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During thirty years in the green movement I have been involved in both its extremes: the passionate, radical, 'lifestyle' wing and the cool, pragmatic, 'technical fix' wing. The relationship between them(both out in the world and in my head(is not always an easy one but I feel we ought to be able to fit them together, yin-yang-wise, to make a harmonious and effective whole. The right sort of synthesis could show that sustainable modern life is not so very difficult to achieve, and could even be a lot of fun. 

An exercise I often do with groups of students is to ask them to imagine they have just won Really Big on the lottery, and then to collectively describe the 'ideal home' they would create with their new freedom from economic restraint. It's supposed to be a realisable family home, but the whole group has to reach consensus before any specific item is listed. You might imagine that students(especially students!(would take a long time to agree with each other, but usually it takes under five minutes to fill a flip-chart. They all seem to know the 'answers'.  Here is one example from 1995, in their own words:

Figure 1:

'The Ideal Home' according to students from Portsmouth University, 1995
Nice climate. Quiet. Nice scenery.

Loads of space. Several acres. Horses

Big, detached, 5-6 bedrooms.

2+ children

Central heating. Nice log fire. Double glazing

Wood-panelled kitchen. Aga. Fridge-freezer. Dishwasher. Dryer.

Domestic staff.

Indoor swimming pool. Games room.

Garage. 2 cars, one a 4x4.

Regular holidays abroad, mostly tropics. 

By now I have quite a large collection of these 'Ideal Homes'. It is remarkable how similar they all are, and I have noticed no substantial changes over time, except for amusing minor details like the ubiquitous Aga (a very expensive heat-storage cooking range invented in Sweden) included by mid-nineties British students, now fading from our folk memory. Even more remarkable is that overseas students, including those from developing countries, have essentially the same vision.

Generally the students do not go for unrestrained, gratuitous luxury. Instead we have the Country Living ideal that seems to be accepted as the natural reward for success or good fortune in life, complete with Aga or local equivalent. This is the domestic world that most people would create if they had the means, and no doubt some of us here have already done it. It is already more or less the norm across suburban America. It appears to exert an enormous influence on our imaginations.

Although my students don't necessarily expect to live like this, they certainly aspire to get as close as possible, and they hope their children will get closer still. And so apparently do most of our fellow human beings, all over the planet. People aspire to greater convenience and comfort, more personal space in nice surroundings, easy mobility, a sense of expanding possibilities. This is the modern consumerist project: baldly, what modern societies are all about.   

Now, it is a central feature of mainstream politics and economics that consumerist aspirations are not seriously challenged. On the contrary the implied official message is 'Hang on in there: we will deliver.'  The central slogan is brutally simple: MORE!
The modern market economy is very good at delivering  MORE!. And when it's done it, it does it again, and yet again. We should acknowledge that its managers and protagonists are not unaware of its environmental effects. But they assume that most problems can be coped with piecemeal as they arise simply by dedicating a small slice of MORE to cleaning up
.  What distinguishes us greenies from the mainstream is that we think sooner or later it will all end in tears. Our worst nightmare is that indiscriminate economic activity will trigger cascades of uncontrollable environmental (and other) catastrophes from which there is no recovery. 

Even if we do not all subscribe to such apocalyptic visions, at least the greenies all agree that in some sense the present trajectory is(in modern parlance(unsustainable. Where we often disagree is what to do about it. There is a pragmatic wing of the movement(we might call them light greens or techno-greens(that tries to maximise its effect by going with the grain of modern society. This wing emphasises methods which do not seriously affect the fine tissue of everyday life. They embrace clever technology at all scales from the domestic to the supra-national; they applaud regulations and laws and management systems, taxes and financial incentives, public education programmes, and so on. We might say they are trying to replace the mainstream slogan MORE! with a subtler one: BETTER!  Such technical methods can quite clearly reduce the environmental impact of modern life. There is demonstrably enormous scope for doing things better, and the Light Greens believe we should get on with it without delay.  But the more radical, deep-green wing of our movement(let's call them Lifestyle Greens(don't think this is going to be enough. In their view, mere technical improvements do not get to the root of the problem. MORE! is intrinsically, almost mathematically, unsustainable and it must be challenged root and branch. The slogan of the Lifestyle Greens (replete with meaning) is: ENOUGH!  

