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The pleasure tendency is defined as that expression of the pleasure
principle whereby the fulfillment of desire is pursued in a direct and
unmediated manner and in a manner which recognises the social interdependence
between such a principle and the pleasure principle of other individuals. My
thesis is that the pleasure tendency of a society is the combination of each
individual following their own pleasure tendency, and that this relationship
holds for each individual in respect of a group, each group in respect of each
society and each society in respect of the world.

Three questions are raised:
1. -What is the detailed operation of the pleasure tendency?
2. What are its advantages over other principles?
3. To what extent is it likely to gain widespread acceptance?

PART I

The accepted view is that if every individual was left to do entirely as
they pleased, not only would there be óanarchyô, in the sense of an end to
morals and ensuing chaotic violence and intimidation; but all would be reduced
to a level of grim poverty as each served only their immediate interests and
socialised productive work ceased. The only mitigation of this would be in
activity carried out in charity. The imperative of need, acting upon a human
nature which is basically lazy and greedy, would eventually give rise either
to an authoritarian feudal state or a free market economy.

A truer account would be that these two systems, and the many others
based on economies, give rise to these modes of behaviour, which are in
contradiction to human nature. It is true that left to themselves,
individuals do what is most pleasurable to themselves; but it is also true to
say that individuals as a whole do what is most pleasurable to themselves as a
whole. Individuals benefit from being part of a larger unit which trades off
likes against dislikes, aptitudes against their absence, and unpleasant tasks
against the need for them to be done. But the pleasure tendency is more than
pragmatic self-interest or Utilitarianism. It is the interaction of the needs
and desires immediately known to an individual as their own, with the needs
and desires of others, communicated to him or her indirectly. However, this
is not a principle which involves the sacrifice of the individual's
gratification at the gain of another; indeed, sacrifice positively will not
do.

Consider the example of lovers. In this case, an injury to one is an
injury to both. In many respects they share the same interests. He, for
instance, does what is pleasurable for her because her pleasure is his. Not
in the literal sense, notice, for they must be distinct in a way which would
make sense of their being brought together. In pleasing her he is pursuing
his own pleasure as surely as when simply pleasing himself. Neither is
afraid, either, to simply please themselves, as this is also pleasure for the
other. In this case, reciprocity means that the total pleasure of both is
maximised by each pursuing their own individual pleasure.
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However, this neat arrangement depends on its stability on honesty. The
intrusion of sacrifice on the part of any party undermines the basis on which
the interests of both are served. To willingly serve anotheró: pleasure is,
in this admittedly paradigm case, to serve oneós own, but to tolerate
suffering which is not cancelled out by the otherós_ pleasure is to not
participate in that reciprical act which itself constitutes a condition of
that pleasure. There is no enjoyment in enjoying what is given at the expense
of anotherós suffering. This leads, in the case of the honourable person,
only to guilt and an insidious binding obligation; in the dishonourable
person, to carefree enjoyment which is dependent on another's lack of it. By
definition, the sacrificing party cannot óenjoy sacrificeó, otherwise there
would be no sacrifice, or no enjoyment. The two-way arrangement has broken
down, and neither gets any benefit. The only obligation, therefore, on lovers
is to do only what they individually enjoy.

The preceding paragraphs have been an attempt, not to describe a
completely new rule of action, but to analyse the rules of a principle which
is already in limited use. j It is important to remember in what comes later
that the only thing which is new is the attempt to extend this principle from
the sphere of personal relations to the impersonal. In the impersonal sphere,
reciprocity takes much less of a prominent place, although it is present, and
the conditions of freedom coupled with honesty facilitates the free trading of
reluctance for willingness.

