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Abstract: Ecovillages aim to foster community around sustainable practices and encourage low-
impact lifestyles. This article explores the strategies employed by two ecovillages to scale up their
practices through physical expansion and the consequence for the maintenance of said practices.
The ecovillages under study are Hurdal in Norway and Findhorn in Scotland. The study employed
a multi-method approach: document study, participant observation, and interviews with ecovillage
residents. The ecovillages applied different strategies to gain access to economic resources for
expansion. Hurdal ecovillage sold its land to a private developer while Findhorn chose a different
path: raising funds within the community, accessing public funds, and adopting low-cost building
designs. The study finds that collaborating with investors and developers results in expensive
housing that excludes low-income individuals and attracts well-off house buyers with mainstream
values. Both ecovillages dropped introductory courses that aimed to equip new members with the
necessary skills for shared practices and establish a common ground. These two consequences led
to a weakening of competences for shared practices as private property took precedence.
Prioritizing affordable infrastructure and accessing local (community and public) financial
resources opens up paths for expansion that can maintain the necessary skills and meaning for
community living.
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1. Introduction

We are in a critical decade where we must change our prevailing economic system towards one
with a lower impact on the environment. Local-level/community initiatives play an important role in
this endeavor by promoting sustainable lifestyles. In this article, I focus on how these initiatives
attempt to scale up their practices by the physical expansion of their infrastructure. I will follow Shove
and colleague’s [1] interpretation of social practice theory and examine the development paths of two
ecovillages as case studies.

The interrelated environmental, social, and economic problems we face today are closely linked
with the current neoliberal economic paradigm and its resource-intensive systems of production and
consumption [2,3]. This paradigm perpetuates itself through resource-intensive habits and daily
social practices [3]. Studies indicate that up to 40% of carbon emissions originate from everyday
energy use and transportation habits [4]. Popular policy tools employed to mitigate the
environmental impact of private consumption are price incentives (taxes and subsidies), information
campaigns, and positive reinforcements, among others. Many of these tools have their roots in
‘cognitive centered, rational, individualist conceptualization of consumption’ [3] (p. 22).

Traditionally, the consumer/individual has occupied a central place in both academic and policy
endeavors to understand the drivers of private consumption. Some examples of theories with this
perspective are rational choice theory in mainstream economics, bounded rationality in behavioral
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economics, the attitude-behavior model in environmental studies, and the theory of planned
behavior in social psychology [5,6]. These approaches have been criticized for focusing on
individualized decision-making processes and disregarding the facilitating/constraining influences
of social and material structure on human behavior [1,3,7].

More recent explorations of the drivers of private consumption and habits have emphasized the
role of social structures (norms, rules, meanings) and material/technology on human behavior [7-10].
Giddens [7,8] is credited for shifting the focus from the individual to routinized social practices that
characterize private consumption and lifestyle patterns. The lifestyle of an individual includes ‘the
routines incorporated into habits of dress, eating, modes of acting and favored milieu for
encountering others’ [8] (p. 81). Sustainable consumption researchers have studied lifestyle domains
(energy, hygiene, transport) using social practice theory to illuminate how practices in these domains
are established, how they persist, and the potential for a transition to sustainability [11-17].

Since it pays attention to ‘social relations, the particularities of place (culture), and the influence
of technology and materiality’ [3] (p. 23), social practice theory has been useful in conceptualizing the
emergence/consolidation of sustainable lifestyles in local-level initiatives such as ecovillages [18-21].
The Global Ecovillage Network defines an ecovillage as ‘a rural or urban community that is
consciously designed through locally owned, participatory processes in all four dimensions of
sustainability (social, culture, ecology, and economy) to regenerate their social and natural
environments’ [22]. Scholars of social innovation refer to ecovillages and other community-based
initiatives as ‘niches” where people explore ‘new ways of doing, organizing, framing, and knowing’
that leads to changing social relations and practices [23] (p. 197).

Previous studies have used social practice theory to show how ecovillages reconfigure daily
practices to establish new norms [19] and achieve significant energy and resource savings [18]. In this
article, I study how the two ecovillages under study—Hurdal ecovillage in Norway and Findhorn
ecovillage in Scotland —attempted to scale up their practices through physical expansion and the
consequences for maintaining these practices. The research question that will guide this study is: how
does the choice of developing the infrastructure needed for a sustainable lifestyle promote/limit the
development of the necessary competence and meaning for such a lifestyle?

The article is structured as follows. Section two lays out the theoretical perspectives most
relevant for answering the research question above. Section three presents the research methods.
Section four describes the study sites, their history, and their transformation to their present form.
Section five presents the research findings/results. Section six will discuss the implication for theory
and practice. Section seven concludes the article.

2. Theoretical Perspectives

The ethos of capitalism remains unchallenged despite criticism that it is causing climate
breakdown, environmental degradation, and social and economic vulnerability [2,24,25]. Wilhite [3]
identifies the main features of capitalism as the quest for unlimited economic growth buttressed by
individual ownership, consumerism, indebtedness, and high speed of product turnover (extraction,
consumption, and disposal). The growth imperative of capitalism drives the tenets of business,
private lives, and national economic plans. Financed by loans and debts, corporations and businesses
are motivated to pursue unlimited growth and generate profits for shareholders, often at the expense
of labor or the environment [3]. Similarly, private lives have become accustomed to energy-intensive
comfort levels in the Western world [3,25,26] . For example, recent research published in Nature
shows how resource intensive lifestyles centered around choice, convenience, and comfort drive the
global biophysical resource use [26,27].

This prevailing economic system leaves its imprint on values and norms and reproduces itself
in everyday practices [28]. Wilhite [3] argues that the ‘seeds of growth and accumulation’ are
embedded ‘in an interlocking set of narratives, materialities, and incentives’ of many everyday
practices (p. 24). These practices are further entrenched by formal codes and regulations that guide
and lock lifestyles in unsustainable paths (ibid). Community-level initiatives are credited for
promoting low impact lifestyles and negotiating with regulations that entrench unsustainable
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practices [3,29,30]. Social practice theories are well-suited to study how this process unfolds by
focusing on the materials, norms, values, and competences that constitute everyday practices.

2.1. Social Practice Theory

Scholars of social practice theory trace its origins to the philosopher Wittgenstein [10] and
sociologists Bourdieu and Giddens, among others [1,3,5,6]. Hal Wilhite [3] discusses the contributions
of scholars such as Thomas Veblen, James Dewey, William James, Marcel Mauss, and Pierre Bourdieu
in applying the lens of ‘habits” to theorize about social practices and patterns. Anthony Giddens’
structuration theory [7,8] is credited for overcoming the so-called agent-structure dilemma in
sociology by shifting the focus to the interaction between the two through the enactment of social
practices [7]. This approach negates individual-focused approaches that put sole emphasis on the
agent and his/her decision-making processes. It defies the belief that sustainable practices are solely
the result of ‘green beliefs’, commitments, and individuals’ actions [17] (p. 395).

Earlier formulations of practice theory emphasized the role of habits, (tacit and discursive)
knowledge, rules, routines, and paid less attention to material foundations of practices [3]. More
recently, the impact of materials in shaping and reinforcing resource-intensive routines and practices
have gained ground [3,16,17]. In this latter approach, lifestyles consist of ‘inconspicuous’ routines,
habits, and practices that people take to be normal and are intimately bound up with the material
and technological infrastructures of modern life [17] (p. 395). The physical structures and
technologies of everyday life, coupled with the social significance of our actions, entrench the patterns
of daily life. Consequently, practice theories have been useful in explaining path dependencies of
consumption practices [11,14,17].

Due to its robustness, social practice theory has found applications in diverse fields (such as
social theory, discourse theory, and theory of science) [6]. This has led to many interpretations and
operationalizations of the theory and no unified theoretical approach [6,31]. For example, some
scholars have followed Bourdieu’s work and emphasized ‘habitus’ (that is, knowledge, experience,
perceptions, expressions, and actions) and embodied knowledge (body and mind interactions), in
elucidating the processes that result in entrenched practices [3,32]. Others have emphasized the role
of infrastructures, norms, and resources as constitutive elements of practices [5,16,33]. Despite the
emphasis scholars put on different constitutive elements of practices, what unifies the different
approaches is their analytical focus on the elements’ interconnection and co-evolution.

Practice is broadly defined as ‘a routinized type of behavior which consists of several elements,
interconnected to one another: forms of bodily activities, forms of mental activities, ‘things’ and their
use, a background knowledge in the form of understanding, know-how, states of emotion, and
motivational knowledge’ [9] (p. 249). In this article, I will follow Shove and colleague’s [1]
interpretation of social practice theory to address the research question raised in section one. Shove
et al. [1] present three elements of a social practice that help sustain it as an entity and a performance
over space and time: materials, competences, and meanings. Materials include ‘technologies, tangible
physical entities and the stuff of which objects are made’, competences include “skill, know-how, and
technique’, and meanings include ‘symbolic meanings, ideas, and aspirations’ [1] (p. 14). They make
the case that practices emerge, persist, and disappear as connections between these elements are
made, sustained, and broken, respectively (ibid).

The co-evolution of elements of practices leads to the reinvention of old practices and the
diffusion of new ones [34]. Shove et al. [1] describe how elements of a practice travel across time and
space. The practices themselves, however, do not travel and are ‘localized” and adapted to the new
site of enactment with its agents, institutions, culture, and norm (p. 39). Materials can most often be
transported across space and time. Competences depend on past experiences and typically migrate
between space and time primarily through practitioners (individuals). Meanings spread more easily
as they do not require past experience or prior knowledge.

Practices do not usually change in isolation; they often co-evolve with other practices. Practices
can either compete or collaborate with each other. When they compete for the same elements
(materials, meanings and competence), some practices may displace others. However, when elements
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collaborate, that is, when they effectively draw on similar materials, meanings, and competence, they
form connections and turn into what social practice theorists call bundles [1]. When such connections
become stronger, and practices depend and draw on each other, they form complexes (ibid). Once
the connections between practices strengthen, these practices become dominant and form the
patterns of everyday life.

Communities and networks play an important role in developing and propagating new
practices or limiting their diffusion. New and sustainable practices are more easily adapted if they
are part of a practice shared with others [31]. For example, in their study of transportation practices
in two neighborhoods in Edmonton, Canada, Kennedy, Krahn and Krogman [16] show that
sustainable transport practices (such as cycling, walking, and using public transportation) are easily
adopted in neighborhoods where such practices are prevalent and where the physical infrastructure
is adapted for these practices. However, when people move to areas where unsustainable value
systems are prevalent, mainstream norms of transportation (the use of private cars) take precedence.

Access to resources may either limit or encourage participation in sustainable practices. This
could be access to the materialities, competence, and meaning of a practice for it to take root in a new
place or among a new social group. The design of homes, neighborhoods, cities, and regions can
engender or discourage sustainable practices [1,3,16,17]. Housing is one important materiality that
entrenches the unsustainable lifestyles that are prevalent in modern societies. Wilhite [3] asserts that
the growth in house sizes and the associated emergence of energy and material intensive practices
related to the modern house exemplifies how the habits and practices of capitalistic lifestyles have
entered everyday life. House sizes have increased in both absolute and per capita terms across all
OECD countries over the past decades. While family sizes have declined (40-50% of dwellings had
only one person living in them in 2010 [3]), the idea of sharing house space with extended family
members or others has practically disappeared, leading to the increase in absolute and per capita use
of energy for heating and housekeeping activities [3].

