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Gontants of No. 90 August 1 968
 

This issue is devoted to the student revolt of May and
June 1968, with a glance at its precursors abroad but with
particular reference to what happened iii British universities
and Art Colleges. It is a compilation from many sources
and wemust offer our acknowledgements to the people
quoted and the publications looted. The cover is by
Rufus Segar. is it
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ONE THING ON WHICH MOST OBSERVERS of the international student
revolt are agreed upon is its anarchist character, and this is in spite of
the fact that most of the revolutionary thinkers alleged to inspire the
students are not anarchists-ðMarx, Mao, Marcuse, Debray, Guevarra.
Thus Time magazine remarked (24.5.68): ñThe black þag that þew
last week above the tumultuous student disorders of Paris stood for a
philosophy that the modem world has all b%t forgotten: anarchy. Few
of the students who riot in France, Germany r Italy-ð--or in many another
countryð-would profess outright allegiance to anarchy, but its basic
tenets inspire many of their leaders. Germanyôs óRed Rudiô Dutschke
and Franceôs óRed Dannyô Cohn-Bendit openly espouse anarchy, óIn
theory,ô says West German political scientist, Wolfgang Abendroth,
óthe students are a species of Marxist, but in practice they are anar-
chists.ô Not since the anarchist surge in the Spanish Civil War has the
Western world seen a movement so enthusiastically devoted to the
destruction of law, order and society in the name of unlimited individual
freedom."

And the London Times (3.6.68) in an editorial on anarchism
remarked that ñthe black anarchist banners have been carried in the
recent upheavals and demonstrations in several westem countries. Some
of the student leaders call themselves anarchists. The creed is being
talked about again, and in the same breath many of the old misunder-
standings about it are revived.ò And Milton Shulman revealing some
of these in the Evening Standard (19.6.68) wrote about the notorious
TV programme, ñWhat emerged through the stumbling English was a
kind of simplistic, almost William Morris, anarcho-syndicalism that

ð- 
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desired an end to capitalism and a withering away of the state apparatus
so that men could, untrammelled by bureaucracy, reach their true
destinies. Far from being new, these views have well-known philoso-
phical roots going back as far as Christ, and have had as their mouth-
pieces spokesmen like Godwin, Proudhon, Bakunin, Kropotkin and Rosa
Luxembourg.ò

Anarchist þags þew not only over the Odeon in Paris, but over
the University of Kent at Canterbury. Anarchist slogans were heard
not only at Columbia University, New York, but at the Homsey College
of Art in North London, and when a student spokesman there declared
that ña state of anarchy existsò when the students took over the college
on May 28th, he didnôt mean the word in a derogatory sense. ñPer-
haps,ò suggested Richard Boston in New Society (23.5.68), ñleader
writers who still use the word óanarchyô as a synonym for óchaosô should
try and ýnd out what anarchism means, for it is a mood of anarchism,
not chaos, that is sweeping the universities.ò

It is as easy to exaggerate the importance of the student revolt as
it is to underestimate it. Ghnted that many who are shouting militant
slogans today will be comfortable reactionaries in a fews yearsô time,
granted that, as Maurice Punch put it, the majority of students are
ñordinary, dull, mundane, inarticulate, apolitical, ill-informed, philistine
sheepò, gran-ted if you like, that they are, as Novotny called them in
Czechoslovakia before he was pushed out ña pampered petit-bourgeois
eliteò, they still contain the most radical element in the population of
most countries, East and West.