That which has reference to lovers refers also to families, or should do.
But what is more like the case of the outside world is that of groups of
friends. If the choice of members is-right, the enjoyment of one is the
enjoyment of all. In an expedition or activity, if the pleasure tendency is
allowed free rein, it is the privilege of each to do what they wish, and for
the remainder of the tasks, if there are any, to be divided up fairly. One
will wish to chop the wood, another to light the fire, another to erect the
tent and the other two to go off on a secluded walk to fetch the milk. The
others may have a wry grin to themselves at the unspoken agreement _which
allowed the two to slope off and for another to make the tea because he
enjoyed cooking, even though he may not be a good cook. For the maximisation
of the enjoyment of each, it is essential that there be no fixed duties or
rota., but also that everyone is honest about what they want to do. The
principle of equality means not that everyone be treated the same, but that
inequalities be fairly treated.

Reluctance is a valid disposition which it is important is communicated
in order that a disposition of willingness on the part of another person is
allowed fulfilment. - Anything which inhibits the expression of óthese
dispositions - and the sacrificial tendency inhibits the expression of both -
will lead to people doing what they do not wish to and not doing what they
wish to. The exchange of likes and dislikes can only be made efficient if all
are, as it were, selfish. Of course, -other limitations and frictions are
placed on this exchange by constraining influences in the social and political
system. The reluctance people feel towards pleasing themselves and satisfying
their own desires is, as we shall see, part of a wider apparatus of ócontrol
and exploitation.

The example of the good-humoured
and family is included to show that
capable of organising in number for
principle of freedom of action. In
scale could organise itself on similar
what might be called the ómyth of self

toleration and collectivity of friends
human beings in their free state are
the maximum benefit of all within a
order to show that society on a larger
lines it will be necessary to disprove
indulgenceó. This is, that if everyone

did simply what pleased them, society as a whole could not sustain itself at
more than subsistence level, and would in addition slip into a state of
barbarism.

it

The myth rests foremost on the assumption that without some system of
reward or inducement no one would perform any useful activity. The exceptions
to this rule are so out of the ordinary that they are given a special name:
Charity, whose meaning depends on its being a virtue, which is so, precisely
because it is so rare.' Charity will not perform the duty ofia gew eggine gý
social production; it could not become the rule as its sense s epen e
it being an exception to the rule. L

It is an almost universally accepted truth that anything done for others
is a drag thus to be avoided. This truth, however, is an instrument of a
financial system acting on its instinct for self-preservation. Fordiftit werg
not so that, say, fashioning useful objects was not enjoyable, pro uc on an
distribution would occur without the need for the intermediary of money, and
the financial system and all it entails would be redundant. Work has by
necessity to be unpleasant in a commodity economy in order that money may
enter circulation as an incentive; there is no need for an incentive to do
what is pleasurable, so work has to be made unpleasant. Money can e seen as
having a life of its own, and itself demands the aversion which is commonly
felt to work.

There is another manifestation of this instinct for self-preservation in
money; it desires faster and faster circulation of itself in ever greater
quantities. It creates, therefore, ever greater quantities of objects of
increasing complexity and shorter life. There is an ever faster velocity of
apparent change, while the life of the spirit stagnates or even withers.
False needs provide false incentives (while real needs are neglected), which
gives rise to the contradiction that while there is an ever increasing
apparent affluence, compensations become ever more trivial, unsatisfying and
hence compulsively necessary. What is more, Capitalism is driven into crisis
because of the contradiction between the microeconomic need to minimise wage
costs and the macroeconomic need to maximise buying power

The idea of productive effort as unpleasant is a fiction for the
convenience of the commodity economy in another way too. It 18 necessary in a
commodity economy, that nothing be done which is not for reward; therefore,
whatever does not bring a reward is not in the interest of the self.
Moreover, whatever is profitable to the (legal) person is deemed, by market
criteria, to be worth continuing. It is, nevertheless, far from clear that
this is a realistic or useful criteria for what is worth doing. One only has
to look at the state of the world today, and the atrocities perpetrated in the
name of the commodity, to realise that. Why should it be thought that a
single blind force could accurately reflect real values, efficiencies and
benefits, any more than it should be thought that a single planning agency
could omnipotently know and plan everything? ~ There seems, on the contrary,
little evidence that actions and conditions determined by the commodity bear
any relationship with what a common-sense approach would recommend.