The marketization of house provision has led to the consideration of housing as a ‘reliable
financial investment’ [35] (p. 126). It changed ‘the status of housing from being regarded as an engine
for social improvement to being a consumer good like any other’ [36] (p. 128). Consequently, housing
and land prices have increased significantly in many urban areas, making these areas inaccessible for
people with lower incomes. Investing in vacation homes has also become more popular [37]. Sheard
[37] shows how vacation homes are often located in peripheral areas with lower standards of living
and result in negative consequences for the local population by raising the cost of local housing and
hurting the local labor and product markets. His study also shows that policy responses such as
requiring homeowners to reside in these houses have dampened some of the negative impacts.

2.2. Ecovillages as ‘Communities of Practice’

Communities of practice are ‘groups of people informally bound together by shared expertise
and passion for a joint enterprise. ...People in communities of practice share their experiences and
knowledge in free-flowing, creative ways that foster new approaches to problems’ [38] (p. 139).
Communities of practice foster ‘social learning’ by providing environments where people can engage
in, learn, and reproduce new practices and skills [39].

Ecovillages are inspired by diverse and at times overlapping movements such as intentional
communities in the global North, the Kibbutz movement in Israel, the hippie and commune
movements of the 1960s and 1970s, the feminist and eco-feminist movements, and green movements
among others [40,41]. There is no universally agreed-upon definition of ecovillages [42]. One of the
pioneers of the Global Ecovillage Network, Robert Gilman [42] (p. 10) characterizes ecovillages as
‘full-featured settlement[s] in which human activities are harmlessly integrated into the natural
world in a way that is supportive of healthy human development and can be successfully continued
into the indefinite future’.

Ecovillages are perceived as grassroots innovations and communities of practice for sustainable
living [43-45]. They encourage ways of living that go against the typical capitalistic lifestyle by
promoting sharing economies and slower lifestyles where the emphasis is on strengthening social
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networks and lowering environmental footprint [3,35,46-49]. Many aim to be economically self-
sufficient and experiment with forms of self-governance [46,50,51]. These alternative practices can be
seen as a paradigm shift from the mainstream, bringing about a change in ways of thinking and
acting.

There are a few studies that have documented how sustainable collective practices emerge and
become established in ecovillages. Roysen and Mertens [19] studied how new sustainable practices
emerged and became normalized in an ecovillage in Brazil. They focused on two social practice
complexes: ‘community care’ (which involves maintaining common spaces in the community,
cooking shared meals, composting waste...etc.) and car sharing [19] (p. 3). They showed how
ecovillagers developed meanings, acquired competences, and put together materials that would help
them reproduce and normalize these practices. In this process, they also generate new ideas for other
innovative social practices that reduce their environmental impact and help improve their local
economy.

Boyer [18] followed a similar path and used social practice theory to study how residents in
Dancing Rabbit ecovillage (in Missouri, USA) significantly lowered their environmental impact to
less than 10% of the average American citizen. They achieved this by ‘transitioning away from the
exclusive ownership of capital goods, investing in skills that facilitate the collective management of
resources and eliminating waste by taking advantage of locally available resources’ [18] (p. 1). They
eschewed the exclusive (individual) ownership of motorized vehicles, the use of fossil fuels for
purposes such as powering vehicles, heating and cooling of physical spaces, and required the
exclusive use of renewable energy on their premises among others. He found that their investment
in social competence (of interpersonal communication and conflict-resolution skills) contributed to
their success in lowering material and energy consumption.

Pickerill [52] emphasizes the important role of the buildings of an ecovillage. Ecovillage
buildings often symbolize an ecovillage’s aims, principles, and doctrine. They structure its functions
and practices and set opportunities or constraints for the type of activities that can be performed in
the ecovillage. Scholars that have studied eco-buildings in ecovillages and eco-communities raise
their concern that property prices are increasing in these communities as the ideal of a close-knit,
rural life close to nature enters the mainstream [53,54]. Similarly, Mason [55] takes issue with the
heavy emphasis eco-communities put on environmental sustainability at the expense of social justice.
Barring these criticisms, scholars call for more research on the impact of ecovillage buildings and
infrastructure on sustainable practices [35,56,57].

This article will aim to contribute to this research gap by focusing on the endeavors of two
ecovillages to build new houses and infrastructure and scale up their practices. I will pay attention
to the effect this has on the (elements of) sustainable social practices. The analysis will be at the level
of complexes of social practices, as opposed to individual practices.

3. Research Methods

Data Collection and Research Methods

Data for the study were gathered from the two ecovillages through participant observation,
document study, and interviews with ecovillage residents. In Findhorn ecovillage, Scotland, I
participated in an ‘experience week’ program that the ecovillage runs as a deep dive into ecovillage
living in March/April 2019. The experience week was led by two long-term residents of the ecovillage.
This program is mandatory for all that want to settle in the ecovillage and recommended for
researchers that want to study the ecovillage. During this week, participants take part in
workshops/group activities, visit and chat with pioneer ecovillage members in their homes, tour the
ecovillage’s projects and volunteer in one of three work departments: the common kitchens, the
community gardens, or community care activities. In the evenings, participants take part in group
activities that the ecovillage uses to facilitate communication and community building among its
members. I volunteered in the common kitchen at Cluny Hill College—a 19th century building that
houses about 40 community members.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10585 6 of 28

I kept detailed notes during this week of participant observation. In the evenings or when we
had breaks from the organized activities, I used the opportunity to talk to residents, volunteers, and
employees about their experiences of living in the ecovillage. Volunteering in the community kitchen
also provided ample opportunity to talk to different community members whom I was assisting on
a daily basis. Volunteers in the kitchens worked under two community members that gave them
tasks. These community members rotate on a daily basis. Therefore, I got the opportunity to meet
and work with different community members in the kitchen during the experience week. Meal- and
tea-breaks afforded an opportunity to mingle with the wider community and learn about the
challenges and opportunities of living in an intentional community. These discussions often revealed
rich information regarding how sustainable social practices unfolded in the ecovillage.

Due to resource restrictions, I was not able to conduct a separate and more extended research
stay in Findhorn. However, I have complemented the insights I gained from the experience week
with an in-depth study of annual reports, websites, blogs, social media sites, research articles, books
about and from Findhorn, brochures, and other documents produced by the Foundation. Findhorn
has a relatively richer documentation regarding its history, ethos, current and past practices, and its
visions for the future as opposed to the younger Hurdal ecovillage. To fill gaps and clarify
ambiguities in these documents, I conducted interviews digitally with key informants with deep
knowledge regarding the evolution of the ecovillage (this part of the study coincided with COVID-
19 lockdowns around the globe). These interviews also helped to triangulate the information I
gathered from documents. In total, I got the opportunity to engage in extended conversations with
14 members of Findhorn community (through home visits, as facilitators of the experience week
program, digital interviews, or through their presentations to participants of experience week). The
digital interviews with four long term members lasted between 1-1.5 h.

Hurdal ecovillage is in Norway, and therefore, more accessible to me. As a result, I was able to
visit the ecovillage multiple times in the period May 2018-July 2019 and conduct participant
observation and semi-structured interviews. I participated in a 2-day workshop the ecovillage
organized for its residents and interested outsiders to discuss the challenges and advantages the
ecovillage faces and chart future paths. There were 20 participants in this workshop, and only two
(including me) were outsiders. In total, I gathered information from 15 ecovillage residents. I have
also used other sources to complement my field study such as academic articles, master’s theses,
newspaper articles, blogs, and a documentary film about the ecovillage. The developer that was a
central actor in the ecovillage’s expansion declined to take part in the study. To fill this gap, I
interviewed residents that worked closely with the developer and studied publicly available business
letters, presentations and reports. Interviews in Hurdal ecovillage typically lasted 1-1.5 h.

The questions that guided the interviews in the ecovillages were (1) the motivations for moving
to the ecovillage, (2) the values that guide the ecovillage, (3) the type of shared/sustainable practices
prevalent in the ecovillage, (4) the advantages and challenges of living and/or running a business in
the ecovillage, and (5) the main challenges that the ecovillage is currently facing. I adapted these
questions to fit the particularities of each ecovillage. Follow-up questions helped explore new topics
revealed during the interview and that I did not anticipate at the start of the field study.

The Norwegian Center for Research Data approved the study design, including interview
guides and the data storage and analysis plans. I informed the study participants about the purpose
of the study and how the gathered data would be stored and analyzed at the start of the interviews.
When interviews were recorded, I asked the respondents for their consent and guaranteed them
anonymity. The interviews were transcribed and analyzed in the software Nvivo 12 Pro [58].

I conducted content and thematic analysis on interviews, documents, and participant
observation notes [59]. Descriptive coding captured new themes arising from interviews and
documents while concept codes identified themes corresponding to the theoretical discussions
elaborated in section two—for example, the elements of social practice following Shove et al. [1].
Where possible, I presented and discussed preliminary results with study participants (this was
possible for Hurdal ecovillage).
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4. The Ecovillages: Findhorn and Hurdal

Findhorn and Hurdal have several decades of experience with ecovillage living. Findhorn is
almost 60 years old and a strong actor in the ecovillage movement. It is a founding member of the
Global Ecovillage Network and was recognized in 1998 as UN-Habitat Best Practice for holistic and
sustainable living [60]. Hurdal is over 20 years old and was founded with an inspiration from
Findhorn. It has about 150 inhabitants today [61]. These two ecovillages collaborate, inspire, and
support each other. This fact makes them good cases to illustrate how grassroots innovations replicate
each other and scale up their practices in their respective communities. Both ecovillages have good
working relationships with their local authorities and have influenced local planning processes in
several instances.

4.1. Findhorn Ecovillage— History and Recent Expansion

Findhorn Foundation community is located in the North-East of Scotland and has approximately
400 residents [56]. It was founded in 1962 by three adults (a couple, their friend, and the couple’s
three children) who moved into a caravan and worked to sustain themselves by producing most of
their own food and providing for the rest of their needs from unemployment benefits and child
support [62]. The central features of their spiritual practice are tuning in to intuitions/inspirations and
connecting with what they called ‘nature spirits’ (through meditations) to find guidance on how to
tend to their gardens. Their spiritual and environmental values attracted other similarly inclined
individuals which tended to be single and able-bodied and could engage in a full day’s hard work
[63]. The community eventually expanded and became demographically diverse with members in
different age groups and family situations.

The community’s development can be roughly divided into three broad phases in relation to
physical/infrastructural development. The early phase stretches from the 1960s to 1980s. This is a
phase of significant transformation from a small spiritual community struggling to find a solid
footing to one of physical and economic expansion [63]. In 1972, the community established Findhorn
Foundation as an educational charity [64]. In the following decade, the Foundation set up educational
facilities and accommodation at four locations: The Park Ecovillage (popularly referred to as The
Park), Cluny Hill College, and two retreat houses (on the Isle of Iona and the Isle of Erraid) [64].

