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Abstract | This essay examines two novels: The Dispossessed (1974) by Ursula Le Guin and 
The Year of the Flood (2009) by Margaret Atwood. Written respectively in the wake of the 
oil crisis in 1973 and in the contemporary culture of rampant consumerism and corporate 
hoarding, both set out to criticise the predominant political and socio-economic structure that 
is capitalism and construct realisable utopias as alternatives to this system. This essay argues 
that, while offering a telling critique of contemporary society, both novels express strong 
hope for a better future. As the present world descends into socio-political and ecological 
crisis, both novels’ critical responses to this and their utopian visions are timely and vital. To 
illuminate and demonstrate these points, this essay engages with Tom Moylan’s concept of 
critical utopia for guidance and an analytical framework, while also using textual analysis as 
its methodology. It aims to conclude that by satirising current society and proposing new 
ways to create a more attainable utopia, and above all, through their storytelling, Le Guin and 
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Atwood demonstrate that, far from being wishful thinking, a healthier and more harmonious 
society is possible and within reach. 
 
Keywords | critical utopia; science fiction; utopian traditions; utopian communities; 
late capitalism. 
 



 
Resumo | Este ensaio examina dois romances: The Dispossessed (1974) da autoria de Ursula 
Le Guin e The Year of the Flood (2009) de Margaret Atwood. Escritos respetivamente na 
sequência da crise do petróleo de 1973 e na cultura contemporânea do consumismo 
desenfreado e do aglutinamento empresarial, ambas se propõem criticar a estrutura política e 
socioeconómica predominante que é o capitalismo e a construir utopias realizáveis como 
alternativas a este sistema. Este ensaio argumenta que, embora ofereçam uma crítica 
reveladora da sociedade contemporânea, ambos os romances expressam uma forte esperança 
por um futuro melhor. À medida que o mundo atual cai em crises sociopolíticas e ecológicas, 
as respostas críticas de ambos os romances a esta situação, e as suas visões utópicas, tornam-
se oportunas e vitais. Para iluminar e demonstrar estes pontos, o presente ensaio está ligado 
ao conceito de utopia crítica de Tom Moylan, para orientação e enquadramento analítico, 
utilizando também análise textual como metodologia. Este testo visa concluir que, ao satirizar 
a sociedade atual e ao propor novas formas de criar uma utopia mais atingível, e sobretudo, 
através das suas narrativas, Le Guin e Atwood demonstram que, longe de ser um pensamento 
ilusório, uma sociedade mais saudável e harmoniosa é possível e está ao nosso alcance. 
 
Palavras-chave | utopia crítica; ficção científica; tradições utópicas; comunidades 
utópicas; capitalismo tardio. 
 



 

Utopian tradition beginning with Thomas More’s Utopia (1516) posits an 

already perfected society, which leaves no room for improvement, and later with H. G. 

Wells’s A Modern Utopia (1905), which imposes sameness on individuals, thus 

eliminating individualism. Postdating More and Wells’s views about utopia were a 

series of events from the emergence of Stalinism to the failure of communism in the 

twentieth century. These events drove theorists like Aurel Kolnai to adopt an anti-

utopian stance, claiming that all utopias would eventually lead to authoritarianism, as 

portrayed in dystopian novels like Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World (1932) and 

George Orwell’s 1984 (1949) (21). Seeing how “the culture of the twentieth century is 

littered with Utopian schemes” and how we take for granted that “none of them 
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succeeded”, Robert Hughes concludes that people have accepted “the failure of Utopia” 

(164). However, the emergence of critical utopia from the late 1960s onwards argues 

otherwise; it still sees clearly the possibility of utopia and its critical position in 

evaluating the power structures of the world we live in (Hanson 246). Termed by critic 

Tom Moylan, the concept of critical utopia is described as becoming aware of “the 

limitations of the utopian tradition” (10). Critical utopia allows itself to 

[...] dwell on the conflict between the original world and the utopian society 
opposed to it so that the process of social change is more directly articulated, 
[and to] focus on the continuing presence of difference and imperfection 
within the utopian society itself [to offer] more recognisable and dynamic 
alternatives. (10-11) 

Written in the wake of the oil crisis in 1973 and of late capitalism in the twenty-

first century, Ursula Le Guin’s The Dispossessed (1974) and Margaret Atwood’s The 