In fact, the real truth - that efficient productive activity is one of
the whole range of activities which are pleasurable - cannot be suppressed.
.It must be allowed to exist side by side with the play-life, and kept to well-
defined limits, in order that it appear less subversive. I refer to what the
financial mind can only know by such names as Charity, foolishness, friendship
or the amateur passion.

With the amateur passion we have strong evidence that there exists an
ñaspect of self-indulgence which is not purely self-centred. These are
pursuits carried on not for any profit but for the inherent satisfaction they
bring. The fact that much of the final product of these activities is
directed towards the public plays a vital part in its enjoyment. The motives
are those such as respect, acclaim, thanks or just pleasure in seeing other
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people made happy by creations of one's own. It comes down to a validation of
one's identity as social and human by participating in the life of others, by
an act of creation for others. The work of Alexander Thom, who developed
widely respected mathematical theories about megalithic structures largely
after retirement, is a remarkable example in a field where there is still some
room left for the amateur. The efforts of the renovators of steam engines and
their lines is another, although they are admittedly forced to make some
charges to cover costs. We are fortunate in this country still to be blessed
with an army of model engineers, gardeners, brewers and the like who have not
yet succumbed to the more passive pastimes of the consumer society, or been
drafted into the ranks of the óleisure industryó.

But the real situation does not lurk just with the hobbyists. What
entrepreneur, manufacturer or professional is there who does not declare tht
they find satisfaction in their vocation regardless of remuneration - indeed,
sometimes in spite of it? Still, the final justification of work often
resides outside the financial framework of business in which it is conducted.

In a similar way, the working class worker works often in spite of the
institution which apparently maintains that work. He or she has first to
overcome the alienation, the desire to just not turn up again, which is the
inevitable corollary of commodity labour. The worker must fight the generic
unpleasantness of work in order to gain some of that satisfaction, which they
understandably crave, of being part of the combined productive effort of the
factory and the country.

I have outlined why I think that the pleasure tendency is the natural way
in which society should organise itself, but that it is shackled to pointless
work and the over-consumption of trivia by the economy. Now I propose to
sketch some of the practical ways in which the pleasure tendency would
operate.

There would be a sharp fall in the work necessary, due to:
a) The cessation of false needs.
b) The rediscovery of quality and the elimination of superfluity in

produced goods.
c)ò The increased life of goods.

n d) The economies which deregulation and the unleashing of
creativity and technology would bring.

There would be a sharp decline in the amount of unpleasant work to do,
due to:

a) The fact of its not being carried out.
b) The resultant invention of ways to circumvent the need for it.
c) The re-alignment of priorities such that those requiring

unpleasant tasks are the least important.
d) The free exchange of likes for dislikes.

I think it possible that given d) above, there would be no one doing what
they did not enjoy, save in the course of pursuing a larger project which they
were enjoying as a whole; in which case, it would be equally truthful to say
that they were not not enjoying it.

The matching of demand to supply and supply to demand, and the co-
ordination of resources and effort would be effected in the following ways:

a) The distribution of inherently rare goods by a fair means agreed
upon by an assembly of all interested people.

b) The communication of general desires throughout the population
by similar means to those employed now: media, word of mouth and the rate at
which the goods produced are consumed.

c) The right of people to organise freely for the satisfaction of
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demands and the freedom from coercion for the same purpose. L

t tThere remains the question of behaviour, or barbarism. It is impo: an
to remember that those who control today's society have an interes n
maintaining the belief that civil society is only maintained by threats. They
h an interest also ótherefore, in encouraging violence and crime, as they
dzvzy the culture of violent and amoral books and films, in order to frighten

t f lthe populace by the thought of 'uncontrolledó lifetand makztugenglethgnz e nu
for the selective justice they hand out. The sta e aPPaf t ' it
part, to enforce good and bad behaviour; since it wishes to Buafan ea 1 T
continued existence, it must encourase the ebging Ofrcggý Âate5ÁP 93
imperative to do what is right irrespective of rewar or coe .