The Park and Cluny Hill facilities occupy prominent status in the community. The Park is the
initial settlement near Findhorn village and hosts several community businesses, the community
center, privately owned eco-houses, and residential buildings for Foundation co-workers (see Figure
A2 in Appendix A for a map of the Park Ecovillage). Some examples of the more than 40 businesses
established in affiliation with Findhorn community are Findhorn Foundation College (a tertiary
education institution), New Findhorn Directions Ltd. (a trading subsidiary of the Foundation), Moray
Steiner School (supported by the Foundation), Trees for Life (a nature conservation organization),
Living Technologies (an organization that builds biological sewage treatment plants and restores
lakes), Earthshare (an organic agricultural co-operative), Ekopia Social Investments Ltd. (a
cooperative that serves as a ‘community bank’, runs the community’s local currency, funds social
enterprises like the community’s Phoenix Cafe and finances affordable housing projects) among
others. These businesses belong to an umbrella organization, New Findhorn Association, which gives
them access to the Foundation’s facilities such as the Community Center and other benefits [63] (see
Figure Al in Appendix A for an organizational map of the Findhorn community,. Cluny Hill also
hosts courses and retreats and houses about 40 Foundation co-workers [64]. At its busiest, Cluny Hill
can accommodate up to 150 guests and residents [65]. The foundation acquired these properties either
through gifts and charities or it bought/leased them with resources generated through fundraising or
from educational activities [63].

In the early days, all community members were part of the Foundation (ibid). With time,
different forms of memberships evolved to accommodate an increase in interest from the outside
world. Full-time and associate members go through a three-month-long orientation program and
volunteer in one of the Foundation’s work departments. The orientation program includes the
introductory ‘Experience Week’, a series of spiritual and self-development programs, spending a
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week at a community retreat, and once-a-week meetings. Participants in these programs learn the
core principles of the community and gain skills for community living and working with community
projects. Full members receive a small stipend and in-kind transfers in the form of free meals,
accommodation and energy provision [64,66]. Non-residential foundation workers receive a
minimum pay of GBP 9/h. [64].

Many of the community organizations were founded by associate members ‘allowing the
foundation to focus on what it considers its core business, which is education’ [63] (p. 371). The
flexibility in types of membership attracted individuals with different sets of skills:
environmentalists, engineers, people with background in finance and organizational management
among others. More recently, with the expansion of the community through housing developments,
people could join the community as property owners or tenants without going through the formal
process.

The second phase of development is the period from the 1980s—2000s, where the ecovillage
concept gained prominence. The impetus to establish an ecovillage came about after Findhorn hosted
the conference, “Towards a Planetary Village’, in the early 1980s [67]. The concept ‘planetary village’
(a village whose social and environmental principles have global perspectives) can be seen as a
precedent to the ‘ecovillage’ concept. Inspired by this conference, central individuals galvanized the
community to raise funds and buy the land the Foundation occupied, reducing costs and providing
revenue sources for the Foundation.

This expansion of the physical premises and accompanying economic activities resulted in
economic gains. The Findhorn Foundation surpassed a total revenue of GBP 1 million in the early
1980s [68]. Educational activities have increased significantly since the early days resulting in more
than doubling of income in recent years [64,66]. However, the community also has significant labor
and infrastructural costs and therefore, resources are often tight [64,66].

In 1995, a group of Foundation members established the company, Ecovillage Ltd., to buy an
adjacent land and set up eco-friendly buildings [63]. Ecovillage Ltd. raised funds by selling shares to
community members and plots to people that wanted to build eco-houses [63]. About 30 private
houses were completed in an area they called Field of Dreams in the early 2000s [69]. With time, these
houses became much more expensive than the rest of the ecovillage, with average prices of around
GBP 318,000 in 2019 and a peak of GBP 385,000 in 2013 [70]. The earlier, more experimental Whiskey
Barrel houses that the Findhorn community is known for cost about half of the price of the higher
quality, timber-frame houses in Field of Dreams at GBP 165,000 [71].

The last phase of physical infrastructure expansion took place in the early 2000s. A neighboring
land came up for sale and a community organization, Duneland Ltd., was set up to acquire this piece
of land and build new houses [72]. Duneland raised money by selling shares to community members
and outsiders and promising priority access to future developments. It successfully bought 292 acres
of woodland, dune, and marram grass landscape (ibid). Duneland made several decisions that
emphasize its role as a social enterprise: it converted 95% of the acquired land as a nature reserve (in
cooperation with Findhorn village) and implemented a financial policy of capped dividends for its
shareholders [73]. Duneland will also cease its activities after developing the land it acquired (ibid).

Duneland conducted two community consultations in 2004 and 2006 and created a development
plan which included a mix of educational, community, commercial, and eco-friendly residential
buildings [74]. The plan was granted permission by the Moray Council in 2008. The construction of
houses was planned in three phases in the area called the Whins: 1. East Whins, 2. West Whins and
3. North Whins [75]. East Whins was planned as a cohousing cluster with 25 two- and three-bedroom
units (70 sqm and 105 sqm, respectively) [69]. Phase one was expected to pay for the infrastructure
and to honor shareholders’ investments [75]. Half of the cluster was reserved for shareholders as part
of the commitment made to them by Duneland Ltd. [76].

Phase one faced some serious challenges. Duneland had severely underestimated the costs of
constructing new houses. Consequently, it incurred a debt of half a million pounds [77]. In addition,
a construction company went bankrupt without completing its tasks and a local company had to
finish the construction [78]. This was a period of a steep learning curve for Duneland.
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After completion (in 2014), the market price of the units in East Whins became quite high
compared to local incomes, ranging between GBP 160,000 and GBP 238,000 [78]. Although Duneland
hoped more community members would utilize their priority access to the housing units, there were
a number of single retirees (some living abroad) that acquired the new housing units [76]. To avoid
the houses from being used as vacation homes, Duneland required that the units should be occupied
nine months of the year [79]. However, some fulfilled this requirement by renting out their units.

Lack of affordable housing for community members was a persistent problem. The Foundation
observed that young people—especially young families—left Findhorn Ecovillage for lack of a
‘suitable” home and more Foundation coworkers commute to the Ecovillage from the nearby town of
Forres and Findhorn village, with vehicle running costs adding strain on minimum wage earners
[80]. In order to alleviate this problem, the community established a cooperative—Park Ecovillage
Trust (PET)—to serve as a delivery agent for affordable units [69]. PET has over the years overseen
the acquisition and distribution of affordable units in the Whins by raising funds from Ekopia—a
cooperative that serves as a ‘community bank’, local authorities, and in collaboration with Duneland
[81].

Duneland chose a terrace design for East Whins to use land sparingly and reduce built-up areas.
The design also reduces building costs and uses energy efficiently. All houses are fitted with solar
panels for hot water and they get their electricity from the wind park. The houses are connected to
the biological sewage treatment plant that the Foundation manages [65]. The layout of East Whins
supports co-housing principles of shared/collective facilities with shared common room, laundry,
bike shed and communal garden areas (in addition to small private gardens). The management of
the natural area is guided by permaculture principles. Ground floor flats are designed to cater for the
elderly and physically impaired. Other considerations that went into designing the housing units are
linking important sites, such as the community gardens and the Universal Hall for cultural activities,
from the original site at the Park with the new developments [74].

Learning from East Whins, Duneland set up the West Whins project to ensure its financial
viability. It hired an experienced contractor and included low-risk elements such as self-build plots
for people interested in building their own homes in consultation on house design and ecological
footprint with Duneland and Findhorn community [72]. PET also oversaw the building of six
affordable housing units (ibid). The funding strategy for the affordable housing units prioritized
borrowing within the community (through Ekopia Ltd. and private loans) and a grant from the
Scottish Rural Housing Fund. Construction was finalized in 2017, and PET made the six single-
bedroom flats in West Whins available as eco-friendly and affordable rented units for community
members and employees working in the Park (ibid). West Whins was financially successful and
enabled Duneland to pay down its debt.

Duneland built a common house for West Whins that included common facilities like laundry,
a meeting room and a room for guests of residents. However, as the focus in this project was the
financial viability and the community aspect received less attention, there were disagreements
regarding the use and relevance of the common facilities [77]. Consequently, the house was put up
for sale at the time of this study.

The final phase of development is in North Whins with a possibility for 38 one- and two-
bedroom houses and commercial units designed as a terrace [82]. There is no plan to set up a common
house with shared facilities [83]. Government grants for eight affordable units have been secured and
construction will start as soon as the COVID-19 pandemic lockdown in Scotland is lifted [77,84].
Duneland has the ambition of finally being able to repay the investments of shareholders and
possibly some dividends after the completion of North Whins.

4.2. Hurdal Ecovillage— History and Recent Expansion

Hurdal ecovillage is located 80 kms north of the capital city of Norway, Oslo, and was
established in the late 1990s by a group of individuals that had a vision of starting a small community
around ecological farming and spirituality [85]. Central individuals among the early pioneers in
Hurdal spent their formative years in Findhorn and returned to Hurdal with the aim of establishing
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a similar community [86]. They established a cooperative called Kilden skosamfunn—or Kilden eco-
community —with a member size of somewhere between 50 and 60 individuals and started searching
for a suitable location within an hour of the capital for a few years [87]. They visited several locations
that fulfilled the conditions of having good agricultural land and being close to Oslo.

They eventually found an ideal location—a former priest’s farm owned by a willing and eager
municipality in Hurdal, an hour outside of Oslo. A group of about 10 individuals, some with small
children, from Kilden gkosamfunn decided to settle in Hurdal municipality and established a
cooperative called Hurdalsjoen Okologiske Landsby SA. This decision meant that the Kilden eco-
community split into two. The other group continued with their search, but it appears that this other
group did not establish any other ecovillage and may have disbanded. They signed a letter of intent
(Lol) with the municipality and rented the farm in 2002 [86]. The members of the cooperative had
equal shares and decisions were made through consensus. They built nine houses in traditional
ecological fashion with clay, straw, and wood in the period 2002-2003 (ibid). Although, these houses
did not meet the Planning and Building regulations, the municipality allowed them to stand
temporarily until more modern housing could be built [88,89]. The dispensation from the Building
and Planning Regulations was extended several times and these houses were used as residence for
seven years. When the ecovillage finally got built, the inhabitants of these houses moved into the new
houses. The old traditional houses are still standing at the time of this writing and are used to house
volunteers and temporary visitors.

In this early period, it was common to share living space until new members could find a footing
in the community and have their own housing [89,90]. New members had to go through an
introduction course and a trial period of 6 months. After the trial period, they could pay a deposit to
own a share in the cooperative and then a monthly payment to cover common expenses [89]. They
envisioned that everyone would build their own house but soon realized that this was unrealistic.
Some of the traditional houses they built had construction problems and they did not have the
necessary legal and economic expertise for other forms of expansion (ibid).

The cooperative bought the farm from the municipality in 2004 and decided to collaborate with
Gaia architects —a firm working on sustainable design—to develop zoning plans for the development
of the ecovillage [91]. This plan was unanimously approved by the municipality which paved the
way for the cooperative to buy the farm in 2006 [88].

Architects and investors saw the potential in this new venture. The cooperative’s members
looked for actors with the financial capacity and legal know-how to relieve them of the economic
burden they were carrying from their attempts at building an ecovillage on their own [89]. The
company Vitrina (later Filago) offered to buy out members of the cooperative and take over the
responsibility of developing Hurdal ecovillage. The farm was sold to Vitrina in 2012.

The decision to sell the farm to an investor was not unanimous [85]. Some members left the
cooperative because they felt that they were straying away from a locally anchored, bottom-up
process of building the ecovillage. Those that remained argued that expanding an ecovillage through
self-built houses required considerable time, energy, financial resources, and expert knowledge,
which they did not have (ibid). They saw a legally binding recruitment of new residents for future
(modern) houses with prospectus as the most efficient and secure option.

