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. è ,SELF IMPROVEMENT OR.SOCIAL ACTIONQ i

E.L.F.'s (Edinburgh Liberation Frontis) Campaign to abolish_traffic o
from Princess Street has aroused a lot of interest and, I think (just
from talking to blekes_Â~ non+members ðð in Glasgow), a lot of sympa-'
thetic support. If this campaign builds uo (ii) and succeeds, then I,
for one, would be delighted. Thereós no reason (if we overlook the
profit óneedsô of Princess Street shopkeepers) why grass, trees,-beer.
gardens, street theatre, and lots more, couldnlt replace the traffic-
jamed street. .. T i"*Áó. ,è ~.,;". Â.,Q

A section of Glasgow's Buchanan Street has been banned to all traffic,
and the transformation, unimaginative though it is, is quite startling.
SQ that people see it gan_be.done. The Princess Street shopkeepers p
will (I think) certainly oppose the abolition of buses (at least) asp
the bus stops are strategically placed so that the buses empty the
potential consumers right outside the stores. Consumer trucks.

ó I

' A óI'm very loath to oppose thesattempt to assert people's needs, It's _
true, members will probably sneer, that they're just trying to make
capitalism more palatable, but the self-same members are not slow to go
for as much money as possible and move from slums to cleaner and health-
ier areas. The Protestant ethic strikes again! _ " 

_ _ _ . . ' 1 .

Apparently selfðimprovement is O.K;, moving from a brutal enviroment to
a more civilised one. Egtnngtep In both cases the enviroment is accept-

eQ_as given. What I'm trying to get at is that both enviroments have
been planned "from.the_topñ.. The "changing of circumstances" (which
members parrot) is seen_simply as-a selfetgensfer from one set of givenó
circumstances to another, but not the changing of circumstances as such,

-_ . .as social action. p_

In the "Protestant ethic" sense, the self change from one given set of
circumstances to another is the result of rewards handed aows ream  -

above, which, individually, makes capitalism more palatable. Whether
this succeeds depends greatly on the individual but, agin, the wish for
further self improvement is simply a wish to move on to further given '
circumstances, The totality of these circumstances,_capitalism, is-then,
for all practical purposes, accepted as given, that is,.as natural,
irrespective of how absolute their "revolutionary" theory may be. óSocial
action is then removed from the present world of real men (and women!)
and reduced to an abstract isolated act somewhere over the rainbow.Ä

. . p ó _> __ _, .. _._ ____;. _ ._ óI . ~_ 9 ó

. ~ I _ ' . ó

The seperation'between individual and social actionleads to (or stems
from) the separation between practicaily supporting capitalism and
theoretically.opposing;ii-  - o   V. . . ~ --~ [ ó

' I

l .. , _ _ _ .
.. -.\- ,1

Members (reluctantly in some cases) "support" trade unionism, i.e.
generally, attempts by workers to get more money in order to aquire a
greater quantity of things._ Fair enough. But outside 0? this, members
are very wary (to say the least) to encourage workers to assert themð

- .- . ó _

selves in the wider Vnon~economic"-social world. Could it be that they
see<workers not as real men, but solely as "economic men", abstract <
bearers of labour power?, This is now the capitalist sees them._-ó ~~

h . ó ' - ' .-\
. ' - V ' uni -

There are even members who don't support claimants unions, no doubt
on the grounds that.workers_who have an unsaleable product (labour ó
power) haee no basis for any action, and therefore, should accept their
lot. This,again, is exactly how the capitalist sees it. .; Lè i ~ T -~

. >



.clearly formulating the problers. What Iim trying to get at is that_M_

__2þ . Ä

As far as the boss is concerned it's the workers skills (labour power)
he's concerned with, not the man (the worker) as such. The worker is
rendered less real than his skills, of which, apparently, he is the'
abstract bearer. We're numbers,not men. And if unemployed workers, no
matter how limited their views, ignore that they've nothing to sell,
and still attempt to assert themselves colledtively as men, then it's
rather strange "revolutionaries" who would sneeringly dismiss thier
actions as futile.

To oppose collective action (unity is strength) by unemployed is to
leave them helpless atomized victims of capitalism. Can Socialismm,w,
(as a practical proposition) be established by isolated broken men?

. .
. u ~ 1

But then , how many members.attempt to see socialism aÄ_a practical T
proposition? Tho many members still think of the "class struggle" in
the 19th century narrow "economic" and"political" (parliamentary)
terms. Although members stress "majority understanding", for the most
this is simply a quantative total (l+1+l etc) which is verified in "
parliamentary elections. The simple counting of skulls. TheY.ignore
(or oppose) the social acts which culminate in political action. Once
"Socialism" is posited as 5 "thing" (an ideal State?) then "it" is
seen as an Absolute above men. Thus Harmo in his article on B.F.Skinner
(in the W.Ss) sees men (and womeni) being compelled to establish '
Socialism. It's almost as if the workers, after stumbling in"a maze,.
eventually come along to us and pelpctantly concede, "Oh well, we've ,
tried everything else, lets try Socialism".ó  ' '

u
1 .
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Most members don't think workers can do anything,short ofabolishing
capitalism ð- which they see as an isolated parliamentary act sometime
in the.future.= This is seen as an Absolute act unconnected with men's
previous actions. "embers (who prattle about "history") are being .
utterly unhistorical in that they see "History" as an evolution of
abstractions, Feudalism-eaCapitalismèe~Sorialism, seen as abstract
categories, and dismiss the actions of real women (and men) as a series
of mistakes, f r - L _