Year of the Flood (2009) share the authors’ optimism towards the prospect of an eco-

anarchist and eco-religious utopia respectively. This essay argues that both authors 

refuse to accept the “failure of Utopia.” Following utopian tradition, they create an 

alternative narrative of a realisable society to satirise the flaws in the current state of 

late capitalism. However, they differ markedly from utopian tradition in their 

repudiation of an already perfected society and individual sameness. Adopting the 

stance of critical utopia, these authors highlight the importance of individual differences 

and the pressing necessity of change in enriching and improving society. While Le Guin 

does so through her concept of time, Atwood pursues that aim via her framework of 

spirituality. This essay sets out to analyse and demonstrate these points accordingly, 

while primarily employing Moylan’s concept of critical utopia as an analytical 

framework.  

In The Dispossessed, Le Guin takes readers on a tour of Urras and particularly 

of A-Io, one of the main countries on this planet, a tour whereby she criticises late 

capitalism and the centralisation of governmental power in real society. Considering 

this point, Victor Urbanowicz argues that A-Io “corresponds to the USA and some 

Western European power” (n.pg). To some degree, this statement is correct because 

both Urras and the real world advocate private ownership and rampant consumerism, 

and take power hierarchy and social inequality for granted. As Keng the Ambassador 

from Terra remarks, “the government here is not despotic. The rich are very rich indeed, 
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but the poor are not so very poor. They are neither enslaved nor starving” (Le Guin 

292). Because the socio-political structures of A-Io do not yet threaten the survival of 

the poor, it is acceptable and normal that their quality of life remains poor while the 

rich live extravagant lifestyles and have more social freedom.  

While Urbanowicz’s argument is correct when one considers the capitalist 

system that A-Io as well as America and Western Europe all share, the argument might 

be inadequate when freedom of speech is examined: Urbanowicz’s use of the word 

‘correspond’ is probably inaccurate in comparing A-Io with real society. The former is 

rather an exaggerated, dystopian version of the latter. This is because this freedom is 

generally not inhibited in America and Western Europe. In addition, although it is 

restricted in nations such as North Korea and Russia, governments would murder or 

imprison their opponents clandestinely and, in some circumstances, publicly but would 

stop short of an open, cold-blooded massacre (Hwang and Filipov n.pg). That A-Io 

serves as a distortion of reality is vividly illustrated in the protest demonstration in Nio 

Esseia. Staged by “syndicalists” and “libertarians” – with Shevek delivering a speech 

on anarchism – it ends publicly in gunshots, terror, and death (Le Guin 243 and 248-9). 

As the protest threatens the exercise of power as well as the long-standing power 

hierarchies in A-Io, it must be suppressed altogether. The image of “police helicopters” 

towering over the protesters, accompanied by their “clattering” noise and “machine 

guns” firing from above, signifies the absolute power of the Directorate and their 

authoritative position, to which those demonstrators cannot reach but have to succumb 

(Le Guin 248-9). Le Guin describes the marchers as pressing “in panic” and rising up 

“into a wailing like a great wind” as they suffer from extreme violence; at the end, “the 

dead and wounded were too close-pressed to fall” (Le Guin 248-9). This bloodshed of 

these demonstrators and the brute force of the police serve as a grotesque representation 

of the government in real society. These events criticise and condemn their power 

structures and the way the government readily abuse their supremacy to eliminate 

whoever questions their domination. 

Having critiqued capitalism and the centralisation of power through the 

portrayal of Urras, Le Guin proposes an alternative societal model functioning under 

the eco-anarchist system. She does so by juxtaposing Urras with Anarres. The latter is 

a stateless, classless and decentralised society based on the foundation of freedom and 

solidarity, or as Le Guin calls it, Odonian principles. There is no practice of power there 
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as “the computers [...] coordinated the administration of things, the division of labour, 

and the distribution of goods” (Le Guin 82). This lack of governmental power and 

control enables the Anarresti to live and work in stability, harmony, and coordination. 

Furthermore, Anarres is a “barren” moon with barely any vegetation (Le Guin 41). 

These geographical characteristics lead critic John Fekete to conclude that this is why 

anarchism is possible; the harsh environment forces the Anarresti to work together and 

rely on one another to ensure their survival (135). While Fekete’s conclusion is indeed 

true, it raises a question about whether Anarres actually runs on the wheels of 

anarchism.  