Filago (earlier Vitrina) adopted an innovative business concept when they took over
responsibility for developing the ecovillage [92]. Their business concept, which they termed ‘living
and lifestyle concept’, was to set up eco-communities of different sizes where social and
environmental values were central [93]. They founded their business on the stated goal of balancing
‘the triple bottom line of sustainability: people, planet and profit’ [92]. They aimed to realize this
vision through building eco-houses and collaborating with municipalities, residents and the local
business community (ibid). Filago aimed to set up the infrastructure for social life (for example,
common houses, gardens, greenhouses) but the residents were responsible for creating activities [94].
The “products’ they promoted to potential customers include ecovillages with 50 or more housing
units, eco-hamlets with 20-50 housing units, and eco-yards of 5-20 housing units among others [92].
Hurdal ecovillage was marketed as the physical manifestation of Filago’s business concept and as
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such received funding from state enterprises, for example, from Enova—the state-owned funding
agency for innovative and environment-focused projects [95], banks (for example, Husbanken
provided affordable mortgage loans to residents) and crowdfunding agencies.

The houses were constructed with four fundamental principles: natural indoor ventilation
(using small, sensor-operated valves on walls that are breathable), environmental considerations (for
example, using non-toxic building materials), energy efficiency (including use of solar energy), and
modern comfort [93,95]. With these considerations in mind, different sizes of module-based
buildings, called shelters, were designed. The houses were smaller in size than the average
Norwegian home for energy and cost efficiency [94].

Filago planned to develop Hurdal ecovillage in five housing clusters (ibid). The first cluster was
developed in two stages. Construction of the first group of houses began in 2013 and was completed
in 2014/2015, and the second group was finalized in 2016. The original plan included a common house
for the residents to use for social and economic activities. However, the cost of the first group of
houses exceeded the budget and therefore, Filago abandoned the plan of building a common house
and instead built the second group of houses on the plot to generate extra income [96]. All in all, 70
houses were built and sold in the open market [97]. The prices ranged between USD 220,000 and
435,000 in current exchange rates.

Some cooperative members expressed concern early on that these prices were too high and
needed large mortgages, implying that ecovillage life would be exclusive to those with good
economic resources [89]. Others countered that although the prices were high, there would be
substantial savings in the long run through the production of solar energy, by adopting ‘simpler
lifestyles” advocated in ecovillages, and other initiatives like establishing an information center for
visitors (ibid).

Filago bought and upgraded a neighboring old school as space for businesses and cultural
activities. The new center was named Fremtidssmia okologiske neeringssenter —Fremtidssmia ecological
business center or simply referred to as Fremtidssmia. Initially, some ecovillagers received
discounted rental prices from Filago and made use of this space to host cultural activities and courses.
However, when the rental prices went up to market levels, it became prohibitively expensive for the
fledgling businesses. As a result, many small businesses run out of peoples” homes [98]. Some of these
businesses include beekeeping and bee products, producing soaps and detergents, running courses
and workshops such as yoga courses, and different therapies (ibid).

Residents started initiatives where they could share and exchange resources: sharing circles for
clothes, household tools, garden produce, and other goods. Some of these activities take place in the
old vicarage that a group of residents rent. They also established a carpooling scheme for ecovillage
residents using social media. An association assigns work duties in the ecovillage’s organic farm and
started a composting initiative to support the farm. Association members cover some of their own
needs with the produce from the farm and they organize workshops that focus on food production.
Members collaborate with farmers in the municipality to create a local brand and market the region’s
food products [99].

There was a growing discontent among the residents with some of the houses as they were
experiencing technical problems [90]. Some houses experienced leakages and structural damage. The
wireless smart technology that regulated lighting, window shades, ventilation valves, and electric
outlets did not function well [100]. Although the technology was billed as energy and cost effective,
its instability made it lose favor with the residents. In addition, some residents are concerned about
radiation from the wireless technology. Consequently, some opted to change to an old-fashioned but
stable cable-based technology at extra costs [101].

Subcontractors of the developer who would have been legally bound to fix the problems went
out of business and made it difficult for Filago to fix these problems. These complications broke down
the trust between the developer and the residents [102]. There were rising tensions between the
residents and the developer, and between different groups within the ecovillage.

These problems had an economic toll on the developer. In early 2018, their financial security
became uncertain [103]. The prevailing tension and conflict in the ecovillage and unresolved technical
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problems in the houses hindered further sales of shelters [104]. A year later, Filago was declared
bankrupt by the tax authorities. The firm owed its investors, including national and international
corporate finance organizations, banks and crowdfunding agencies, and tax authorities over USD 40
million [103,105,106]. The bankruptcy exposed the ecovillage to uncertain futures. The banks,
insurance companies and creditors will determine to what extent the ecovillage will remain intact
with its properties, such as Fremtidssmia, plots for future development, and agricultural land [107].
Many ask themselves ‘will we continue as an ecovillage?’ (ibid). At the same time, some see this
situation as an opportunity to reinvigorate the drive to gain more control of the ecovillage’s future
development. However, with the extensive debt that the ecovillage currently carries, they are
dependent on finding an investor that can take over the financial burden (ibid).

5. Results—Connecting Material Expansion to Values and Competence
5.1. Material Expansion and Values

5.1.1. Findhorn Ecovillage

Throughout its history, Findhorn has experimented with co-existence and community living.
The values that drive sustainable practices in Findhorn community were initially informed by the
founders’ spiritual practice that focuses on inner listening, co-creation with nature and love in action.
Spaces such as Cluny Hill College have served as a collective where residents have shared a large
communal kitchen, spacious living room areas and laundry facilities since the 1970s. The community
center at the Park serves lunches and dinners to community members (see Figure A2 in Appendix A
for an overview of common facilities at the Park). The common garden provides some garden
produce to the community and serves as a site of therapeutic work for troubled youth from the Moray
area. These sharing practices have, historically, contributed to lowering the community’s impact on
the environment: a 2006 study of the community’s ecological footprint found that the community had
half the footprint of the average UK resident, primarily because of Cluny Hill that houses so many
residents with shared facilities [108].

The values espoused in the spiritual guidance of the founders have inspired many of the
organizations and infrastructural projects in the community. They have guided the organization of
social life in the community, informed social practices such as self-sufficiency in food and energy
provision and inspired the building of physical structures. As one long-term Foundation member
involved in several of the community organizations stated:

Spirituality is the community glue that keeps people together. [...] the ecovillage is ... an
expansion of the spiritual side of it. So, it made sense for the community to build up the wind
park. [...] It ultimately is about how to take that and make it into ‘love in action” which is the
cohousing or what you experience in the Foundation (FHO07).

The Findhorn Foundation built a strong foundation by weaving together values/meaning,
material expansion, and competence. The interweaving of values and competence happened through
educational courses and workshops. The competences cultivated by these activities are, among
others, taking seriously the impulses and inspiration that arise within through attunement and ‘deep
inner listening” and manifesting these ideas into reality (i.e., ‘love in action’) by working with nature
(i.e., ‘co-creation with nature’) [62,109]. Attunement is one of the first practices new members get
introduced to and it is one way the community perpetuates the values and practices of the
community. Typically, people would sit/stand in circles, hold hands for a few minutes in silence to
turn the attention inward, reflect on the issue at hand and take note of ideas/inspiration/concerns that
may arise before sharing with the group. This practice is conducted at the start of duties in work
departments and before managerial teams make decisions after all other considerations are evaluated
[109]. These values inspired many key individuals to utilize their particular skill sets and prior
experiences and initiate different projects with diverse goals: self-sufficiency in terms of energy,
building eco-houses, natural conservation projects, infrastructural maintenance, building affordable
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homes for members, etc. These activities serve several goals: they provide empowerment through
self-sufficiency; they reduce the community’s environmental footprint and they build community. A
longtime community member that was involved in many of the early projects sees it as a ‘learning
process”:

We could have taken a very different approach. Again, if I go back to ‘“Towards a planetary
village” conference, we could have said ‘Look, we don’t want to do any of this stuff. It's a
huge distraction. Nobody is interested in digging ditches and looking after roads. You
know? We want to read books about the Buddha and inform ourselves [about] life. Perhaps,
we could have done that. But we didn’t. The big advantage is that it forces us to work
together. It's very difficult to see the Park becoming a kind of suburban place that used to
be a community. Because people have to work together whether they like it or not. The
electricity supply, the water supply bla bla bla, all of these things, even if we choose not to
pay much attention to it, you have to pay for it and you have to, by some mechanism,
engage in it. And so, it’s kind of part of the curricula, if you like. It's part of a learning
process even if it’s not very economically efficient or not the most economically efficient
thing. (FHO02)

5.1.2. Hurdal Ecovillage

The founders of Kilden eco-community were inspired by the spiritual values of Findhorn
community and wanted to manifest it in their own community [86,89]. They aimed to utilize
ecological building materials and adopt circular processes in food production and waste processing.
The pioneers envisioned treating water resources with care: collecting rainwater, implementing
biological treatment of wastewater and protection of ground water quality. They viewed
development of an integrated energy system with renewable energy sources as an important aspect
of an ecovillage. They aspired to reduce consumption and live simpler lives to protect the
environment and to contribute to intra- and inter-generational equity.

They envisioned a local economy that can be adapted to support the community and financial
systems that can encourage the circulation of money locally. They advocated for a sharing circle
where individuals can share and exchange artefacts and services and a value-based education system
that includes permaculture and meditation courses. Seasonal celebrations and cultural diversity were
envisioned to foster interconnectedness with other human beings and nature [86].

The wish to expand the ecovillage a decade later required some fundamental changes to the
idealistic view espoused by the pioneers in Kilden eco-community [85]. They had to find a workable
common ground with the local municipality’s zoning and planning rules, building codes, and the
already existing infrastructure [89]. The decision to opt for a developer-led expansion of the
ecovillage meant that the introductory courses and trial periods of the early days had to be
abandoned. Several residents saw this as a negotiation between the idealist origins of the ecovillage
and the capitalist world it tries to engage with. A pioneer involved from the early stages of this
process describes it as follows:

I have also gradually come to a kind of demanding position because when you... start to
involve companies and banks and eventually also investors, it becomes, in a way... I have to
build a lot of bridges [between] a commercial capitalist world and... an idealistic world which
is where I come from. And then you try to find a balance and then you have to create
enthusiasm for it and constantly try to keep a momentum. And that has in a way been my life
for maybe 20 years. (HL14)

In trying to appeal to a broad base of potential buyers, Filago referenced sustainability —mainly
in the form of eco-houses —and social life in broad terms. Different buyers had their own expectations
of what an ecovillage is. For some, it represented a possibility to be close to nature, for others it
represented a possibility to raise children in a community, and yet for others, it represented a
possibility to explore spirituality in a community of like-minded people. These motivations did not
always align well with each other.
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The lack of a clear identity for the ecovillage resulted in some residents feeling that the ecovillage
did not reflect their convictions or identity. For example, one resident explained that she moved to
the ecovillage to pursue her deep convictions about food self-sufficiency and living a simple life.
However, there was no longer a place for her vision of a low-tech, simpler form of an ecovillage in
Hurdal any longer.