You are bound to ask this: what do I think? Which side am I on?  Well, I have thought about this for many years, and have spent time in both camps, and I think each side has a crucial part of the solution. The deep green view is logically sound, and in the long run we must come to terms with closed-loop, steady-state economies. I also think that restraint and frugality bring greater contentment both individually and collectively, and are an elegant and rational basis for any society. But right now the deep green perspective is so much at variance with the main thrust of modern culture that it could take rather a long time for it to make a serious difference. We don’t have that much time at the moment:  our nightmares might come to pass unless we constantly throw clever technology at problems to stop them getting irreversibly out of hand. We need technology as a short-term holding operation to allow the more fundamental cultural changes to take root and become effective.

Incidentally, it is a curious paradox that those in the movement with the greatest sense of urgency about global problems usually advocate cultural rather than technological solutions, whereas those with a more sanguine view tend to favour a technical approach. This is the wrong way about. We should not confuse urgency with profundity, the acute and the chronic. It is not appropriate to offer vitamin supplements to a patient with acute meningitis; nor antibiotics to someone who is chronically malnourished.

We could say that to some extent, the techno/BETTER approach is needed in the short term just to deal with urgent, short-term, irreversible problems, while the lifestyle/ENOUGH approach is needed in the long term for permanent sustainability. But I suspect that the best solutions will come from interactions between the two, and I have become increasingly interested in the details of people's life choices; which ones might be most easily affected by technological improvements; which by changes of behaviour or attitude could reduce their environmental impacts and(this might be the crucial trick if we are smart enough(improve the perceived quality of life. We might also identify choices which are as it were, non-negotiable, and others which are simply habits or customs subject to change. It would also be interesting to know more precisely which features of modern life have the greatest implications for sustainability, and which don't matter much.

As an I aside, I would like to remark on how little controlled, quantitative research has been directed at the ‘lifestyle’ end of the spectrum. There is an almost empty cell in the matrix shown here. The reasons for this are not difficult to understand, to do with cultural incompatibilities between different subcommunities – one might almost say ‘tribes’ – of modern life.
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I have been interested in this empty cell, and trying to approach it through the household as a basic unit. A household is too complex an entity to describe fully but I will give some highlight features of a real sample household from a lifestyle perspective, and you can, as it were, join the dots (Figure 2). Read down this list and notice what it conjures up for you. When I ask students to guess further features of this household they readily do so: 

Figure 2

HOUSEHOLD A

2 ADULTS, 2 CHILDREN
·  6-bedroom 18th century home

·  Many thousands of pounds recently spent on improvements, damp-proofing, roof-lights, panelling etc 

·  Double income 

·  Large garden, lawn, conifers, herbaceous borders, patio

·  Gas central heating with thermostatic radiators 

·  Service durables: automatic washing machine, fridge-freezer, vacuum cleaner, microwave, motor mower, shredder etc

·  Hobby durables: cameras, binoculars, telescope, bicycles, piano and other instruments, 

·  Multimedia computer, internet, e-mail etc

·  Scandinavian furniture, plenty of wood

·  Much food from mainstream supermarket, including frozen and pre-packaged 

·  Advanced (and very expensive!) Swedish toilet suite

·  Very wide range of toys for children, books, CD-ROMs etc

·  Original paintings, sculptures, antiques

· Common medicaments in use include painkillers, antibiotics, migraine pills

· Leisure activities:  opera, theatre, sailing, amateur dramatics, astronomy
‘What newspaper do they read?’ 

"The Telegraph" 

‘What are their children called?’ 

"Giles, Cecilia" (laughter). 

More seriously, I ask, ‘Do they have a greater-than-average environmental impact?’

"Certainly". 

‘Would you like to live like that?’

"Of course". 

I'm sure you get the drift. The figure 2 family has an unmistakably bourgeois ambience similar to the ‘Ideal Home’ with which we began.

Now compare Household B (Figure 3). 

Figure 3

HOUSEHOLD B

(2 ADULTS, 2 CHILDREN)
·  Urban terrace, ‘eco-retrofit’  

·  Roof and walls insulated; eco-friendly materials and finishes; 

·  95% of building waste recycled or re-used on site

·  Mixture of small income sources, including  LETS/Swapshop 

·  Garden used for vegetables and waste treatment

·  Wood-burning stove 

·  Temperature kept below 16 degrees C; thermal underwear and heavy sweaters

·  Low-energy lamps, no TV, video, or dishwasher 

·  Much furniture & clothes 2nd hand; 'hand-me down' culture

·  Low-dairy vegetarian with occasional fish, largely organic/wholefood diet

·  Shower instead of bath

·  Low-flush 'urine-separating' WC in house, composting toilet in outhouse  

·  Rainwater collected for garden

·  Grey-water and urine collected for garden use

·  High rates of composting and recycling; waste reduced 80%
·  No car, members of vehicle share scheme 

·  Most journeys by foot, bike, train or bus

·  Family holidays camping, within 100 miles of home 

· Leisure activities: folk music, circle dancing, roller blades,  bird-watching, rock climbing

· Use of complementary medicine, homeopathy, acupuncture, chiropractic etc

And what are their children called?