In the United States students comprise 30 per cent of their age
group there, as opposed to ll per cent in Britain (the pre-war ýgure
here was 2.7 per cent). Paul Goodman declared in his ñThoughts on
Berkeleyò early in 1965 that ñAt present in the United States, students

middle-class youth--are the major exploited class. (Negroes, small
farmers and the aged are rather out-caste groups; their labour is not
needed and they are not wanted.) The labour of intelligent youth is
needed and they are accordingly subjected to tight scheduling, speed-up,
and other factory methods.ò  -

YOUTH AS A CLASS

In a long and closely argued article ñYouth as a Classò (International
Socialist Journal, February 1968), John and Margaret Rowntree take
the bull by the horns and declare that youth is now in ñthe crucial
pivotal class position within the United States, and that the young are
increasingly becoming culturally and politically conscious of their class
exploitation. Three propositions are used in support of this argument:

1. The American economy is increasingly dominated by two
industries that are large, public and rapidly growing--defence and
education.
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2. The defence and education industries serve crucially as success-

ful shock-absorbers of surplus manpower, particularly young manpower.
3. Economic exploitation in the United States is increasingly

directed at the young.
The Rowntrees tell us that total employment directly related to the

defence industry in the US was estimated by the Department of Labour
to be 7 million jobs in 1962; .1 in 10 employed workers in 1962 were
directly employed by the defence industry. (They deliberately select
ýgures which do not relate to current war spending.) Educational out-
lay in the US has been rising by 10% per cent a year for the last decade
making it one of the major US growth industries. They quote Clark
Kerr, ex-president of the University of California, as saying in his book
The Uses of the University: ñThe university has become a prime instru-
ment of nationaló purpose. This is new. This is the essence of the
transformation now engulýng our universities. Basic to this transforma-
tion is the growth of the óknowledge industryô, which is coming to
permeate government and business and to draw into it more and more
people raised to higher and higher levels of skill. The production,
distribution and consumption of óknowledgeô in all its forms is said to
account for 29 per cent of gross national pro-duct, according to Fritz
Machlupôs calculations (in Production and Distribution of Knowledge
in the United States); and óknowledge productionô is growing at about
twice the rate of the rest of the economy.ò

Defence and education between them have absorbed not only huge
numbers of young people, but a rapidly increasing proportion of the
potentially productive population. ñThe growth of the defence and
education industries are the crucial modiýcations in the organisation of
the US economy that have led to the formation of youth as a class.
It is know-how and force that keep the capitalist system together; and
the exploited workers in these two critical industries are, overwhelmingly,
young.ò The way, they say, to evaluate exploitation in the armed
forces is to see how much it would cost to recruit volunteers. (Milton
Friedman, in advocating a volunteer army declared that ñConscription
is a tax in kind--forced labour exacted from the men who serve in-
voluntarily. The amount of the tax is the difference between the sum
for which they would voluntarily serve and the sum we now pay
them. . . 3ô) As to students: ñSince school is a full-time but unpaid job,
most students work part-time or not at all, living on loans or family
charity. Professor Theodore Schultz estimates that 55 per cent of the
costs of a college and 43 per cent of the costs of a high school education
are foregone income. The Council of Economic Advisersô foregone
earnings estimate of $20 to $30 billion, can also be seen as an index of
exploitation. This estimate implies that, for all students 16 and over,
foregone earnings amount to about 40 to 60 per cent of their óinvestment
in human capitalô. This is roughly $2,000 per student 16 and over.
These estimates are themselves exploitive, since they assume high
unemployment and low wages. Yet students, like soldiers, lack real
choice: they must stay in school (and be exploited), face the draft (and
be exploited) or face exploitively high unemployment rates and ,/or
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low wages.ò
It is clear, they say, that the American young, ñwhile they might

not prefer to join the military or go to school and live at a low standard
of living, have limited alternatives when they face unemployment rates
three times those of the labour force 25 and over. . . . What are our
conclusions? Increasingly, young people are labouring in the two
dynamic ósocialisedô sectors of the administrative imperialist system.
If they venture outside army or school they are rewarded with unem-
ployment rates two or ýve times the average. The young therefore form
the new proletariat, are undergoing impoverishment, and can become
the new revolutionary class. This new class is not a lumpenproletariat,
like pensioners, welfare recipients, and the disabled. Instead they are
in the classic proletarian position, growing worse off within an industry
that is itself the engine of prosperity in the economy. They may not be
the poorest group; nor are they by any means, the only exploited group."