I mean, there’s a difference between people here, but I do not live in this house because I think
the house is so nice. I came to the ecovillage to live down there [in the straw-bale houses] and
I could have stayed there. For me, the house here does not represent me, I do not want smart
house solutions, I would have liked a compost toilet, I would have liked to have had all those
things, but it was in a way... [the ecovillage] became a package, so either you bought the
house here, or not. (HLO0S)

5.2. Material Expansion and Competence

5.2.1. Findhorn Ecovillage

As elaborated in Section 4.1, the Foundation has always operated with small economic margins
which led to the ambition of physical expansion to bring in more people and generate economic
activity. With the construction of new houses by Ecovillage Ltd. and Duneland Ltd., the strict
adherence to introductory programs for new members was relaxed. Without an introduction to the
ethos of the community, new owners and renters do not start from a common vision, nor do they
gain skills for community living. An additional problem is the turnover of tenants that disturbs the
flow of social life. Consequently, these new clusters experienced conflicts around the use of common
facilities. An East Whins resident lamented the fragmentation that this caused the community:

East Whins is a cohousing...and that would indicate that these 25 units ... should have more
in common than just anyone... these 25 should be more jellying together than the other 200
[in the wider Findhorn community]. And we don’t. [...] And if you have a conflict and you
spend a lot of time solving that conflict and then that person moves away because they are
a tenant, that’s ok because the next one that comes in, you hope, may be different. But when
you have moving parts all the time, then you are like in a spinning machine. ... So, in my
numerical mind, we’re 37 adults who are owners in 25 units, of those 37 adults, maybe 13
or 14 are here at any given moment in time. And that’s an important figure because it’s the
adults in the cohousing, that make it jell (FHO5).

In many of the units there are two individuals that neighbors have to relate to: the owner and
tenant. The owner is expected to be a part of the infrastructural decisions concerning the units while
the tenant is the one that has to engage socially with other residents. Managing the dynamics
described above requires a certain level of competence. Residents developed solutions to improve
the situation by organizing meetings and working through difficulties. There are two examples of
solutions they found that improves the dynamics in East Whins. The first is that they assigned one
resident to be responsible for social activities in the community. The other solution is the separation
of property ownership from the social life in the cluster to ensure tenants could fully participate in
daily decisions and activities.

I think we have done pretty well here; in that we separated the ownership from the social.
That’s something we did 2 years ago. ... We have owners who're not here and we have
residents who are not owners. ... Two years ago, we formed a company limited by
guarantee and all owners are members. ... That company looks after the financial viability
and our commonly owned facilities. ... This is East Whins Cohousing Company. Ever since
2013, we have operated ... with sociocracy. So, when we formed the company, we just made
it more clear to people that the company is for the owners and the sociocratic circles, that is
for everyone who lives here. If it's a 6-week tenant or a 6-year tenant, everyone should be
involved in [the sociocratic] circles... [for] the day to day running. And they run the budget
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that has been applied by them but approved by the company. So, this makes the safe
running [of the cohousing] possible... (FHO05).

The adoption of sociocracy —a decentralized decision-making system [110]—is similar with the
practices of the larger Findhorn community. This is an area where we see an alignment of
competences between the smaller community of East Whins and the larger Findhorn Foundation.
Through this decision-making system, information flow and coordination with other community
organizations becomes easier and facilitates transfer of skills and competences.

East Whins residents have also successfully started a food composting initiative led by one
resident. This resident attended an educational presentation organized by PET and felt inspired to
initiate a composting initiative for East Whins residents. A community leader working in PET
describes how the process unfolded:

We had a presentation about Drawdown. Probably the first one was 5 years ago which I
believe PET actually facilitated and sponsored. [...] Evelyn became aware of the role that
food waste played in the global footprint and how [...] composting of food waste [...] will
have a huge impact if it is taken up on a larger scale. So, she felt inspired to take that up
locally by buying what she calls... I think they’re called hot boxes. And hot boxes are simply
super insulated composting bins that are capable of accelerating the decomposition of food
waste. So, [...] she transfers the compost on to a nearby garden which she also tends in East
Whins right in the corner, in front of what'’s called the sunshine room in East Whins. So,
there she’s got a nice little self-contained community facility she’s inviting anybody with
food waste to contribute and quite a number of people do. ... I believe she now has
something like eight of these hot bins; processes quite a lot of food of her own accord. Now,
those are for ... home owners or tenants because the Foundation also does something
similar with its food waste on a much greater scale (FH14).

West Whins had a different developmental trajectory. As mentioned earlier, to avoid the
financial troubles Duneland faced after East Whins, they prioritized the financial and infrastructural
side of the project. However, the community aspect of it was neglected. A common house was built
in the cluster to foster ‘community bond” through the management of the collective facility. To recall,
West Whins is composed of two housing types: self-built and affordable units. The more affluent
owners of self-built houses were less interested in the common house that came with the cluster as it
requires time and effort to maintain and manage. A key informant with knowledge of how the
process unfolded stated it as follows:

[IIn glib terms, the bigger the person’s house, the less interest they had in a common facility
with a washing machine in it. They got four bedrooms and two washing machines. What
the hell do they need a common facility for? Whereas, you know, people in affordable
housing were much more attached to it. So, as an experiment that didn’t work either and
the place is now up for sale. [...] May be, in 10 years’ time, people will be complaining
bitterly about the fact that there are no more of these facilities (FHO02).

Learning from the two earlier projects, Duneland decided not to build a common house in North
Whins. Instead, they left a plot of land open for future development should this be interesting for
residents. This decision and the quote above indicate that community leaders see a value in a common
physical venue to foster community and nurture skills for shared practices.

To summarize, there are three groups of residents in the Findhorn community: Foundation
members/co-workers, home owners, and tenants. The Foundation’s members gain a wide array of
skills that align with the spiritual values of the community. They engage in different work
departments such as the gardens, the kitchens or community care or they run community
organizations as associate members. Working with practical tasks such as energy generation,
growing food or biological treatment of waste gives them the skills needed for a low-impact
community life. The social competences they build through attunements, community building
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exercises and communal living (for full-time members) help them improve communication and
conflict resolution skills.

Newer residents in the Whins are not required to attend orientation programs. However, as the
quotes above show, East Whins residents managed to develop new skills and institutions of social
organization such as separating ownership from social activities. Their food composting initiative
shows how meaning travelled from PET—an affiliate of Findhorn Foundation—to residents that
started their own successful food composting system. A carbon footprint study conducted by PET
found that close to 70% of residents compost food waste while 88% compost garden waste [111]. The
report credits the East Whins initiative for the high rate of food composting among East Whins
residents.

The move away from including a common house and common facilities in West and North
Whins reduces opportunities for developing the necessary skills for sustainable living —interacting
with each other to create room for new ideas and initiatives, communication and conflict resolution
skills to work on common projects, establishing local businesses that could reduce commuting, and
the like. However, West Whins is still a young community and North Whins is not yet built.
Therefore, it will be interesting to see how the situation develops a few years down the road.

5.2.2. Hurdal Ecovillage

In Hurdal, longtime residents of the ecovillage lament the loss of the introductory courses of the
early days. In addition to creating a common ground in terms of values and meaning, the
introductory courses imparted competence for a life in community. The course aimed to give a
balanced view of what it means to live in a close-knit community by incorporating the type of
challenges that might arise and ways of solving them. This nuanced view of ecovillage life was
replaced by a romanticized and marketable image to facilitate a quick sale of houses. A longtime
resident describes this change of perspective during the different phases of development as follows:

...I liked [the introductory course] very much. [...] Because you got a lot out of the course.
When you come here and buy a house, you are told about all the nice things, but the course
also had a lot of focus on the challenges of living together in a social community. You have to
be willing to undergo personal development, you will get to know other aspects of yourself
that you may not know, so I think it was an incredibly good presentation of all the challenges
that also follow with living in community: there will be quarrels, there will be dishes flying
through the air, there will be, yes, it can be very close, very, very scary, too. ... Many
ecovillages have such admission requirements and things like that. So, it is in a way quite
common, but it was stopped here because ... I feel we are in the interface between the
idealistic and the economic world. And here, a lot of the idealism has been lost to economy.
Here ... there is a developer and the houses should be sold and when you are going to sell
something, you have to present it as heaven on earth so that everyone comes to buy it, and
what happens afterwards, you don’t give it much thought (HLO0S).

The developers marketed an ecovillage where social life could unfold while engaging in
sustainable and social activities. However, as the economy of the project became tight, they decided
against building a common house where these social events could unfold, and residents could
informally develop the skills to communicate with and learn about each other. Residents lacked an
avenue where they could negotiate the ecovillage’s identity and its purpose through the everyday,
spontaneous meetings and discussions that would arise in such a place. One resident explains how
sorely missed such infrastructure is:

[We] lack informal meeting places that may actually help us discover that we can resolve
these conflicts or contradictions. That we may realize that we actually do not have very
different interests. Because I think maybe we attribute to others some qualities that they do
not necessarily have. I think maybe people would recognize they have much in common
(HLO1).
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Another resident expresses the lack of such skills to resolve conflicts and find a common ground:

Yeah, so there it is... a lot of things to learn .... there is the personal, the interpersonal, which
is, how you talk to all these people when you are not used to talking to others... and talk to
people who strongly disagree with yourself. [...] [T]here must somehow be [training in]
modern conflict management ... and communication and different communication
platforms. These are the two things that could have made it go faster, so that one could
understand each other faster and better (HL02).

Communication and conflict resolution skills are important as they form the basis of social
practices that characterize ecovillages. Complexes of practices such as sharing circles, carpooling
systems, growing own food and the like draw on similar competences of being able to communicate
and work with each other. The protracted conflicts caused by the structural problems of the houses,
the lack of trust towards the developer, and the lack of consensus regarding the social organization
and identity of the ecovillage means that residents do not have the opportunity to develop these skills
and establish a thriving local economy.

The business center, Fremtidssmia, was initially planned to be a place where ecovillage
businesses could be established. However, with the level of investment that went into upgrading it,
the costs became prohibitive. Many residents express their hesitation to establish their businesses in
Fremtidssmia for fear of not being able to afford the rent. Others have to find jobs in larger cities such
as Oslo. A resident describes the resilience of residents starting their businesses in their homes while
others commute long distances as follows:

People are producing things. We are producing honey. And now there are some guys
producing jed—or mead, almost like beer but with honey—it is a Viking beverage. A lot of
people are producing kombucha [...] and exchange in different ways. Some people are
producing soaps and detergents. These are mainly running out of people’s homes because
the rent has been so high up there. That’s been the situation because they spent so much
money restoring this place so the rent went up. That kind of put a lead on the
entrepreneurship, I think. [...] Now many people are commuting and it takes a lot of time
and some people are not able to get jobs. They’ll want to go to Oslo to work so, it’s a difficult
situation for some people (HL11).

To summarize, the physical expansion in Hurdal ecovillage took the form of high standard,
expensive housing and the business center—Fremtidssmia. The costs of building eco-houses
exceeded the budget and resulted in significant losses, possibly due to limited competence in the
economics of building eco-houses. Ecovillage introductory courses were abandoned in the
marketization of the ecovillage and with this decision, competence building for community living
were down prioritized. The resulting lack of consensus regarding the identity and vision of the
ecovillage meant that there were increasing tensions and conflict as residents were starting to
establish common activities and businesses. Technical problems with the houses exacerbated this
problem. The decision to abandon a common house in order to build more homes means there was
limited opportunity to build social competence that could help them start common projects or engage
in sharing and collaborative consumption that decreases environmental impact. The high cost of
rentals in Fremtidssmia dampened the possibility for establishing a strong local economy with a
diversity of businesses that can utilize local products or generate innovative ideas.

