criticism is the first step of utopian thinking. Understanding is the main 

task to it. And the duty of understanding is that it is not for one, it is for the many.  

5.2 Utopia as Hope  

“Hope without a utopian dimension is liable to be too unambitious for our own 

good.” (Schofield, 2006) It would not be seen sufficient for a society having hope but 

not being favor of utopianism. Hope without utopian aspect is not worthwhile. 

Utopia provides specific hope just like it provides specific social criticism. 

The hope debate can be found in the whole history of philosophy, even if sometimes 

there is not enough attention. Hope was spoken by important philosophers, like 

Auinas, Bloch, Marcel. They studied the value of hope in politics and religious 

beliefs in human motivation. 
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Hope is defined as “the perceived ability to produce pathways to achieve desired 

goals and to motivate oneself to use those pathways.” Hope is seen as “socially 

mediated human capacity” According to Darren Webb, it is biologically rooted and 

socially contracted. Utopianism is inquiry of hope. Therefore, my argument is that 

the utopia gives people hope by showing the possibility of a better way. (Webb, 

2008) 

To be able to explore more about the relationship between hope and utopia, it needed 

to be considered that there three concepts of hope: Modes of hoping, collective 

emotional orientation, utopian clusters according to Webb. First one can be 

associated with hopes being socially mediated human capacity. The people that have 

different backgrounds, different aims, different interests’ areas will see hope in 

different way. Second one leads us to the society’s different orientations on 

traditions, religions, trainings, arts. Different forms of hope are dominant in the 

collective emotional orientation of society. Last one concentrated the activities in 

utopia by its texts, and it is the production and source of utopia by itself. 

There are two concepts of utopia that are clashing with each other. First one is hope 

as a human emotion explicable in terms of evolutionary biology (Tiger, 1999) and 

second one is Hope as a socially constructed cognitive process or learned thinking 

pattern. As stated before and, these two perspectives clearly say that hope is both 

biologically rooted and socially constructed.  

Ernst Bloch also sees hope a human experience and as stated in his book, The 

Principle of Hope, hope always contains historical and ideological elements. (Bloch, 

1995, p. 1352) So, he says how it is often ‘harnessed and manipulated by the 

bourgeoisie’ and the demands of a ‘little man’ getting what ‘the ruling class wishes 

the wishes of the weak to be’ (Bloch, 1995, p. 13) On the other hand, he argues that 

even the weakest hope left behind its mediocrity and limited content. (Bloch, 1995, 

p. 112) Hope must be educated, directed and guided; the concrete utopian nucleus 

must be removed from its abstract ideological small world, which encompasses all of 

the historical hope contents. 

Gabriel Marcel offers hope as a future-oriented trend that resists and eliminates 

utopianism in all forms. Also, Bernard Dauenhauer has worked and on a politics of 

hope (Dauenhauer, 1986) we can conceptualize hope active tendency to the future 
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good. I am giving them to show all concepts of hope because not all concepts meet 

where utopianism is, these critics argue. I found the distinction unnecessary. Hope 

wants future good just like utopia. Hope is not something that can eliminates 

utopianism. Utopianism has more planned and argued desire for future good and that 

is all. 

Darren Webb draws five directional hope features: estimative, resolute, patient, 

critical and transformative. Estimative is presented by (Day, 1991) and (Bovens, 

1999) Resolute one is presented by (Snyder, 2002) and (Pettit, 2004) Moreover, and 

they think that these modes of hope are not related to utopian impulse because it is 

interested more in what is possible.  That does not mean they are anti-utopian but 

according to Ruth Levitas, they are the imaginary reconstitution of society (Levitas, 

2007) Simply, the first two modes of hope are non-utopian hopes, they distinguish.  

Patient hope is presented by (Marcel, 1962) and (Dauenhauer, 1986) and it can be 

accepted as anti-utopian hope. According to these two thinkers, it dismisses 

utopianism as a species of presumption. Critical hope is presented by (Bloch, 1995) 

and (Moltmann, 1967) and it is a utopian hope. It is generally looking for the missing 

parts of society and by being restless, it focusses on final goal by emphasizing 

progress. Lastly, transformative is presented by (Gutiérrez, 2001) and (Rorty, 1999) 

and it is accepted also as utopian hope and generally being called as blueprint 

utopianism.  

The common reaction to human suffering cannot be lost in ‘the romanticism of 

endlessly open projects’ (Harvey, 2000, p. 174) that describe process utopianism. 

Hence, hope should not be accepted as one same experience. As stated, it is socially 

mediated human capacity that can be seen in various modes. These kinds of hope 

modes have various utopian structure. Modes can be changed; so sometimes we can 

find hope in utopia sometimes we cannot.  