The situation in Britain is different. Students in any kind of full-
time higher educationð~in universities, colleges of education, polytechnics
or technical colleges are nly 10 or 11 per cent of their age group. As
Eric Robinson says in hi? excellent book The New Polytechnics, ñNine-
tenths of our young people between the ages of 18 and 21 are not in
full-tiine education at all: they are working in factories, shops and
oýices and a smaller number of them have the privilege of one day per
week out of work to attend the local college. What price the egalitarian
principles of comprehensive education at this stage? A disproportionate
number of middle class children enjoy ýve or six yearsô full-time educa-
tion beyond the norm at a cost to the taxpayer of at least Ã5,000 per
head. True they sacriýce ýve yearsô adolescent earning power but they

The most illiberal education is the one which makes a student
mere fodder for the industrial machine; but the man most vul-
nerable to the industrial machine is the one who must enter it
without knowing or understanding anything about it. To pretend
that the real world of ñmuck and brassò does not exist is the
worst disservice higher education can do a student. The most
liberal education he can receive is one which enables him to make
his way in employment without being its prisoner, which enables
him to serve but also to change industry, which teaches him not
merely how to use his leisure and live in spite of his work but
how to make his work an integral part of his life. Our system .
of higher education fails dismally to provide such education. In
its timidity and social conservatism it imposes continual pressure
on students to conform and to surrender to social pressures. This
is why students are in revolt-ðnot because of the superýcialities
of institutional organisation or the inadequacies of teaching tech-
niques but because of the basically restrictive conception of the
education to which they are subjected.

ERIC ROBINSON: The New Polytechnics
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gain in compensation a greatly increased eaming power for the rest_of
their lives.ò Peter Marris, in The Experience of Higher Education
found that ñMost commonly they expect an income of about Ã2,000 a
year (1962/3 ýgures) and, judged by the ýndings of at survey of Cam-
bridge graduates only a few will be disappointed.ò The Bow Group
estimates the cost of educating a B.Sc. in a university to be Ã6,000 and
a Ph.D. Ã16,000 and Alan Day concluded recently in the Obscrver_tha_t
ñall the calculations suggest that the private rate of return to the mili-
vidual from higher education is considerably higher than the social
rate of returnò. Ninety per cent of British students have grants from
local authorities (who have reacted quickly to student rebels by threaten-
ing to withdraw their grants). The young in general may be an exploited
minority, but university students are a privileged elite. Their social
importance was best expressed by John Vane in ANARCHY 89: ñSocialists
of all kinds have stressed the importance of the deserters from the
middle class, especially the intellectuals, and especially the young.
Students are precisely young middle-class intellectuals (wliatever their
origin and whatever their intelligence), and they are at a particular stage
in their lives when they are temporarily taken out of contact with the
economic realities of their position, and at the same time brought into
contact with the theoretical implications of it. Which group is more
likely to desert the middle-class, and which group is more able to do
soðthough only temporarily in most casesó? Not that óthe studentsô
as a class will rebel--most students are óoverwhelmingly and irredeem-
ably bourgeoisô, as Liz Smith put it in ANARCHY 82, and their class
function is to become the brain workers of the authoritarian, managerial
society (whether officially capitalist or communist) which supports them
for a few years and which they support for the rest of their lives. But
the students who do rebel are among the most signiýcant students and
also among the most signiýcant rebels, so they are doubly important.ò

IT STARTED AT BERKELEY
THE STUDENT REVOLT of the giant University of California at Berkeley,
began in September 1964 when the university Dean issued an order
forbidding campus political organisations to enage in oý-campus political
and social action. It was directed at student participation in the Civil
Rights Movement. When the students deýed the order the university
called in the police to beat them up and arrest them. This in turn led
to a battle between the students and the administration which called
into question the whole purpose of the ñmulti-versityòððthe giant
education plant mass-producing quiescent conforming graduates for the
upper layers of the managerial society.

There had already been rumblings of protest at the way the
American university machine was operating (see, for example, Maurine
Blanckôs article ñBenevolent Bureaucracyò in ANARCHY 17 of February
1963), and in an inþuential book The Community of Scholars (see
ANARCHY 24), Paul Goodman examined the way in which the univer-






