Because I argue for the categorical imperative does not mean, however,' ithat I do not recognise that it is the expressed displeasure of a Eerson 1 n
reaction to an action by another which is the sole determinant of t e mean ng
of |right' and ówrongô. And that that displeasure may extend to violence.

Civil behaviour would tend to be the case because;
a) Courts would inevitably arise at the general assembly. A larger' ' lgeneral assembly of interest would have authority over a smaller genera

assembly of the same interest. ,
b) There would be a right to retaliation.
c) Honour would be re-established. T
d) The fostered amoralism of today's decadent society would cease.
e) There would be an end to the frustrating conditionnhof liýz, ta:

impotence, mediocrity and lack of greatness which is ®nenzuse uszszfaso much
true conditions of life, driven underground and inverte e ca
gratuitous violence (which is the inversion of life).

PART II

What advantages does the pleasure tendency have over other rules?

To those who would say that the rule of monetary self-interest is the
most rational reason to satisfy a demand, I would ask; what Could be mofe
rational a reason to satisfy a demand than because it is there? And what
greater guarantee that supply could never exceed demand? Or that demand will
be satisfied? No one shall lose a livelihood if demand shrinks, and there
need not be the tendency which we see in an economy of abundance $0
artificially inflate ódemand. There will be the even greater incentive to
cease production than that provided by shrinking revenues, that of the
disinclination to do something which is useless, one which is also less
destructive to those to whom the incentive applies.

It is an important advantage that the pleasure tendency has tgnt it ineg
direct relationship between demand and supply, whereas in the OOMMO Y SYB
demand and supply are mediated - in an indirect relationship - by the
commodity. There is the interposition of a mediatory reason, namely profit,
where it is not shown that:

a) wÂ5EEÄ demands are profitable.
b) Profitable demands are worth satisfying.
0) Profitability is a good reflection of the state of need or the

rational deployment of goods.
' d)
rationale and the requirement to service it as a seperate entity. _

e) That the profit ethic does not structurally entail the creanion nzf
false needs, because the satisfaction of needs is just the instrumen _o _ e
overriding project of amassing wealth, and not an end in itself.

f) That a mediatory reason is a good moral principle.
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g) That commodity labour has the effect of reducing the need for
labour.

h) That the profit system does not require a vast army of bureaucrats,
planners and police to make it work.

Taking the provision of pleasure, or the satisfaction of need, as an end
in itself, eliminates the ethic which is the rationale behind the many rip-
offs of ordinary crime, and the falsification of desire which is Capitalist
crime.

The crucial part of this argument is that if the defender of the rule of
monetary ñself-interest admits, as they might, that this self-interest rule
operates in order to allow the pleasure tendency to operate on another level,
then the question of why have the rule of self-interest at all begs to be
answered.

The competing rules of social life could be said to be these:
i) After all commodities are abolished, the pleasure tendency is alone

sufficient to ensure the satisfaction of all need.
ii) Each ólegal personó is to do what is most profitable to itself,

within the constraints composed by the law. This alone is sufficient to
ensure the satisfaction of all need.

i iii) From each according to their abilities, to each according to their
need.

iv) The- common good, and hence the individual good and the
satisfaction of all needs, is served by the conformance of the individual to
the will of the people, expressed either by the dictatorship of the
proletariat or the Soviets.

Again, we have said elsewhere (Dull Reflection, memos MSPT
2,5,11,12,13,1U,15,17,18(I_ & II),20, PTSB 3) why we think that that which is
experienced as a commodity is an experience defiled, and why the commodity is
destined to spread in the market economy. So much for the profit motive, rule
(ii). ð

As for rule (iii), it is fine as far as it goes, but gives no indication
as to the lprinciple under which abilities are to be taken from each
individual, or how 'needó is to be evaluated, if at all.