Right after we talked about hope in individual level, we can also talk about it at 

societal level. Firstly, the different points of hope are dominated by collective 

emotional tendency of society at various historical levels. Second is what we have to 

consider is, why utopias are sparkled in particular times and they are fizzled out in 

any other times? (Jameson, 2005, p. xiv). Is this because some places and some 

particular times are tended to be utopian? It those cases, utopian thought improved 
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and had deeper social and political effect in some societies. Utopian cluster, that we 

mentioned earlier, now has place because it refers to the concentration, it has 

growing ideas, designs inside with some political imagination.  

Krishan Kumar, in his article, draws attentions to the fact that many endeavors have 

been made to cherish utopian thought, and he states, social and political situations 

would support such a cherish. (Kumar, ‘Ideology and Sociology: Reflections on Karl 

Mannheim’s Ideology and Utopia, 2006) Hope still has an important place in our 

common emotional tendency. Cherishing utopianism is not bound up with better 

written utopias but societal institutions being developed so they can have the two 

modes of hopes; critical and transformative. Utopian imagination is necessary in 

order to sustain a sense of hope (Pinder, 2005, p. vii) 

Ernst Bloch developed a distinction between abstract and concrete utopia. Former is 

more like having ideologies, latter one is more like having solutions for an accepted 

part of a society: Significance of utopia demands leans on the incomplete shore of 

material world. That world is in progress, becoming something else all the time. The 

future is not established yet and the future is place of possibility. Utopia sees the 

future from today and that helps to influence and change the future. People and their 

actions play a main role in deciding which possible future they will choose and it will 

become real. Ernst Bloch says that 'the hinge in human history is its producer' 

(Bloch, 1995, p. 249) “Utopia is the expression of hope” (Bloch, 1995, p. 12) 

Bloch's discussion can be understood as a celebration of the diversity and 

determination of utopian wishes. Utopia does not only work to state desire, but to 

reach better future, Bloch is criticizing those demands and developing the distinction 

between those two utopias: abstract and concrete. Former one is fantastic according 

to him, “wishful thinking” (Levitas, Ernst Bloch on Abstract and Concrete Utopia, 

1990) Thus, Bloch says that, “most people in the street look as if they are thinking 

about something else entirely. The something else is predominantly money, but also 

what it could be changed into” (Bloch, 1995, p. 33) However, concrete utopia is 

thinking ahead before it becoming. It is trying to reach a real possible future, and 

contains not a wishful but will-full thinking. (Bloch, 1995, p. 147) 
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Hope emerges when today is not bearable. Utopia give people other way around, a 

possible change, possibility of creating a new world. Utopia need hope to exist and 

hope needs utopia to continue. 

5.3 Normative Role of Utopia, Utopia as Guidance  

My most important argument in defending utopian thought is guidance. Working on 

utopias in political philosophy is worthwhile because utopias show a lot of steps 

ahead for both thinkers and people in society and I think that these steps are the most 

important path for the development of a society. A society whose utopia is not 

formed will have difficulty taking collective steps. Utopia is a guidance because it 

gives necessary directions both short- and long-term measures. Guidance also can 

give us the necessary education of our desires. After doing all these, guidance 

provide motivation for a social change. Moreover, this part is the part where utopia’s 

normative role will be examined. 

First of all, we need to understand that utopia is not destination but a journey. It will 

not be realized but it is not a problem. The important thing is in the way we go. And 

this way needs directions. Utopia with guidance provide us these directions.  

Let’s think about it in the individual level. When a person does not know what she or 

he wants to be and where she or he wants to live, it is difficult to make rational 

decisions, and when people do not know what kind of society they want to live in, 

they find it difficult to make rational decisions for their common future. In any 

society, utopian thought is a necessary driving force for progress. 

Having a common utopian purpose will provide better social cooperation in society. 

Interactions between people are complex problems. If we know that other people like 

us also struggling with same problems at the same time, we can overcome these 

problems easily. If the people in the community cooperate with each other for their 

common goals, they can achieve the best result. This best result is possible, with the 

decisions taken through utopian thought.  

If all the people in the society are familiar with this common utopian purpose – 

because they have joined in formulating it together, they will know what they should 

do and what other people can do. In other words, the guidance aspect of utopia will 

also play an active role in helping our neighbors. Because actually helping them will 
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help ourselves and our own future. It will create a situation that will reduce the issues 

of interest. 

Bernard Suits named this cooperation as a lusory attitude. (Suits, 1978) That is, the 

desire to have certain conditions, but also the desire to produce these requests only in 

legal situations. This approach is the situation in which people will move forward in 

any situation. In a game, for example, when everyone follows the rules, the game 

will be played in the best way and will be enjoyed by all players. In our case, this 

would be people desiring common good. This is rational because, first, the utopia is 

theoretically optimal state of affairs; second, we do not offer arguments for the 

realization of utopia; third, working for a common utopian vision will provide better 

social cooperation; fourth, it is more preferred to live in a society that has a high 

social cooperation; fifth, these are the most “optimal state of human affairs realizable 

in practice.” (Yorke, 2004) As stated before, utopia is not a destination but a journey; 

with these it is not just a journey. It is universal human phenomena and theoretically 

the best solution. It is a journey comes from rationality. 