"Sunshine, Swampy" say the students gleefully. 

What about the environmental impact?

"Very low". 

Would you like to live like that? 

"You must be joking".

This just seems to reinforce the depressing incompatibility of the lifestyles approach with modern aspirations. Let me reveal then—and I apologise for the necessary sleight of hand—that these two vignettes are actually drawn from the same household. 

How on earth is this possible? Compare the two side by side (Figure 4).  Pairs of items that might at first appear to be incompatible are not necessarily so.
	Figure 4

Key to annotations:

Features which appear to have a high impact but are not necessarily so bad are underlined
Features which look green but are irrelevant or dubious are struck through
Features which make a profound difference to environmental impact are italicised in bold


	6-bedroom 18th century home 
	Urban terrace, ‘eco-retrofit’  

	Thousands recently spent on improvements
	Roof and walls insulated; eco-friendly materials and finishes; 95% of building waste recycled or re-used on site

	Double income 

 
	Mixture of small income sources, including  LETS

	Large garden, lawn, conifers, herbaceous borders, patio
	Garden used for vegetables and waste treatment, wildlife

	Gas central heating with thermostatic radiators
	Wood-burning stove

Temperature kept below 17 degrees C; thermal underwear and heavy sweaters 

Low-energy lamps 

Shower instead of bath

	Service durables: automatic washing machine, fridge-freezer, vacuum cleaner, microwave, motor mower, shredder etc
	No TV, video,  no dishwasher 

	Hobby durables: cameras, binoculars, telescope, bicycles, piano and other instruments, Multimedia computer, internet, e-mail etc
	

	Scandinavian furniture, plenty of wood
	Much furniture & clothes 2nd hand; 'hand-me down' culture

	Advanced (and very expensive!) Swedish toilet suite
	Low-flush 'urine-separating' WC in house, composting toilet in outhouse  

Rainwater collected for garden

Grey-water and urine collected for garden use 

High rates of composting and recycling

	
	No car, members of car pool scheme

 Most journeys by foot, bike, train or bus

 Family holidays camping, within 100 miles of home


	Much food from mainstream supermarket, including frozen and prepackaged 
	Vegetarian, largely organic/wholefood diet

	Very wide range of toys for children, books, CD ROMs etc
	Leisure activities: folk music, circle dancing, roller blades,  bird-watching, rock climbing

	Original paintings, sculptures, antiques
	

	Common medicaments in use include painkillers, antibiotics, migraine pills
	Use of complementary medicine, homeopathy, acupuncture, chiropractic etc


First I must confess I have knowingly made one side look risibly bourgeois and the other grimly bohemian. '6-bedroom 18th century home' for example is in fact a pair of rubble-walled cottages in a terrace, but the ‘retrofit’ did cost £20,000. 'Original artworks, sculptures and antiques' can mean children's drawings, work by friends and local artists, and many little items collected from what is after all a historic site (which are nonetheless precious and give great pleasure). The urine-separating toilet is indeed Swedish and very expensive. And so on. It’s all true. It is of course my own household, and for the past ten years I have been operating as a kind of techno-anthropologist, using myself and my long-suffering family as guinea-pigs
.
There is too much detail here to analyse everything, so I will select interesting features. There are some surprises. Certain items which look ever-so-green are probably not really: a light-bodied wood-stove for example might save a few kilograms of fossil fuel but in a town setting can be a serious source of particulate and other air pollution, and it is difficult to control and target the heat effectively
. At the same time many features which you might associate with high environmental impacts are not necessarily so bad. For example having a high income is fine if you invest accurately in greater sustainability
. Having a good range of electrical appliances will not add enormously to your energy budget if they are chosen for their energy efficiency and are used well. Shopping in supermarkets is likely to continue throughout the 21st century and green/ethical shoppers are likely to have a strong influence on future mainstream policy. Recreational gardens can be the greenest sort if they keep you at home gardening and playing with the kids, rather than compulsive shopping and recreational car trips. And so on.