As the developer was going through its own financial crisis, the ecovillagers were setting up
meetings and workshops to come to a consensus on common values and identity. They started the
process to establish an umbrella organization with a wide enough mandate that will encompass all
ecovillagers. They were organizing courses on sociocracy as they believe it to be a suitable governance
system. They committed to reinvigorate social activities (such as a regular communal dinner,
children’s activities... etc.) to try to rebuild trust and repair community bonds. They were setting up
an initiative to bring together residents with business ideas to create a common platform for all
ecovillage businesses. They hoped that these initiatives would help them rebound from the extended
period of uncertainty and insecurity they experienced in the previous year.
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6. Discussion

Ecovillages are important community-level experiments in alternative and sustainable lifestyles.
Wilhite [3] (p. 108) maintains ‘[the ecovillage concept] combines the goals of minimal environmental
intrusion, social inclusion and collective decision making. It challenges the capitalist fundaments of
private ownership and individual accumulation’. Typically, ecovillages implement one or more of
the following mechanisms to achieve this: collaborative housing, for example, communes and
cohousing, a local economy and local currency, connection to nature, a strong social fabric, and
collaborative forms of consumption such as clothing swaps, toy sharing, shared workspaces, ride
sharing, food co-ops, time banks, bartering, local exchange trading systems and the like (ibid).

The ecovillages under study in this paper have experimented with several of the above-
mentioned practices (for example, collaborative housing, local currency, collaborative consumption,
ride sharing, clothing swaps and the like). These practices fit the definition of complexes as they draw
on similar materials, meanings and competence. This article aims to examine how the expansion of
these ecovillages affected the elements that are necessary to maintain these complexes of practices.
By following Shove et al. [1] approach to social practice theory, the article poses the research question:
how does the choice of developing the infrastructure needed for a sustainable lifestyle promote/limit
the development of the necessary competence and meaning for such a lifestyle?

Findhorn ecovillage is the source of the meaning and competence for the development of the
ecovillages. Findhorn’s founders grounded their core values on their spirituality and developed
relevant competences for self-sustenance. The competences they developed were tuning in to one’s
inspiration and intuition and to work towards that ‘calling’ in a dedicated manner. This has resonated
with people from around the world that flocked to the far-flung community in Northern Scotland.
These newcomers brought with them prior experiences with spirituality, construction know-how,
environmental expertise, and organizational work among others. As Seyfang and Haxeltine [112] (p.
32) observed in their studies of grassroots innovations, individuals with innovative ideas were given
a ‘protective space’ in Findhorn to develop these ideas. When their ideas generated good economic
returns as in the Field of Dreams project, the Foundation benefits by diversifying its sources of
revenue through service provision such as energy and infrastructure, gaining access to resources such
as land or spreading risk. This will again help it to continue with its core work of education and
spirituality.

In the early phases of their development, both Findhorn and Hurdal ecovillages had similar
paths (see Figure 1 below). Both started out with clearly developed ‘meanings’ and value orientation
that revolved around spirituality and deep connection to and working with nature. Both places
started with simple and traditional housing as the ‘material” basis for living out their principles. In
Findhorn, this took the form of caravans and annexes while in Hurdal, it took the form of straw-bale
buildings. Both started acquiring ‘competence’” on food provisioning and building technologies.
However, they soon started facing economic problems and began to experiment with different
economic models. Here, Findhorn benefited from its larger community of practitioners with diverse
backgrounds that could raise funds from within the community and from the community’s extensive
network. Hurdal, however, had to find investors that could take over the economic burden. From
here onwards, the experiences of the two ecovillages started to diverge.
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Figure 1. The path of expansion of Hurdal and Findhorn ecovillages and the impact on the elements

of sustainable practices.

Findhorn’s community organizations such as Ecovillage Ltd., New Findhorn Directions (with
its investments in the wind park and the ‘Living Machine’), Duneland Ltd., and Ekopia could
diversify the economic risk (See Figure Al in Appendix A for organizational map of the Findhorn
community). However, the Foundation has always operated with small economic margins and
expansion is one of the ways it can sustain its practices and provide affordable housing to its co-
workers. The development in the Whins has been an important step in this regard. It has provided
co-housing that sustains some of the practices that are common in ecovillages: shared spaces and
facilities such as common laundry, workshop and bike store, renewable energy sources, communal
gardens, and a common room. However, since the co-housing units were sold on the open market,
there was no initial introduction to the ethos of the Foundation and its larger community. In addition,
the combination of absentee owners and tenants (with uncertain tenure) contributed to the further
fragmentation of the value-grounding of the residents and led to tensions and conflicts. However, as
they were forced to work together to maintain their common infrastructure, they developed
innovative ways to solve tensions and found ways to work on common projects such as the food
composting system that drastically reduced their food waste.

In contrast to East Whins, West Whins was an economic success for the developer —Duneland
Ltd. However, residents with different economic means and backgrounds could not agree on how to
use the common house and consequently, decided to put up the space for sale. This is a return
towards the mainstream tendency of prioritizing privately owned spaces and facilities. Duneland’s
decision to eliminate a common house from North Whins follows in this path, although
architecturally, the design encourages social interaction between neighbors as compared to
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mainstream neighborhoods. Community leaders in Findhorn hope that the vicinity to Findhorn
Foundation with its historical track record in community building and alternative economic model
serves as inspiration for future developments in the Whins.

Hurdal’s experimentation with alternative community organization with self-built homes was
comparatively short lived. With the sale of the property to outside investors, the community lost the
power to influence decisions regarding the ecovillage. In contrast, Duneland Ltd. was a community
organization with a local funding source. As a result, it could implement decisions that were not
exclusively geared towards profit maximization for outside shareholders. Examples of such decisions
are the conservation of 95% of the land it acquired, capping shareholder dividends, encouraging
affordable housing, and adopting building designs that reduced environmental impact and
encouraged social interaction.

In contrast, the developers of Hurdal ecovillage wanted to appeal to the larger society and,
therefore, did not adopt a radically different design for the houses. The environmental and economic
aspects of the houses took priority over social considerations, which indicates a technocratic approach
to sustainability. The lack of competence regarding eco-buildings led to many structural problems
with the houses, paving the way for their survival crisis. The decision to abandon a common house
in order to build more houses and secure economic viability reveals a fidelity to the mainstream
capitalistic worldview, as Wilhite [3] identified.

In both cases, mainstream values seem to infiltrate the ecovillages. In Findhorn, it came through
the buyers of the houses in the Whins. We see a gradual tendency to move closer to mainstream
values of individualized lifestyle, albeit close to an intentional community that could serve as
inspiration. In Hurdal, it came with the developers and their business model. With weakened values,
we see the competences needed for sustainable practices being compromised. As Boyer [18], Roysen
and Mertens [19], and Wilhite [3] show, social skills for community living play crucial roles for
facilitating sustainable practices such as collaborative consumption, self-sufficiency in food and
energy provision, and generating a local economy. With the loss of a common house, the material for
sustainable practices is also weakened, for example, communal dinners and a sharing economy. The
pattern that emerges when studying the ecovillages’ development paths shows the interdependence
of the elements of sustainable practices and the dynamic ways that they influence each other. If one
element, for example, materiality, takes priority at the expense of the other elements, the very
foundation for sustainable practices can be shaken. This may also have implications for how long
these ecovillages will continue to be ‘communities of sustainable practice’. Future research could
expand on such an analysis by measuring the environmental impacts of sustainable practices along
the developmental trajectories of ecovillages.

7. Conclusions

This article examined the development paths of two ecovillages by adopting a social practice
theoretical approach. The study tracked the physical, social, and economic decisions these ecovillages
made in order to expand their practices. Ecovillages continuously negotiate with mainstream values,
rules and regulations, and societal expectations of standards of physical structures.

Ecovillages with a robust local economy and social network are better equipped to adopt
alternative economic paths in this negotiation, such as financing affordable housing, encouraging
social enterprises, and experimenting with new modes of economic activities. However, ecovillages
that do not have these resources are forced to resort to mainstream business models where there is
the expectation of generating revenues and profit for investors. In this interface, there is a risk that
ecovillages can compromise the elements that are essential to maintain sustainable social practices.
Materials (in this study, houses and physical infrastructure) become more expensive than what
ecovillagers can afford. As a result, these houses are sold in the open market to individuals with
resources, diluting the values of simplicity, sharing and collaborative consumption prevalent in
ecovillages. This, in turn, leads to the weakening of the social and practical competence needed for
these practices. The interdependent nature of the elements of sustainable practices has significant
implications for ecovillages interested in expansion and the paths they embark on in this quest.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10585 21 of 28

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Acknowledgments: I would like to thank Ove D. Jakobsen and Monica Guillen-Royo for their comments and
support throughout the development of this article. I would also like to extend my deep gratitude to the
members of Hurdal ecovillage and Findhorn community for their generous participation in the study. Thank
you also to Jessica Allen Hanssen for proofreading and editing the article. Finally, I would like to thank the
anonymous reviewers for their valuable comments during the review process.

Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflict of interest.

Appendix A

H

I 2
Claysongs Ceramics inies s; f$‘llnge

East ‘IA\’::;:I e:lden!s ins Residents’

The Findhorn Village
Conservation Company
Field of
s Property Owners

Station House C
Ltd.

Biomatrix Water N
it Individual Park Property 7 "R Fifdhom DUnes Trust e Moray Counc
Findhorn Bay Holiday
Park
. ‘ Phoenix Comunity Stores _Findhom Klnlo” Communlty
New Findhorn V
Directions Indlvnd 4l Community (W)

ers & Members of s
the Public Dupeland Ltd.

niversal Hall
Promotions

Global Ebvijidge Network
Titleholders
% vy Foundation Risociation Bodysurf Scotland
// / ﬂ" outh Trust
Z <N\ \ oo Aot
// n.-mo-p.q- Toam, ___JNDS %
// flndhom College nnoslmm entary Health
/ 0 e ers
/cn zm. F%\}\ = "" “‘2"' \ Trega For Life
o Bakehousd Ca
/Y Qgﬁ::zm .;somau an \pea ounci ol
i ° ‘@” Onparimes @ Pak u-b R TS Findhgm Consultancy
9 “T"“ Childrén and Youth if>®®= = Findham Pottery
Aromantic
Owner/shareholder S M Community =~ \romant
Memoer Pagk Ecovillage Trust ray Carshiid
Subsiduary @ A
——— Subgroup Big Sky Print
----- Business Agreement Jrom Flower Essences
9 Inner Links UK Green Leaf Design & Build

Not-for-profit Comany
Charity Findhorn Press
For-profit Company

[ ]

[ ]

[ ] Unincorporated Association

[ ) Subgroup / Department / Team
°

Organisational Unit

Figure Al. Organizational map of the Findhorn community (source: Findhorn Ecovillage
Community [113]).



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10585 22 of 28

N o —"

— — = -
—
B el
——— /_/ '
To the wind park
North Whins ;

Wiie's Wood

Whiskey
barrel houses

/

A
=)
The original N y
settlement & | > )
sanctuaries

Community center
and kitchen

To Cluny Hill,
8kms away

Findhorn Bay

Figure A2. Map of The Park Ecovillage, Findhorn (source of background map: The Findhorn
Foundation and Community [114]).



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10585 23 of 28

<.\ e 3 ’// | / g
[ < o
B & f |
\ ‘ e \ J
\ a8y £ ;
aws

\ \ :

Nl ® L]

70 modern eco-buildings
about 350 meters north of the
original site of the ecovillage
with bale houses

Original nine self-constructed bale houses

r‘“ s, - T v, v J
LAY A
\ ,:?s The old vicarage used as a common house by an association of
\\ g f ecovillage residents
\ W |
\

//
\S\N
[

i

\/

3 Ry &5 S
W - 2 ; PN ol :‘ -4

Community supported agriculture, a vegetable garden and an
orchard

slgg e Meieriodden

. we Fremtidssmia ecological business center ]
Kir el&etsen -

0 50 100 150  200m

Figure A3. Map of Hurdal Ecovillage (source of background map: ©kartverket/norgeskart.no [115]).