PREDETERMINED MEANS AND PREDETERMINED ENDS ~ó

Some of the Glasgow members have got absolute oreðdetermined answers
þor everything. Which means they fail to understand the importance of}

they never ask themselves "What(practically) can be done?" They've got
the abstract answers but not the practical questions. And I mean ó
practical. The days of abstract catechisms are over. I am not opposed
to aiming for a social goal, or goals, but the blanket answer "organise
for socialism" in response to all situations is, for any practical '
purpose, no answer at all. Or rather, an-abstract answer to a concrete
situation. Socialism is thus reduced to a"thing", something above,s'
and separate from, the real relationships between men. It's almost as'
if men were called on to earry through the needs of "History" and not

their own social needs. E ' by ' A
l< " - M - the  -, S  

This,@to repeat, is why many members simply seeyabstract quantitative
side of"majority understanding"; "Socialism" as the end, and the proles
as the means to attain the end  '

is ' ' "

, , . .

This "objective" (above society) way of classifying men in a strictly
ouantative manner (which stems from natural science) is shown by the

<' u .
4' - . - .

appraaeh to organisation.  r ' .
V -' I, ó- _. 1- . ._ | I

\ . | è ' _ '

The~Party@is seen as sharply defined static classification composed A
of members whose "activity" is in no way a development or movement.ó
The Party "is" as it was "in.the beginning". Everything is defined,
labelled,"once-and for all"a Therefore, as"no real change occurs",
activity must (for them) be limited to "above society" activity. The
outdoorplatform, for example, symbolises this perfectly." The "best
members" (to them) are those.whose views are closestto the founder faþaers
of 190A." Any fdrm of practical activity-(coðoperationÄwith ngnÂ- "'
members) ""; A which goes beyond the traditional "activity" is .s* .
regarded as dangerous, if not heretical. When you get right down to
it they're trying to convince the workers of the need for Socialism
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via moral persuasion.' "Socialism" (like syrup of figs) is good for you.

1' .1è--4-n--. -..- .
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The necessity, then,appears to arise not out of the strivings of men to
satisfy their real social_Tneds,but out of the "workings of_history".

JA divine plan? ' A T  '
. ó . I

v ' '

Their inability to on-operate with others (oompromisel) is,I think,
based on the belief that not only is the gpal (socialism) predetermined
but also that their is only one (pre-determined) ýtrue_path" to this
goal. FIt'sñone thing to aim for a socially possible goal; it's another
to believe that "History" "works" towards this preedetermned goal,

The more divorced from the mainstream of social activity do members .
Tbeoome,the more they rationalise their failure by rigidly asserting
..the ultimate inevitability via the", .  mechanical workings of
the "economic factor"._ See the WSP, particularly Harmo's absurd article

-on Skinner.ó E - _ A
' - _ ó_ .

.- ,

There is the "vulgar evolution" appraach underlying their beliefs, that
T is, human intervention is eliminated -ð until the "vital moment" when
the "objective laws of history" (seen asnatural laws independent of men)
create the perfect pre-determined conditions for the "upward develope
ðment" into Socialism. As Stalin said, "socialism follows capitalism.
;as surely as night follows day". It's}mechanical approach. Society ~ 
'isn't an "objective" machine.

. I

I

IfTthere'is no diffusion of approaches, if there is only one road, and
only one, p which "objective forces" (seen Hechnical ~.::
-development) have logically paved, then two things can be.done._ Qne, ó
sit back and wait for the pre-determined moment.ó Or, reveal this only
true path to the less enlightened with a vigour and dogmatic certainty
that passes into the realms of religious frenzy. In the "more sophis-
~ticated"'(1#-speakers this inner certainty of pre-destination takes

the form ofia smug world-weary approach, rather like a pedantic school-
imaster lecturing wayward pupils.

