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IV

IV for themselves, joined this particular commune 
with the hope for something else, there is a clear 
and explicit choice that is being made. A conscious 
attempt to create a different commonality or norm, 
removed from what they felt was an improper type 
of authoritarian control limiting their lives, actions, 
and type of social order. As such, the act of joining 
a commune — noble, misguided, or even both — was 
a choice made with the idea that no common ought 
to be super imposed upon them. Yet this seems to be 
exactly what happens to the children. You are born 
into a common with no capacity to judge if you want 
to be part of it.

The children are not given the same choice, 
breadth of knowledge or capacity to choose as 
the first generation commune inhabitants have 
— as tragically expressed by the narrator and his 
childhood companions.

It all seems to be rooted in a form of authority. As the 
first child born in the commune rightly admonishes 
the narrator’s mother, Otto Muehl was not wholly to 
blame, he used the power given to him. Everyone was 
responsible for the situation and conditions there. 
Though we are here talking about a commune — a 
social formation we more often than not preordain 
as blight — is this not true for communities, and our 
community, as well? Yet, 
we blame the leader — 
the one who takes — and 
often forget to blame 
who has purposefully or 
inadvertently given.

 
Some thoughts on the film:

•	 Commune as therapy, breaking away 
from (a) particular authority. This is how 
the adults of Friedrichshof Commune 
experienced it.

•	 Commune as art. This is 
how Otto Muehl intended 
it to be.

•	 Commune as social 
experiment, 
living in a very 
different social 
structure. 
This how we 
understand it.

The Aktionsanalytische 
Organisation (AAO), or commonly 
known as the Friedrichshof 
Commune, lives up to my 
expectations. It is a place of 
alternatives. Echoing some 
comments that seem to have 
been uttered in the discussion 
following the screening of the 
film, there does not need to be 
anything intrinsically bad about the commune, or 
at least excessive in relation to other communes. 
Here we are speaking about the structure and the 
participation of young adults that joined looking for 
something different, in a certain sense a particular 
intimacy they believed they did not have in their 
“normal” everyday life. Otto Muehl is clearly a creep 
and his actions utterly atrocious. What did anyone 
expect though? Supposedly the narrator’s mother 
had not looked into who Otto Muehl was before 
joining his commune.

Either way, there seemed to be a sense of looking for 
a new family, one that you choose. If not one of the 
main underlying themes of the commune, certainly 
an underlying theme of the film. This is where 
things get interesting, and tear jerkingly unbearable 
to watch. What about the kids born into this 
environment? It is a question we could ask ourselves 
about every commune.

If we are to consider that the adults, or at the very 
least humans capable of judging right from wrong 

 
Community is based on commonality, a basic 
principle of inclusion, yet the very basis of a 
community is exclusion — a differentiation of what 
is common and not common. Some say that this 
push and pull of exclusion and inclusion is at the 
very root of how we form not only our societies, but 
also culture, and to a great degree our knowledge — 
common sense.

Yet, when we probe it a bit more, and reduce it to 
a more straight forward concept, we are left with 
“you are in or you are out.” This is a formulation 
we have been hearing with increasing frequency 
(frighteningly so) — with the current popular rise 
being associated with George W. Bush Junior on 
September 20, 2001:

Every nation, in every region, now has a 
decision to make. Either you are with us, or 
you are with the terrorists.

Though it seems so utterly ridiculous, we are 
confronted by it nearly everyday and in various 
situations, which more often than not go unnoticed. 

It is only when we are confronted by something 
different, foreign, not normative, do we then recoil 
more overtly.

Recently we seem to be confronted by an odd 
situation. We have been joined together in our 
aversion to various kinds and degrees of intimacy. 
It is odd because intimacy is 
perhaps the most powerful and 
binding agent of commonality. 
Whether we call it capitalism, 
privatization, or individualism, there are clearly 
factors that seem to push us further from each other, 
which in turn is becoming common. 
The foundation of community is 
our need to support, and protect 
ourselves together with others, 
in sickness and in health. What 
binds us as such is a certain 
sense of intimacy. What does it mean when we lose 
touch with this intimacy on a general, social, level? 
With the following we hope to explore this relation 
between intimacy and community (or commonality) 
a bit further. 

Community	
Intimacy
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Reflection 
My Fathers, My Mother, and Me
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we beschuldigen de leider - 
degenen die (de macht) neemt 
- en vergeten vaak diegene te 
beschuldigen die doelbewust de 
macht gegeven heeft.

leven in een 
andere sociale 
structuur

intimiteit is wellicht 
de sterkste en meest 
bindende kracht achter 
gemeenschappelijkheid

de basis van een 
gemeenschap is onze 
behoefte om elkaar en 
anderen te steunen en 
te beschermen tijdens 
ziekte en gezondheid