But the aspects that make the biggest contribution to reduced impact are undoubtedly those which challenge the ‘non-negotiables’ of modern life: the ‘ever-warm in every room’ house, the family car, the meat-with-every-meal diet, the annual holiday in the sun. Mitigating these personally would entail cultural and behavioural changes, not technological ones. If a household insists on maintaining these standards, heavy doses of technology beyond the household level would be needed to render them sustainable and universally available. For example, eventually we shall probably be able to simulate almost any meat/fish flavour or texture using animal-free tissue-culture techniques, reducing demands on real livestock to globally sustainable levels. We could run cars and perhaps even aeroplanes on hydrogen fuel generated with renewable sources of energy. Electricity could be supplied from a completely-renewable national grid. And so on.

The point of the investigation however, is to suggest the possibility of the artful design of both houses and lifestyles that are simultaneously attractive and get very close to global sustainability targets.  You can perhaps begin to see how various combinations of technical fixes and lifestyle adjustments can be 'designed', measured, and checked against their actual contribution to sustainability and(we could add(that elusive goal of humanity, the Quality of Life.

How is this kind of approach (which I call a 'Lifestyle Lab') going to work in the future? Nothing stops technology. In the big bad outside world, I really expect Europe to be reducing the most serious components of its collective environmental impact by a wide variety of measures -- technical, legal and financial, operating largely in the collective sphere, not at the household level. These will be an important contribution, but will not meet the required targets. There will be mainstream household-level changes too, and some will be more or less universal. By 2020 I expect the following features to be standard in many, perhaps most, British households (Figure 5):
	Figure 5:

MAINSTREAM FEATURES OF MANY HOUSEHOLDS BY 2020?

	

	· Good draught stripping and insulation

	· Central heating using mains gas

	· Efficient gas cookers and microwave ovens

	· Low-pollution materials, paints and finishes

	· On-line computer system replacing much mail, paper, publications (?!)

	· Mobile video-telephones

	· Rainwater collection for some domestic purposes

	· Connection to mains services of gas, electricity, telecommunications, water, sewerage

	· Very efficient electrical appliances, TV and audio systems

	· Water-saving appliances, compulsory metering

	· Kitchen designed for efficiency and waste separation

	· Household solid waste partly source-separated

	· Most economic transactions with credit card or 2020 equivalent

	· Some kind of carbon credit system

	· Routine use of complementary medicines and therapies, as well as conventional medicine



	


Meanwhile techno-greenies (the sort with more money than time) might have established the following features (Figure 6):

	Figure 6: 

IDEALISED TECHNO-GREEN HOUSEHOLD IN 2020?

	· Large house, super-insulated, advanced heat-saving glazing

	· Targetable 18° temperature

	· Intelligent heating controls

	· Underfloor/radiant surface heating

	· Built-in solar elements on roof contributing to hot water and electricity demand

	· Intelligent electricity meter and controls, allowing for demand management

	· State-of the art clothes washing and drying system

	· Lightweight very efficient private car

	· Self-drive taxis in lieu of second vehicle

	· Most goods new, privately owned but good quality, durable

	· Health-conscious cosmopolitan diet, wholefood organic convenience foods

	· New clothes, durable, eco-materials

	· Laundry service for nappies, or biodegradable disposables

	· Small domestic automata e.g. for cleaning

	· Holidays abroad with mitigating elements, e.g. exchanges

	· A high proportion of savings reinvested in domestic and family environmental quality

	· Mainly recreational garden



	· Pay for carbon offsets (trees, sequestration etc)


……In contrast, lifestyle-greenies, perhaps with more time than money and a great measure of cultural flexibility, might run households with features listed in (Figure 7). Not much different in fact, from what many are doing already.
	Figure 7:

IDEALISED LIFESTYLE-GREEN HOUSEHOLD IN 2020?