The depiction of the relationship between Shevek and Sabul at the Central 

Institute of the Sciences proves the answer to be a negative one. It shows that even 

utopia can be flawed. The exaggerated virtue of solidarity and the constant pressure for 

social stability on Anarres have not only given “scope to the authoritarian impulse” but 

also undermined individual freedom and differences (Le Guin 140). In the first instance, 

after Sabul works his way towards a reputable position in the Institute by stealing credit 

for his students’ research, he becomes the Press Syndicate’s consultant, who decides 

what type of physicist papers can be published on Anarres. This social responsibility 

“evoke[s] the dark side of human nature”, and in this case, it is Sabul’s desire for power 

that it awakens (Kumar 100). When he senses that Shevek’s Theory of Simultaneity, 

due to its crucial breakthrough and huge contribution to the field of physics, can 

potentially threaten his noble position at the Institute, Sabul deems it inappropriate to 

get it either published on Anarres or sent to Urras, unless he can be its co-author (Le 

Guin 99). This hypocrisy shows that, far from maintaining social harmony on Anarres, 

the idea of social stability actually allows Sabul to deny Shevek’s intellectual 

differences and to exercise his power at the expense of social and individual 

development.  

Exploring how these social issues on Anarres undermine individual freedom 

and differences, Carter Hanson argues that “for a society seeking to maximise 

individual choice and responsibility, a surprising lack of ideological plurality on 

Anarres causes Odo[’s] political theories to be taught in a monologic way” (255). He 

attributes the lack of ‘ideological plurality’ to the Anarresti’s relinquishing their 

personal differences to conform to conventional behaviour. This argument can be 

elaborated further by examining Shevek’s response to Sabul’s hypocrisy: “if I want to 
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work I have to work with him” (Le Guin 99). This answer indicates that Shevek is 

blinded by Anarresti customs of sustaining social harmony. He fears “being outcast, 

being called [...] dysfunctional”; he fears his “neighbour’s opinion more than [he] 

respect[s] his own freedom of choice” (Le Guin 272). In other words, Shevek strongly 

believes that to work independently is to cause disturbance to the Institute and Anarresti 

society and to break the social pattern that makes this society free, co-dependent, and 

harmonious. This deep-seated belief causes Shevek to dismiss his differences and 

freedom in “do[ing] anything” (Le Guin 108). He allows Sabul to be “a dominance-

seeker, a profiteer” and eventually forsakes his intellectual potential and passion for 

physics and signs up for labour jobs in areas that need his help (Le Guin 99). This 

decision demonstrates that “[social] stability rules the Odonian society by stifling the 

individual mind” and that the Production Distribution Committee has now, ironically, 

become “an archistic bureaucracy” (Le Guin 138-9).  

After portraying the dynamics of the relationship between Shevek and Sabul in 

a way that ultimately interrogates the flaws in Anarresti utopian society, Le Guin 

reveals that Shevek’s earlier conformity to social norms, his relinquishing of his 

freedom, and his ignorance of Sabul’s hypocrisy, are part of a larger problem. That is, 

the Anarresti’s refusal of change. This larger problem is clearly manifested in Bedap’s 

forthright statement about Odonianism: it “has got rigid, moralistic, authoritarian” (Le 

Guin 140). These three adjectives convey a strong sense of a social system going 

downhill due to rigidity: as the Anarresti rely heavily on the principles of social 

stability, they are overfond of making moral judgments about individual choices, of 

which Shevek is a victim. This makes way for power-seekers like Sabul to manipulate 

this moralism to become authoritarian, because after all “human nature is human 

nature” and “the will to dominance is as central in human beings as the impulse to 

mutual aid is” (Le Guin 60 and 140). Anarres serves as a critical response to both 

utopian tradition and anti-utopia. By ignoring individual differences, Anarres falls into 

the state of uniformity in Wells’s utopia; by refusing to change, it shares with More’s 

perfected utopia the risk of stagnating; and by becoming static, it makes its way towards 

the political system of Urras, a centralised and totalitarian government to which utopia 

would often succumb in dystopian fiction (Goodwin and Taylor 111).  