References

1. Shove, E.; Pantzar, M.; Watson, M. The Dynamics of Social Practice: Everyday Life and How it Changes; SAGE
Publications Ltd: London, UK, 2012; doi:10.4135/9781446250655.

2. Jackson, T. Prosperity Without Growth: Economics for a Finite Planet; Routledge: Abingdon, Oxon, UK, 2009;
pp. 1-264, d0i:10.4324/9781849774338.

3. Wilhite, H. The Political Economy of Low Carbon Transformation: Breaking the Habits of Capitalism; Routledge:
Abingdon, Oxon, UK, 2016; doi:10.4324/9781315745787.

4. Fudge, S.; Peters, M.; Hoffman, S.M.; Wehrmeyer, W. Introduction. In The Global Challenge of Encouraging
Sustainable Living: Opportunities, Barriers, Policy and Practice, Fudge, S., Peters, M., Hoffman, S.M,,
Wehrmeyer, W., Eds; Edward Elgar Publishing: Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, UK; 2013,
doi:10.4337/9781781003756.

5. Spaargaren, G. Sustainable Consumption: A Theoretical and Environmental Policy Perspective. Soc. Nat.
Resour. 2003, 16, 687-701, doi:10.1080/08941920309192.

6.  Corsini, F.; Laurenti, R.; Meinherz, F.; Appio, F.P.; Mora, L. The advent of practice theories in research on
sustainable consumption: Past, current and future directions of the field. Sustainability 2019, 11, 341,
d0i:10.3390/su11020341.

. Giddens, A. The Constitution of Society: Outline of the Theory of Structuration; Polity Press: Cambridge, UK, 1984.
8.  Giddens, A. Modernity and Self-Identity: Self and Society in the Late Modern Age; Polity Press: Cambridge UK, 1991.
9.  Reckwitz, A. Toward a Theory of Social Practices: A Development in Culturalist Theorizing. Eur. J. Soc.

Theory 2002, 5, 243-263, d0i:10.1177/13684310222225432.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10585 24 of 28

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Schatzki, T.R. Social Practices: A Wittgensteinian Approach to Human Activity and the Social; Cambridge
University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1996, d0i:10.1017/CB09780511527470.

Hargreaves, T. Practice-ing behaviour change: Applying social practice theory to pro-environmental
behaviour change. J. Consum. Cult. 2011, 11, 79-99, doi:10.1177/1469540510390500.

Jensen, C.L. Understanding energy efficient lighting as an outcome of dynamics of social practices. J. Clean.
Prod. 2017, 165, 1097-1106, doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.07.213.

Jalas, M.; Hyysalo, S.; Heiskanen, E.; Lovio, R.; Nissinen, A.; Mattinen, M.; Rinkinen, J.; Juntunen, J.K;
Tainio, P.; Nissild, H. Everyday experimentation in energy transition: A practice-theoretical view. J. Clean.
Prod. 2017, 169, 77-84, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.03.034.

Sahakian, M.; Wilhite, H. Making practice theory practicable: Towards more sustainable forms of
consumption. J. Consum. Cult. 2014, 14, 25-44, doi:10.1177/1469540513505607.

Hansen, A. Transport in transition: Doi moi and the consumption of cars and motorbikes in Hanoi. J.
Consum. Cult. 2017, 17, 378-396, d0i:10.1177/1469540515602301.

Kennedy, E.; Krahn, H.; Krogman, N.T. Taking social practice theories on the road: A mixed-methods case
study of sustainable transportation. In Innovations in Sustainable Consumption: New Economics, Socio-technical
Transitions and Social Practices, Maurie, ].C., Halina Szejnwald, B., Philip, ]J.V., Eds.; Edward Elgar
Publishing: Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, UK, 2013; 10.4337/9781781001349.

Shove, E. Converging Conventions of Comfort, Cleanliness and Convenience. Consum. Issues Law Econ.
Behav. Sci. 2003, 26, 395-418, d0i:10.1023/A:1026362829781.

Boyer, RH.W. Achieving one-planet living through transitions in social practice: a case study of Dancing
Rabbit Ecovillage. Sustain. Sci. Pract. Policy 2016, 12, 47-59, doi:10.1080/15487733.2016.11908153.

Roysen, R.; Mertens, F. New normalities in grassroots innovations: The reconfiguration and normalization
of social practices in an ecovillage. ]. Clean. Prod. 2019, 236, 117647, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.117647.
Brombin, A. Faces of sustainability in Italian ecovillages: food as ‘contact zone’. Int. |. Consum. Stud. 2015,
39, 468-477, d0i:10.1111/ijcs.12225.

Miller, E.; Bentley, K. Leading a Sustainable Lifestyle in a ‘Non-Sustainable World": Reflections from
Australian Ecovillage and Suburban Residents. ]. Educ. Sustain. Dev. 2012, 6, 137-147,
doi:10.1177/097340821100600120.

Global Ecovillage Network. What is an ecovillage? Available online: https://ecovillage.org/projects/what-
is-an-ecovillage/ (accessed on 4 December 2018).

Avelino, F.; Wittmayer, ].M.; Pel, B.; Weaver, P.; Dumitru, A.; Haxeltine, A.; Kemp, R.; Jorgensen, M.S.;
Bauler, T.; Ruijsink, S., et al. Transformative social innovation and (dis)empowerment. Technol. Forecast.
Soc. 2019, 145, 195-206, doi: 10.1016/j.techfore.2017.05.002.

Costanza, R.; Cumberland, J.H.; Daly, H.; Goodland, R.; Norgaard, R.B.; Kubiszewski, I.; Franco, C. An
introduction to ecological economics, 2nd ed.; Taylor & Francis Group: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2014.

Gough, I. Heat, Greed and Human Need: Climate Change, Capitalism and Sustainable Wellbeing; Edward Elgar
Publishing: Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, UK, 2017; doi:10.4337/9781785365119.

Oswald, Y.; Owen, A.; Steinberger, J.K. Large inequality in international and intranational energy
footprints between income groups and across consumption categories. Nat. Energy 2020, 5, 231-239,
doi:10.1038/s41560-020-0579-8.

Wiedmann, T.; Lenzen, M.; Keyfer, L.T.; Steinberger, ].K. Scientists’ warning on affluence. Nat. Commun.
2020, 11, 1-10, doi:10.1038/s41467-020-16941-y.

Max-Neef, M. Human Scale Development: Conception, Application and Further Reflections; The Apex Press: New
York, NY, USA, 1991.

Boyer, R H.W. Grassroots Innovation for Urban Sustainability: Comparing the Diffusion Pathways of Three
Ecovillage Projects. Env. Plann A 2015, 47, 320-337, doi:10.1068/a140250p.

Guillen-Royo, M. Sustainability and Wellbeing: Human-Scale Development in Practice; Taylor and Francis:
London, UK, 2016.

Halkier, B. Sustainable lifestyles in a new economy: a practice theoretical perspective on change behavior
campaigns and sustainability issues. In Innovations in Sustainable Consumption: New Economics, Socio-
technical Transitions, and Social Practices, Cohen, M., Brown, H., Vergragt, P., Eds.; Edward Elgar Publishing:
Cheltenham, UK, 2013; pp. 209229

Koch, M. Structure, action and change: A Bourdieusian perspective on the preconditions for a degrowth
transition. Sustain. : Sci. Pract. Policy 2020, 16, 4-14, d0i:10.1080/15487733.2020.1754693.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10585 25 of 28

33.

34.

35.
36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.
48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

Southerton, D.; Chappelis, H.; van Vliet, B. Sustainable Consumption: The Implications of Changing
Infrastructures of Provision; Edward Elgar Publishing: Cheltenham, UK, 2004.

Shove, E.; Pantzar, M. Consumers, Producers and Practices: Understanding the invention and reinvention
of Nordic walking. |. Consum. Cult. 2005, 5, 43—-64, d0i:10.1177/1469540505049846.

Pickerill, J. Eco-Homes People, Place and Politics; Zed Books Ltd.: London, UK, 2016.

Madigan, R.; Munro, M. Gender, house and "home": Social meanings and domestic architecture in Britain.
J. Archit. Plan. Res. 1991, 8, 116-132.

Sheard, N. Vacation homes and regional economic development. Reg. Stud. 2019, 53, 1-14,
doi:10.1080/00343404.2019.1605440.

Wenger, E.C.; Snyder, W.M. Communities of Practice: The Organizational Frontier. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2000,
78, 139-145.

Russell, H. Sharing conventions: Communities of practice and thermal comfort. In Sustainable Practices :
Social Theory and Climate Change, Spurling, N., Shove, E., Eds.; Routledge: London, England, UK, 2013;
Volume 95, pp. 103-114.

Dawson, ]J. Ecovillages: New Frontiers for Sustainability; Green Books Ltd: Devton, UK, 2006.

Gesota, B. Ecovillages as Models for Sustainable Development: A Case Study Approach. Master's Thesis, Albert-
Ludwig University of Freiburg, Germany, and University of KwaZulu-Natal, Durban, South Africa, 2006.
Gilman, R. The eco-village challenge. Living Together: Sustainable Community Development; Context Institute,
Bainbridge Island, WA, USA 1991; pp 10-14. Available online: https://www.context.org/iclib/ic29/
(accessed on 16 December 2020).

Kunze, I. Social Innovations for Communal and Ecological Living: Lessons from Sustainability Research
and Observations in Intentional Communities. J. Commun. Stud. Assoc. 2012, 32, 50-67.

Avelino, F.; Kunze, I. Exploring the transition potential of the ecovillage movement. In Proceedings of
European Conference on Sustainability Transitions: Dynamics & Governance of Transitions to
Sustainability, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 4-5 June 2009.

Seyfang, G.; Smith, A. Grassroots innovations for sustainable development: Towards a new research and
policy agenda. Environ. Politics 2007, 16, 584-603, doi:10.1080/09644010701419121.

Christian, D.L. Creating a Life Together: Practical Tools to Grow Ecovillages and Intentional Communities; New
Society Publishers: Gabriola Island, CA, USA, 2003.

Sevier, L.; Henderson, M.; Naidu, N. Ecovillages: A model life? Ecologist 2008, 38, 36-37.

Sherry, J. The impact of community sustainability: A life cycle assessment of three ecovillages. |. Clean.
Prod. 2019, 237, 117830, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.117830.

Van Schyndel Kasper, D. Redefining community in the ecovillage. Hum. Ecol. Rev. 2008, 15, 12-24.

Bang, .M. Growing Eco-Communities: Practical Ways to Create Sustainability; Floris Books: Edinburgh, UK, 2007.
Cunningham, P.A. Exploring the efficacy of consensus-based decision-making: A pilot study of the
Cloughjordan Ecovillage, Ireland. Int. |. Hous. Mark. Anal. 2014, 7, 233-253, d0i:10.1108/[JHMA-06-2013-0040.
Pickerill, J. The Built Ecovillage: Exploring the Processes and Practices of Eco-housing. In Realizing Utopia:
Ecovillage Endeavors and Academic Approaches, 8th ed.; Andreas, M., Wagner, F., Eds.; Rachel Carson Center
for Environment and Society: Munich, Germany, 2012; doi:10.5282/rcc/6185pp. 99-110.

Garden, M. Leaving Utopia. Int. |. Incl. Democr. 2006, 2, 1-6.

Garden, M. The eco-village movement: Divorced from reality. Int. J. Incl. Democr. 2006, 2, 1-5.