	

	· Small house, insulated beyond prevailing standards

	· Internal temperature variable, below 16°C

	· Thermal underwear, warm clothes

	· Shower, no bath

	· Drying clothes on the line

	· No private vehicle; instead bicycles, public transport, car share

	· Electrical appliances of minimum size

	· Many goods and facilities shared

	· Careful shopping, local

	· Re-use, repair, recycling where appropriate

	· Washable nappies

	· Low-meat, largely organic, local, wholefood diet

	· Functional garden

	· Simple recycling of biological wastes including grey water and some urine

	· Low-cash economy: local currency, barter

	· Holidays near home, by surface transport




My guesses about the overall effects of these on sustainability are encapsulated in Figure 8. To make things simpler I have taken a single measurable quantity(carbon emissions(as a proxy for “environmental sustainability”. However we measure sustainability I expect the lifestyle greens, already well ahead of the pack, will be more so by 2020.  I would go as far to say they would be getting very close to the standard targets for global equity and sustainability. After that, towards the middle of the century, they will find it more difficult to reduce even further, and the techno-greenies will start to catch up. I expect a great deal of interaction between these two streams. From time to time certain technologies will become so efficient and cheap that the lifestyle-greens will adopt them: smarter heating controls, compostable nappies perhaps. Equally, some patterns of behaviour from the lifestyle side will become recognised as rational and easily adapted to, perhaps with other benefits: car-pool schemes for example, better diets, perhaps even thermal underwear. Between the two of them they will start to exert a powerful influence on opinion-formers, simply because they will be presenting a measurably effective approach to achieving sustainability targets. 
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Figure 8:

Plausible trends for the environmental impacts of various lifetsyles


 Some comments on Figure 8. It depends what you measure and how you do the measurements, but in most respects the UK environment is a lot better than it was when (to take an arbitrary period in the past) I was a child. Taking a major indicator like carbon emissions, it's been more or less flat since the seventies and I am happy to accept this as the 'business as usual' projection (circles). The present UK government has made commitments to continuous improvements through a variety of measures and I think these are achievable within the present framework (squares). These however are weak in comparison with the recommended targets of the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution (dotted line)
 and even more so those of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (dashed line).
 Well-chosen lifestyle changes could meet these targets fairly quickly, and personal technical changes somewhat later. Technical changes only within the public sphere will perhaps take even longer, but their absolute effects could be large because take-up (in effect, compulsory) will be very high.

The rest of society(the ungreen parts(will carry on with the culture of  MORE!   This is the default expectation for many reasons. For example, being rich will be one of the few ways to escape most of the side-effects;   and because ‘capitalism’ has a powerful and mindless interest in MORE! and has ways of making us all go along with its agenda. And there’s simple habit and institutional inertia.  But eventually, it must begin to pall. There will be saturation of many needs (just how many fridges can you cope with?) and the compulsive search for meaningless novelty, the unnecessary material replacements, and getting round environmental regulations will become tiresome. Having a lot of kit will become less and less effective as a way of signalling your status in society, because everybody else will have it too. In fact it will start to look a bit crass. This is where the lifestyle greens(the recessive genes of the sustainability movement(will come into their own. They will be quite visibly having a good time: comfortable, with varied lives and less stress, healthy and fit, having rediscovered the elementary virtues of restraint and balance. Gradually it will become accepted that they've cracked it; that they have solved the great riddle of reconciling modernity and sustainability. One day these ‘nouveau pauvres’ will wake up to find, to their utter astonishment, that they have become the new elite.

� It is as well for us on the green side to recognise that this does often work, and there is no need for us to battle for things which might well happen anyway. I particularly recall  the open coal fires of my youth, filthy and hopelessly inefficient. The switch to natural gas central heating produced a great leap in comfort and convenience, and simultaneously a greatly reduced environmental impact in many different directions (occupational health, visual intrusion, simplicity, solid waste, transport, air pollution, global warming etc). We don't tend to think of gas central heating as a green technology, but compared with what went before it certainly is, and there is scope for even more improvement.


� I should remark that there was a slightly unusual ‘his ‘n hers’ arrangement regarding the two houses, and sometimes one could be used as a ‘control’ for changes on the other.


� Note added later: actually I have discovered that, cleverly used, the woodstove can make a measurable difference to gas consumption. On the shoulders of the season where a bit of heat is needed to keep everyone cheerful in the evening, a single charge of wood from the garden or scrap can put off the official heating season (i.e., central heating on) for three or four weeks in autumn, and hasten its end in spring.


� Actually it wasn’t very high, probably about average for the UK at the time.


� To general surprise, the energy White Paper of 2002 adopted the RCEP recommendation of a 60% cut in CO2 emissions by 2050 as the basic framework for reduction in national emissions. That is very close to the ‘Techno-Greens’ curve in the graph, that I assumed to be rather a bold projection in 2000. The green agenda seems to be alive and well and lurking in Whitehall.


� Note added even later: By 2008 the government’s 2050 target was an 80% reduction from 1990. This is even faster than the trajectories shown the graph, and implies strong top-down technical initiatives.
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