In an attempt to fix these problems, Le Guin proposes that if Anarresti society 

is to keep the promise of anarchism, that is, the promise of individual freedom and 
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social harmony, its individual members must consider individual differences and 

constant change essential elements for it. This idea is vividly demonstrated in Shevek’s 

moment of recognition: 

He recognised th[e] need [to be himself], in Odonian terms, as his "cellular 
function," the analogic term for the individual's individuality, the work he 
can do best, therefore his best contribution to his society. A healthy society 
would let him exercise that optimum function freely, in the coordination of 
all such functions finding its adaptability and strength. That was the central 
idea of Odos Analogy. [...] Sacrifice might be demanded of the individual, 
but never compromise: for though only the society could give security and 
stability, only the individual, the person, had the power of moral choice? the 
power of change, the essential function of life. The Odonian society was 
conceived as a permanent revolution, and revolution begins in the thinking 
mind. (274) 

This recognition is in accordance with Krishan Kumar’s observation that “either 

revolution was permanent and pervasive, transforming every life as much as political 

structures, or it was no revolution” (401). This observation, along with Shevek’s 

realisation, conveys and illuminates Le Guin’s final proposal of a dynamic utopia: 

while solidarity and cooperation are essential for social harmony, only by embracing 

differences and adapting to changing circumstances and continually reinventing the 

social organism that is society can utopia be created and sustained.  

To allow readers to grasp this proposal more fully, Le Guin expounds it through 

her concept of time, which she has embedded in Shevek’s General Temporal Theory. 

What this theory conveys is the idea that not only time can be experienced as both 

Sequency and Simultaneity but “the same actions can [also] be seen from two different 

points of view” (Jaeckle 80). Le Guin’s important statement – “you can go home again 

[...] so long as you understand that home is a place where you have never been” –

expresses her two different viewpoints on the act of fulfilling a promise (48). In this 

statement, home is a metonym for the promise of anarchism, while going home is a 

metonym for fulfilling the promise. On the one hand, the moment Odo promises her 

followers freedom and harmony, its fulfilment indicates a sequence of time, just as 

going home does. On the other, the moment the promise is fulfilled, it must be 

experienced simultaneously as though it has not been. Whereas the first view bespeaks 

progression, the second indicates that Le Guin does not see a promise being fulfilled as 

“an end” in and of itself because, in so doing, society will eventually fall into a state of 
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stasis (175). Rather, she believes that, as the search for utopia “comes to the end” it 

“has to start over” by adapting and reinventing itself, for “it is not a journey and return, 

but a closed cycle, a locked room, a cell” that sees no perfect end goal and thereby 

ensures both continual progression and social enrichment (Le Guin 175).  

 If the dystopian world Urras and the ambiguous utopian society Anarres in The 

Dispossessed are located on two separate planets, readers see in Margaret Atwood’s 

The Year of the Flood the presence of dystopia and utopia in the same world. While the 

utopian society of the Gardeners occupies an abandoned factory, outside their 

protective shield is the dystopian environment of late capitalism: the Compounds of the 

Corps people. In describing the latter, Atwood—like Le Guin—holds up a grotesque 

mirror to reality. Her purpose is to show that, although the novel is fictional, “the 

general tendencies and many of the details in it are alarmingly close to fact” (Atwood, 

The Year 521). This dystopian world contains myriad representations of insatiable 

human greed. For example, people’s desire for a more youthful look, more pleasurable 

sex, and a longer life is indicated in trade names such as AnooYoo, SeksMart, and 

Cryojeenyus (Rúa 160). These companies genetically engineer nonhuman animals in a 

way that allows the former to harvest the latter’s body parts and organs not only to 

enhance humans’ beauty and health but also to increase their economic wealth. This is 

evident in the existence of the Mo’sHairs, which are originally sheep that are then 

genetically spliced with humans to provide hair extensions, and of the Pigoons, which 

are pigs whose purpose we learn from the prequel Oryx and Crake (2003) by Atwood 

is to “grow an assortment of foolproof human-tissue organs in a transgenic knockout 

pig host—organs that would transplant smoothly and avoid rejections” (Oryx 27-8). 

This exploitation of nonhuman animals is further demonstrated in images of restaurants 

like Rarity, where endangered animals are served, and the cheap hamburger chain 

SecretBurgers, where the ironical secret is that “no one knew what sort of animal 

protein was actually in them” (Atwood, The Year 39). Similar to Le Guin’s depiction 

of A-Io, these numerous genetic engineering projects of the Corps, which do not stray 

far from the real world’s ongoing research in biotechnology, stands as a piece of direct 

criticism against humans’ rampant consumerism and dreams of avarice.  