The path taken by utopia may be actual or figurative. In both cases, if we go through 

these paths together, we will also be aware of the steps we have taken towards 

progress. Utopias are generally considered to be correct for the purposes of 

facilitating social cooperation. But they were also trying to create a good place on 

earth in some periods of history.  Utopia is not a yearning but a hope that needed to 

be guided. It is a feeling that a person is like she or he is in a wrong place at the 

wrong time.  

Utopia is not just doing things. It is more than that. With necessary directions, utopia 

is to be able to dare for something new. Not settling for less. It is not like fortune-

telling or a person that coming from future saying something, even if it is never 

going to be realized; but it will declare the necessary steps that needed to be taken 

with guidance. It does not have to be fully accomplished in order for it to be 

valuable. 

Whenever utopia considers questions of negotiating individual and collective 

identities or individual happiness and societal harmony or reasonable rules, they 

consider as serious contributions to the problem of how we as human beings should 

live in the future. This is true despite of where exactly the society is located, for 
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every utopia is characterized by elements that offer answers to particularly the above 

questions. It is what understanding of human nature, what concept of knowledge and 

rationality, what model of history is being adopted, and how theoretical and practical 

knowledge should be communicated and realized in the structures of everyday life. 

Finally, it should be pointed out that a utopianism is not to be disqualified because it 

does not seem to be advocating one’s own already established political positions. 

Utopians desire in principle to restructure the temporary conditions of human 

existence and take part in the struggle for the right to interpret the relationship 

between humans and their environment; their value is not based on whether they 

reflect or visualize one’s own political preferences.  (Cojocaru, 2012) 

5.4 Conclusion 

Utopias deserve a fair hearing; they should be one of the main foundation stones of 

the body of theory being created. Utopia is a model, conceived in the creator’s mind 

of an ideal or perfect society. Why we should be a utopian? First, it is human’s frailty 

to be one, because it is reason d’ être. Of course, we will desire the perfect as human 

because as a human, we have frailty not to be get enough with a short-range target. 

We will want to have everything till the end because what is lacking never ends. 

Second, people are too simple minded to want freedom, equality, law, rights. 

Utopians have more clear explanation for those abstract words than non-utopians. 

Lastly, utopians are being honest, are making their ideals very explicit. Everyone has 

ideals. Utopians are not sneaking but screaming to the world what they need. No one 

can deny that utopias are open to be abused. Anything is open to be abused. It is not 

utopias which are dangerous.  

One can argue that without the concept of utopia, a society can have social 

criticisms, hope, guidance or even non-utopian thinkers will find their way out of 

utopian thinking. However, my point is utopia provides a particular and different 

way to do social critique, having a hope, having a guidance and complementary and 

necessary work for the even non-utopian thinking.  
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6. CONCLUSION 

I started this thesis with a question whether working on utopias is valuable in 

political philosophy. It had two aspect; valuable for the society and valuable for 

ideologies. For both parts, I believe that my thesis proved its points. Utopian thought 

has been accepted as unnecessary pursuit, irrational to pursue a perfect because there 

is no determined future of perfect, there is no determined path to the perfect. 

However, it still makes us improved to pursue perfect. It is not realizable, still gives 

us motivation, guidance and hope. Therefore, it is still worth working.  

Utopia has been accused of being unrealizable. However, it was the beauty of it They 

are not realizable but still serves the society as progress. It has been accused of 

leading violence and justifies violence. Utopia has never been a minority trying to 

push society to their directions. Utopia is a path to follow by society by themselves. 

People will see the way through perfect via utopia, they try to catch those standards 

by criticizing their current situation, by getting hope and guidance from utopia. This 

thesis has shown that utopias are inevitable. Ideas will occur wherever humanity is, 

and ideas will always contain a utopian concept, whatever the criticisms say. 

“Utopianism is a universal human phenomenon” 

Utopianism begins with not being satisfied with what people have and continue until 

what is desired is completed. Utopia begins with daydream, it is wish for something 

we lack, that is dissatisfaction and also guide to change. Utopia express possibility 

but what is lacking never ends. 

Utopia’s should not be understood as revolutionary act but linked to democracy, as 

the ultimate form of politics itself. As humans, we seek to free ourselves from 

domination while we can imagine something different. Utopias are open to be 

challenged first by being incapable between and ideal and second, by totalitarianism. 

However, there is no connection between utopia and totalitarianism. Totalitarianism 

can only be emerged by suppressing utopian tendency.  
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Utopia is interested in present. Here and now, people need to change their lives. A 

completely just society will never exist did not mean that utopia was necessarily a 

failure. This is what made it only possible and desirable but also necessary. 
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