Rule (iv) is the model for the old óBureaucratic Socialismó version of
society. It refuses to recognise the fact that no single committee or body of
people can possibly know all the facts it would need to plan all the movements
of all things in a'whole country. It refuses to recognise the fact that the
expression of individual wills as a mass and the cumulative effect of many
small freely taken choices is the only true expression of the will of the
people. It is difficult to see how a rule which is meant to satisfy the
individual can ask that no individual gets what they really wanted. Neither
is this rule, as the example of the U.S.S.R. shows, incompatible with the
commodity and a miserable state-of life.

Perhaps the biggest single drawback of the market as an economic system
is that it does not reflect major diseconomies which are nevertheless obvious
to common sense. For instance, the way in which we presently make motor cars
is patently irrational. Hundreds of thousands of people toil constantly to
create chassis, engines, bodies etc. which are discarded at close to the same
rate that they are produced. Any increase in production capacity must be
matched by a decrease in product life. There is no incentive to increase the
life of a car, indeed, it would be financial madness to do so. In a rational
system, the incentive would be to produce cars faster than they are scrapped,
creating an accumulation of vehicles and steadily decreasing the work required
in society. A small increase in effort could surely extend the useful life of
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a car tenfold In a pleasure tendency economy, building a car would be like
building a house' an almost once-and-for-all affair, not, as it is at present,
the consignment of another fudged attempt at perfection to the maw in order to
satisfy planned obsolescence.

The macroeconomic need for the purchasing power of the consumer force to
be maintained creates? the situation where, in order to compensate for
technological advance and the contraction of real work necessary in society,
new forms of waged labour - and more trivial commodities as its product - must
be continually created. Since it is inconceivable to the commodity economy,
as the ruling power of today's society, that it should not survive gndtgrow in
extent, mere people (as pieces in its giant boardgame) must be ma e o move
its demands either at the production end or the consumption end.

Other diseconomies are incapable of representation by ómarket Price'-
For instance, the foolishness of consuming resources of ores in the wasteful
way we do is not communicated to us by the market price of these ores. let
anyone can see that it would be sensible to start conserving them now.
Likewise, the market price of a vehicle does not reflect the fact that the
effort would be better expended in producing less cars of a higher quality,
and that the people who produce them are shackled needlessly to the misery of
a humdrum and alienating productive life.

Another example of the failure of market forces to reflect tru:
efficiencies can be seen in national transport policy. Transport by. roat
continues to be the cheapest method for many goods, while the inheren
efficiencies of canal and rail transport are obvious. Instead of a large
vehicle with one engine and one driver running on low-friction steel rails and
wheels, we have many small vehicles with many engines and drivers running on
high-friction rubber and tarmac: One train can carry as much as tten
juggernauts. What is more, these juggernauts run through our towns and ci ies
causing immense damage to human beings, roads, buildings and the quality of
life.

Canals could have efficiences beyond that even of railways. Yet this
fact is not represented to us in the commodity economy. Canals are uneconomic
today because speed of transport is necessary to minimise the capital tied up
in transit. This fact has no bearing on the real efficiences involved. The
road transport industry receives an immense óhidden subsidyó from the rest of
us. Need it be said that in the rubber, motor, oil and construction
industries are some of the most successful and powerful companies, employing
millions of people? The present organisation of transport and many other
sectors is aimed at maintaining substantially higher consumption and labour
needs than is necessary.

In any system which claims to be truly economic, all goods ought to be
transported in the most efficient way. There is no reason why compact high-
value products should not be transported by the same means as bulky low-value
ones. At the moment, abstract reasons of capital liquidity intervene to make
this impossible.

It may be objected that there can be no concept of efficiency itself
without the intercomparable index of price. Price provides the sole means by
which unlike products can be likened. What is the most efficient way if there
is no single measure of ócostó?

Hell, it would surely be wrong to maintain that we do not have at our
disposal ways of comparing things which have no recourse to price. The point
of purchase itself is partly to allow us precisely to be free to make choices
in these other ways. We do not have to obey the rules of the economy in our
personal lives, and nor would most people wish to. We make those choices on
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