But while A-Io is controlled by the state, the dystopian world in Atwood’s novel 

is run completely by corporations, which serves to emphasise further the ideological 

similarity between the Compounds and real society. Real-life capitalist countries today 
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are mostly controlled by corporate interests. As journalist George Monbiot puts it, 

“corporate interests have captured the entire democratic process” (n.pg). To lament the 

gradual loss of democracy in the contemporary world and to portray this bitter reality, 

Atwood describes the Corps people as holding a power that no one can withstand. This 

is demonstrated by multiple scenes where, whenever the MaddAddam group is 

involved in environmental activism against corporate businesses, they and the 

Gardeners are wiped out immediately by the private police force CorpSeCorps 

(Atwood, The Year 327). In the same way that Le Guin portrays Urras, Atwood depicts 

the Compounds in a way that ultimately criticises the absolute power of late capitalism, 

whereby humans are deranged and natural resources are exhausted. As Chris Ferns 

observes, “dystopian fiction posits a society which – however outlandish – is clearly 

extrapolated from that which exists” (107). 

Given the parallels between how real society has been run and the way the Corps 

people in The Year exert power over the state, the natural world and human inhabitants, 

Atwood intends to devise a utopia that can inspire hope, effect change, and reverse the 

status quo. In an interview with The Telegraph, she asserts that “we seem to be hard-

wired to have a belief system of some kind” (n.pg). This is why, to offer her readers “a 

belief system of some kind”, one that could help them overcome the pessimism caused 

by ecological crisis and socio-political issues that often boil down to the rapacity of 

corporations, Atwood creates a narrative for the God’s Gardeners whose community is 

founded on their belief in God. This belief originates in the Human Words of God, 

which gave Noah “the task of saving the chosen Species” (Atwood, The Year 108). Due 

to “the waters of the Flood” his Ark was destroyed and “the rescued Creatures were set 

loose upon the Earth” (Atwood, The Year 108-9). As the leader of the Gardeners, Adam 

One shares the belief that these creatures are the ones God “bequeathed anew to [the 

Gardeners’] care” and assigns his community the responsibility for protecting them 

within their capacity: “we God’s Gardeners are a plural Noah” (Atwood, The Year 108 

and 110). Following Adam One’s lead, the Gardeners dedicate their lives to “an 

alternative lifestyle of vegetarianism, low-technology, nonviolence, and survivalism” 

(Snyder 19). Each individual member helps one another cultivate the EdenCliff 

Rooftop Garden, where – in the same way that the Anarresti society is depicted – they 

live in harmony and self-sufficiency. That Atwood integrates her idea of spirituality 

into her construction of the God’s Gardeners’ society offers her readers not only a belief 
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system that “precedes action” but also an alternative way of life more favourable than 

the world of the Corps (Atwood, The Year 203).  

In addition to promoting the idea of faith preceding action, Atwood advocates 

the idea of “action preced[ing] faith” (Atwood, The Year 203). This is shown in the 

scene where Toby refuses to become Eve Six because she does not believe in Adam 

One’s religion. Confronting this situation, Adam One convinces her that “in some 

religions, faith precedes action [...] In ours, action precedes faith” (Atwood, The Year 

202-3). Although at first sight one might think that Atwood is contradicting herself, this 

short statement actually contains her two important messages. On the one hand, it 

serves to uncover the reciprocal relationship between faith and action. If one believes 

in God and the possibility of a healthier world without taking action to achieve it, 

change would not take place. In the same manner, if one keeps taking action for no 

particular purpose – for example, in Open City (2011), author Teju Cole describes his 

protagonist Julius as “only ever recycle[ing] out of convenience, not out of some belief 

that recycling made a real difference” – the action would not lead to meaningful results 

(198). On the other hand, if one keeps making change, knowing that their contribution 

is useful in creating a utopia, this would “[precede] faith” in positive change, though 

not necessarily in God. Marinette Grimbeek’s argument that “the focus of the 

Gardeners’ doctrine is on practice, rather than faith” therefore risks undermining 

Atwood’s dynamic view of faith and action (154). For it encourages not just the 

Gardeners but also readers to see that both factors are crucially important to the creation 

of utopia. As Toby later admits, “she didn’t really believe in their creed, but she no 

longer disbelieved. [...] Toby felt she would never encounter anyone as strong in 

purpose as [Adam One]” (Atwood, The Year 117-8).  