Mason, K. Justice in building, building in justice: The reconstruction of intragenerational equity in framings
of sustainability in the eco-building movement. Environ. Values 2014, 23, 99-118,
doi:10.3197/096327114X13851122269124.

Pickerill, J. Findhorn Eco-village, Forres, Scotland. In Eco-Homes + Communities. Available online:
https://ecohomes.blog/2013/07/24/findhorn-eco-village-forres-scotland/ (accessed on 16 December 2020).
Pickerill, ]. Critically Interrogating Eco-Homes. Int. J. Urban Reg. Res. 2017, 41, 353-365, doi:10.1111/1468-
2427.12453.

QSR International NVivo 12 Pro, Version 12; Alfasoft Software, Solutions and Services for Science and
Technology: Burlington, MA, USA, 2018.

Miles, M.B.; Huberman, A.M.; Saldafa, J. Qualitative Data Analysis : A Methods Sourcebook, 4th ed.; SAGE:
Los Angeles, CA, USA, 2020.

East, M. Current thinking on sustainable human habitat: the Findhorn Ecovillage case. Ecocycles 2018, 4,
68-72, doi:10.19040/ecocycles.v4i1.107.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10585 26 of 28

61.

62.
63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.
76.

77.
78.

79.
80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.
88.

Heerland, A.M.-K. Hurdal ekolandsby: 150 beboere, 12 nasjonaliteter. Eidsvoll Ullensaker Blad; Eidsvoll,
Norway, 2019.

Findhorn Community. The Findhorn Garden Story; Findhorn Press: Forres, UK, 1975.

Forster, P.M.; Wilhelmus, M. The Role of Individuals in Community Change Within the Findhorn
Intentional Community. Contemp. Justice Rev. 2005, 8, 367-379, d0i:10.1080/10282580500334221.

Findhorn Foundation. 2019 Annual Report And Financial Statements; Findhorn Foundation: Findhorn, 2019.
Available online: https://www.findhorn.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/AR-2019-14Nov19.pdf (accessed
on 16 December 2020).

Interviewee FHO6. Conversations during Experience Week in Findhorn. Temesgen, A., Ed.; Findhorn
Community: Findhorn, UK, 2019.

Findhorn Foundation. 2018 Annual Report And Financial Statements; Findhorn Foundation: Findhorn, UK,
2018.  Available online: https://www.findhorn.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/AR18V18-1-1.pdf
(accessed on 16 December 2020).

Wikipedia Contributors. Findhorn Ecovillage. Available online:
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Findhorn_Ecovillage&oldid=969632267 (accessed on 11
November 2020).

Trahair, R.C.S. Utopias and Utopians: An Historical Dictionary; Greenwood Press: Westport, CT, USA, 1999.
Park Ecovillage Trust. East Whins Story. Available online:
https://parkecovillagetrust.co.uk/2017/06/15/east-whins-story-2/ (accessed on 5 May 2020).

Rightmove. House Prices in Field Of Dreams, Findhorn, Forres, Morayshire, IV36. Available online:
https://www.rightmove.co.uk/house-prices/iv36/field-of-dreams.html (accessed on 13 May 2020).

Levith, W. Live in an Eco-Friendly Scotch Whiskey Barrel House. Available online:
https://www.insidehook.com/article/food-and-drink/eco-friendly-scotch-whiskey-barrel-house (accessed
on 6 June 2020).

Dunelandfindhorn. Duneland Celebration. YouTube, 29 November 2012.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=25&v=_AV1TLs611Q (accessed on 16 December 2020).

Duneland Ltd. 20th Year Celebration. Proud of the Past—Focused on the Present—Prepared for the Future;
Duneland Ltd: Findhorn, UK, 2017.

dunelandfindhorn. Duneland Hall presentation 5 20100308.mov. YouTube, 11 March 2011,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=edDhnrr4V5E (accessed on 16 December 2020).

Duneland Ltd. Ownership of the Foreshore Retained by Duneland; Duneland Ltd: Findhorn, UK, n.d.

Right to Build Toolkit. Duneland Ecovillage, Scotland. Available online:
https://righttobuildtoolkit.org.uk/case-studies/duneland-ecovillage/# (accessed on 10 February 2020).
Anonymous informant #FH02. (Digital Communication). Personal Communication. 2020.
Dunelandfindhorn. Duneland Hall presentation 4 20100308.mov. YouTube, 11 March 2010,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EdB4pnCPSCY (accessed on 16 December 2020).

Anonymous respondent #FHO05. (Digital Communication). Personal Communication. 2020.

Park  Ecovillage  Trust.  Affordable Housing—Community = Owned. Available online:
https://parkecovillagetrust.co.uk/affordable-housing/ (accessed on 5 May 2020).

Ekopia Resource Exchange. Findhorn Ecovillage Land & Housing Trust Allocations Policy; Ekopia: Findhorn,
UK, 2012.

Park Ecovillage Trust. North Whins Story. Available online:
https://parkecovillagetrust.co.uk/2019/08/10/north-whins-story/ (accessed on 6 May 2020).

Duneland Ltd. North Whins Terrace. Plots 14.1—14.9. Available online:
https://www .facebook.com/dunelanduk/photos/pcb.2759497157495773/2759488970829925/?type=3&theate
r (accessed on 8 May 2020).

Anonymous respondent #FH07. (Digital Communication). Personal Communication. 2020.

Hurdal ekolandsby. Historikk. Available online: https://www.hurdalecovillage.no/historikk/ (accessed on
1 October 2019).

Halvorson, R. Kilden gkosamfunn. In Samfunnsliv; Universitetsforlaget: Oslo, Norway, 2003.

Torp, S. (Hurdal Ecovillage, Hurdal, Norway). Personal Communication. 2020.

Westskog, H.; Winther, T.; Aasen, M. The Creation of an Ecovillage: Handling Identities in a Norwegian
Sustainable Valley. Sustainability 2018, 10, 2074, doi:10.3390/su10062074.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10585 27 of 28

89.

90.
91.

92.
93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.
99.

100.

101.

102.

103.
104.

105.

106.

107.
108.

109.
110.

111.

112.

113.

Bakke-Kigsterud, C. Qkolandsby pa norsk—samhandling med kommunen i to gkolandsbyprosjekt pa
Ostlandet. Master’s Thesis, Univeristy of Tromsg, Tromsg, Norway, June 2010.

Eriksen, T.G. Okolandsbyen. In Nrk dokumentar, Nrk: Oslo, Norway, 2015.

Jacobsen, R. Gaia arkitekter. Available online: http://gaia-prosjekt.no/%c3%b8kolandsbyer.html (accessed
on 30 September 2019).

Filago. Beerekraft i Sentrum. Available online: https://www filago.no (accessed on 4 June 2019).
Lund-Roland, P.; Ulvang, R. Eksempelprosjekter fra Filago / Aktivhus. In Klimavennlig Boligplanlegging i
Kaldt Klima, Alta Kommune: Alta, Norway, 2018.

Langvad, S.N. Det Trengs en Landsby for a Oppdra En Hel Dal. Available online: https://www.arkitektur-
n.no/artikler/hurdal# (accessed on 10 December 2019).

Aktivhus. Available online: https://www.aktiv-hus.no/aktivhus (accessed on 30 September 2019).
Workshop Participant HL16. Workshop Discussion; Temesgen, A., Ed.; Hurdal Ecovillage: Hurdal, Norway, 2019.
Torp, S. The Story of Hurdal Ecovillage. Available online: https://medium.com/@gaiaeducation/the-story-
of-hurdal-ecovillage-18d667106fe5 (accessed on 10 October 2019).

Interviewee HL11. Ecovillage Businesses; Temesgen, A., Ed.; Hurdal Ecovillage: Hurdal, Norway, 2018.

Fra Hurdal. Mat og produkter fra skogsbygda Hurdal. Available online: https://www.frahurdal.no/
(accessed on 16 August 2020).

Klingenberg, M. Smarthussystemet i gkolandsbyen klikket: Lysene blinket, persienner og stepsler var ute
av kontroll. In TU Bygg, Teknisk Ukeblad: Oslo, Norway, 2018.

Klingenberg, M. Smarthuslandsbyen klikket—etter tre ar med problemer har Aron endelig fatt et
«dummere» hus. In TU Bygg, Teknisk Ukeblad: Oslo, Norway, 2018.

Randen, M. Jkodremmen som endte i ssksmal nabokrangel og konkurstrusler. Dagens Neringsliv, 24 June
2019, p 3.

Grieg, LR. @kolandsby Mot Salg Eller Konkurs; Dagens Neeringsliv: Oslo, Norway, 2019.

Lund-Roland, H. (Oslo). Varsel uteblivelse av rentebetaling Filago AS og salg av aksjene i Filago Prosjekt
Holding 1 AS. 2019.

Grieg, LR.; Randen, M. Utbygger av okolandsbyer fikk lan i aller siste liten. Dagens Neeringsliv, 13 March
2019. Available online: https://www.dn.no/bygg-og-anlegg/filago/helge-lund-roland/hurdal/utbygger-av-
okolandsbyer-fikk-lan-i-aller-siste-liten/2-1-564228 (accessed on 16 December 2020).

Randen, M. Qkolandsbyselskapet Filago er konkurs—tidligere Orkla-direkter Tom Vidar Rygh har
allerede  solgt seg ut. Dagens Neeringsliv. 29  August 2019. Available online:
https://www.dn.no/eiendom/helge-lund-roland/trygve-harder-strand/johan-kristian-falk-
pedersen/okolandsbyselskapet-filago-er-konkurs-tidligere-orkla-direktor-tom-vidar-rygh-har-allerede-
solgt-seg-ut/2-1-662652 (accessed on 16 December 2020).

Hurdal ecovillage. Vision Seminar— Ecovillage Design Introduction; Hurdal Ecovillage: Hurdal, Norway, 2018.
Tinsley, S.; George, H. Ecological Footprint of the Findhorn Foundation and Community; Sustainable
Development Research Centre: Forres, UK, 2006.

Gibsone, C.; Bang, ].M. Permaculture. A Spiritual Approach; Findhorn Press: Moray, Scotland, 2015.
Bockelbring, B.; Priest, ], David, L. Sociocracy 3.0—A Practical Guide. Available online:
https://patterns.sociocracy30.org/introduction.html (accessed on 21 April 2020).

Park  Ecovillage  Trust. Carbon  Footprint ~ Assessment  2019.  Available  online:
https://parkecovillagetrust.co.uk/2020/05/carbon-footprint-assessment-2019/ (accessed on 20 June 2020).
Seyfang, G.; Haxeltine, A. Growing Grassroots Innovations: Exploring the Role of Community-Based
Initiatives in Governing Sustainable Energy Transitions. Environ. Plan. C. Politics Space 2012, 30, 381-400,
doi:10.1068/c10222.

Findhorn Ecovillage Community. Organizational Map of the Findhorn Ecovillage Community. Available
online: https://kumu.io/embed/f5d7241e9d0dc2b69564f4e0d139c404#organisational-map-of-the-findhorn-
ecovillage-community (accessed on 2 June 2020).



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10585 28 of 28

114. Findhorn Foundation. The Park Ecovillage Findhorn. Available online: https://www.findhorn.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/02/A4-Park-Map.pdf (accessed on 6 June 2020).

115. Kartverket. Hurdal. Norgeskart. 2019. Available online: https://www kartverket.no/ (accessed on 16
December 2020).

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

© 2020 by the author. Licensee MDP]I, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
‘@ @ article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution

(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).