. . T

~There can be no "mistakes" in this approach. No activity other than
"talking down" to the unenlightened. Everything is complete, schematize
wrapped up, so that all that "the poor fools down there" can do is" p
Tswallow'it.- In its extremity this approach leads to the cpndemnation
of any activity that does not have Socialism as its "immediate aim". T
Thus for some members the UCS workers opposition to redundancy'was'
"futile" because"after all, it'd still be capitalism", You see? They W
eliminate the actions of real men, and simply see society as an
"objedtive" machine. T

A FAITH FOR THE WORKING CLASS

It'd be interesting some time to analyse the Party histprically, and tie
it up with the latter 19th century "Socialist" movement, In a curious
way I think Marx was so utterly "far ahead of his time" that "Marxism"
would have made absolutely no impact if it hadn't been presented as an
alternative (and histtrically more progressive) faith than religion, A
"scientific"i faith, a certainty "an sure) as sure as night follows day"

An "-dogmatic method was turned into a dogmatic system The "Marxistsantió T ' ' . '
stood Marx on his head, "Even the word "Marxist" seems to me to have ...
metaphysical connotations. Yet, considering the circumstances, I'm not
Isure~what else could have been done. IF the workers_needed a guarantee
that thier struggles were not in vain, that " their day would come" (or.

a least if the sympathetic intellectuals thought they meeded one) then
a solidified faith was needed. This was 19th centuryfevolutionary } J
positivism Q; with a proletarian twist in the tail; It's-time the Party
honestly approached the problem that "Marxism" too is an historical
product. But this would place the Party itself in historical perspective
A child of its times. Can it "grow up "?'  i, T A i_

The airy dismissal of "doing something now" with the cookshop recipe of
"inevitable" stages of "history assuring the"next step" as a cast iron
certainty, just wpn't wash. The soðcalled "inevitable" stages were -
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generalisations formulated_by Charlie and Ered in order to understand
what had occurred: ò ô A

"Viewed apart from real history, these abstractions have in them-
selves no value whatever. They can only servetto facilitate the

_ ó , . |

- arrangement of historical material, to indicate the sequence of its
seperate strata. But they by no means afford a recipe or schema,
as does philosophy, for neatly trimming the epochs of history"

-(The GermenfIdeology,óp.l5)  
v ' : ó

_ - . 1

The(specifically)"TÄth century approach. derived from natural science
that the abstract conception (the model) is_more real_than the complex
phenomena from which it is abstracted, is the bugbear which haunts the
Party. Thus; speakers spendptheir time imploring workers to "understand"
the abstraction rather than change the reality. ."Eeality" to most membeers
is the "evolutionary unfolding" Qf the "economic factor", the"develop-
ment of productive machinery". which reduces men's needs to narrow "bread
and butter" ones. A technological revolution; the freeing of machines.

,..

Instead of men cusing the communal productive forces (Which includes men)
to satisfy their in _social neds ( in the widest sense of the word)
men, apparently, are to adeptfthemselves to the.needs_of;mach$nss. .~~
Sosialism appears not so_much"a society of socialised human beings as ó

a society of universal capitalists. Slum kids at Christmas who suddenýy
find themselves on the inside of the shop stores window. lenty for all.

ó-

I

There's enough truth in this approach to make it plausible, but I think
it's tied up with the fact that memebers can't comprehend men having

social needs which go beyond "edonomie" ones. Which is why anything *
that doesn't immediately change.the relations of production is considered
worse than useless.= Basically it's an elitist view, though (like Labour

and Tory) they need a "majority vote" to carry it through. What
members stress is"abundanca for all", which is actually a promise ofea
hedonistic paradise. Workers are simply called_upon to "understand"
this,TthenTwait for the others to "understand" it -- and voils1that's iti

O

Now,of course,I'm not denying that it will be possible to satisfy one's
"needs" (in the simple sense) within Socialism. fThat's OK, But whatT

then?ò it"-begins to sound like the Welfare State utopianised. More TT
and more things. I don't want to sound like a bloody reverend cs an old
Tory (which comes down to the same thing I suppose) but "man does not
live.by strawberry tarts alone"; L

Nor do I advocate a return to"the simple life", whatever that is. No,
it boils down to what can be done now.ó We're faced with the problem '
that,unlike the development of capitalism from feudalism, we have no
alternative means of production which develop and grow beyond the old.

_ --Â.--

;EQÄ_THROUGH_ÄTEHGGLE - 'DEVELOPING SOCIAL NE

Nembers are rightly wary of_"creeping socialism" insofar as the exponenents
of such a theory propose that "socialist relations of production" can creep
in unnoticed under capitalism. Well, unnoticed or not, it's dicey, to,
say.the least.ó "Workers control" inHTugoslavia_illustrates"this. Tltýs

a con. Eeen so, I'm reluctant to condemn those who would at least hold
dialogue upon this pOint., Of course, in an economic sense capitalism T
trains workers perfectly well how to run industries in a co-operative";T
manner, although the division of labour runs across the full consciousness
of this co-operation. Moreover, it's reluctant work, reluctant-co-operation
Although to quite an extent technology has.created the potential a
conditions for the withering away, if not the abolition, of forms ofthe
division of labour, I think we've got to ehcourage concretely what the -
Party says abstractly, that is, soeial movements which goTbeyond the A
prejudices arising from the division of labour.  . 

I ó ' '

Now, Women's lib obviously springs tc mind. Now "Women's lib" is such a
vague term and covers all sorts of views ð- "equal rights for charladies"
(fought for by Hampstead "terribly serious" females with names like - è
Samantha because the poor chars areftoo busy cleaning out the Hampsteade
females' homes to fight themselvesý, Maoists, etc, etc. Nevertheless,
instead cg silly blinkered opposition, we should be discussing with


