Atwood’s second message, which states that “action precedes faith”, lies further 

in the demythologisation of religion, as Adam One creates his own version of it, 

illustrated by the possessive pronoun “ours”. This demythologisation of religion 

emphasises Atwood’s promotion of change and adaptability, just as Le Guin advocates 

in her novel. For instance, Adam One reinterprets the Fall of Man as “multidimensional 

[in which] [t]he ancestral primates fell out of the trees; then they fell from 

vegetarianism into meat-eating. Then they fell from instinct into reason, and thus into 

technology. [...] The Fall was ongoing, but its trajectory led ever downward” (Atwood, 

The Year 226). Adam One condemns meat-eating and technology, yet he believes that 
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humans can still consume meat if they are starving; at the same time, the Adams and 

Eves own a laptop. These contraventions lead critic Raymond Malewitz to argue that 

“this eco-advocacy does not depart from the conditions of late capitalism so much as it 

emerges from them” (534). However, Malewitz misses the point that this is Adam 

One’s appropriation of religion, which has been made to adapt to transient 

circumstances and to sustain his community. As humans face starvation, they will 

instinctively strive for survival, and in this case, meat-eating is not only acceptable but 

also unavoidable. In addition, unlike Anarresti society becoming resistant to change, as 

seen in its continued isolating itself from other nations (Le Guin 62), the Adams and 

Eves acclimatise to their situation and make use technology to store “crucial data 

pertaining to the Exfernal World” instead of rejecting it completely (Atwood, The Year 

227). This storage of data helps protect their community and enables it to grow “in 

influence” (Atwood, The Year 228). Instead of seeing God as a perfect figure as 

traditional religious utopia does (McCord 183), the Gardeners see Him as “the No-

thingness” (Atwood, The Year 62) and a spirit subject to change or, as writer Octavia 

Butler puts it, “God is Change”, because only by doing so can they sustain their social 

harmony and development (3).  

 Besides this notion of change, Atwood, like Le Guin, suggests that the 

acceptance of individual differences and human flaws is another crucial aspect in 

achieving social stability and concord. However, while Le Guin conceives this aspect 

through the act of promising, Atwood does so via that of forgiveness. This is illustrated 

in the scene where Burt Adam Thirteen secretly runs a grow-op in the Buenavista and 

gets caught by the CorpSeCorps for selling and making profit on his own (Atwood, The 

Year 208). In so doing, not only does Burt break the community’s trust in him and put 

it at risk from the Corps, but he also gives the enemy the chance to forfeit the 

Buenavista, one of the valuable buildings that the Gardeners occupy. Despite the danger 

this incident posed to his community’s members, Adam One encourages them to “put 

Light around Burt in their hearts” and to “pity rather than condemn” him, for he is just 

“a victim seduced by the spirit of materialist greed” (Atwood, The Year 230-1). This 

act of forgiveness indicates that Adam One does not want to undermine his 

community’s stability and integrity amidst the Corps’ threat (Atwood, The Year 231). 

Significantly, by forgiving Burt, he also promotes compassion and empathy and helps 

the Gardeners recognise the inescapable nature of human flaws, only through the 
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understanding and acceptance of which can social harmony and stability be achieved 

and maintained.   

 Both Le Guin’s The Dispossessed and Atwood’s The Year of the Flood each 

provide a version of a utopia via their depictions of Anarres and the Gardeners’ 

community. To justify their societal models, the authors satirise the flaws in the 

political and socio-economic structures of capitalism and do so through their grotesque 

portrayals of Urras and the Compounds of the Corps people. Moreover, writing in the 

genre of critical utopia, they forcefully refuse to conceive utopia as already perfected. 

Their concepts of time and spirituality allow them to propose new ways of 

understanding and constructing utopias, ones that can see how human nature is flawed 

and so are all utopias if change and individual differences are dismissed. This is 

because, for them, these factors play a vital role in helping sustain and enrich society. 

Via this message, both authors clearly raise hope for a better way of life and show that 

they do believe in the possibility of utopia. For if they have accepted “the failure of 

Utopia” as Hughes claims, the novels would not have been written in the first place, 

and so as Atwood declares, “it is better to hope than to mope!” (Atwood, The Year 107). 
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