Clashes between police and member?
f the Committee of 100 and the Lone
don Anarchist Group. led to 72
arrests today during the final stages

of the anti-nuclear Aldermaston.
March., Members
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crying “ Anarchy,” not in criticism
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Procession of youth

The first of these marches was in
1958 and they have been done each

: S this time reached Victoria, where the

we?g 2 v;%.oiut? la ﬁ g p:?or the were halted by the police. * Should 'J;
marchers in the centre of 8o back and see what is happening ?

London. asked Canon Collins. He was dis-

A batch of 500 under a | suaded. Indeed, it was unnecessary, for

narchists were by then walking

London Anarchists' banner tt\hiveen%r-abreast down Grosvenor Place

were In pltched battles with | towards Victoria with the cover page

the police who tried to hem I of the “Official Secret” document
2 column to one side. pinned to their banner.
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P as_one section o the marcn,
headed by the London ‘anarchists,
neared Parliament Square. Police

A Journal of Anarchist ldeas

In Buckingham Palace Road,
12 mounted police charged at

had to order them repeatedly to
keep to one side of the road.
Horses edged them back,

In Whitehall, the marchers
swarmed across the entire width of
the road. A line of police brought

into position to check them was
almost bowled over

& trot into a group of anarch-
: §sts after policemen on foot had
failed to keep them marching
in narrow procession.

)0 was not
at issue here. This was an attempt
to act, to achieve in one of the few
ways that is open to youth, It was
an attempt to break out of the
husk of political impotence that
surrounds a citizen in even the

-

g passed Admiralty
ouse, but the next big clash came in

Regent Street as the same anarchist and

ommittee of 100 group again spread
across the road. Once more the police
restored order by using coaches across
the road as temporary barricades, Many
of the arrests took place in this incident
and in a smaller one in Oxford Street.
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lonal average, 1h
London Anarchists came ringleted
and bearded and pre-Raphaelite,
It was a frieze of nonconformists,
enviable in their youth and gaiety
dom. They
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NI d4.LS SLSIHJOdV



Contents of No. 27

May 1963

The Teen Canteen:
1. The real challenge
2. In at the end
The young one
Teenagery and after -
Dead end , s
Anarchism and the public schools
Student Pages:
Anarchism, an introduction
Anarchism and non-violence
Thoughts on the English monarchy Andrew King
Affluent Britain, a 6th form view Roger Lewis
Further observations on technology and anarchism Harry Baecker

Cover by Colin Munro
(back cover from the press, 14 and 16 April).

Joe Benjamin
David Downes
Nicolas Walter

Colin Maclnnes
Paul Goodman
Charles Radcliffe

Wynford ‘Hicks
John W hitfield

129
131
134
1338
140
142

149
153
1030
157
139

Other issues of ANARCHY 21. Secondary modern

1. Sex-and-Violence: Galbraith: 22. Cranston’s Dialogue on anarchy.

23. Housing; Squatters;
Do it yourself.
The Community of Scholars

the New Wave, Education,
Workers’ Control. 24
What does anarchism mean today?; 55
Africa; the Long Revolution; 26.
De-institutionalisation; Conflicting )
strains in anarchism.
1936: the Spanish Revolution.
Anarchy and the Cinema.

(out of print)
Adventure Playgrounds.
Anarchists and Fabians; Action
Anthropology; Eroding Capitalism;
Prison.

Sillitoe’s Key to the Door;
MacInnes on Crime; Augustus Durham : Malcolm Scott,
John’s Utopia; Committee of 100 Grey College.

11.“Paul Goodman; Neill on Education; Leic‘?teg: D?}"Iid Francis,
the Character-Builders. .t“ ents’ Union.,

' 12. Who are the anarchists? Hull: University Bookshop.

13. Direct Action. '

CND; Salesmanship; Thoreau.

Universities ahd Colleges

time from :(—

Oxford : Felix de Mendelssohn,
Oriel College.

Cambridge : Nicholas Bohm,
St. John’s College.

S0 e iR . S

wead

(out of print)

14. Disobedience.

15. The work of David Wills

16. Ethics of anarchism; Africa;
Anthropology; Poetry of Dissent.

17. Towards a lumpenproletariat:
Education vs. the working class;
Freedom of access; Benevolent
bureaucracy; CD and CND,

18. Comprehensive Schools,

19. Theatre: anger and anarchy,

20. Non-violence as a reading of
history; Freud, anarchism and
experiments in living,

Subscribe to ANARCHY

12 issues 208, ($3).
und to FREEDOM

offered at 325, ($9).

Cheques, POs and Money Orders
should be made out to
FREEDOM PRESS

Tel: RENown 3736

Printed by Express Printers, Londan, k1,

Technology, science, anarchism.

Single copies by post 1s. 9d. (30c.)

ANARCHY can be obtained in term-

the anarchist weekly, which readers of
ANARCHY will find indispensable. A
yenr's subscription to both journals is

| 7a Maxwell Road London SW6 England

ANARCHY 27 (Vol 3 No 5) MAY 1963 129

TALKING ABOUT YOUTH

The Teen Ganteen
1: The real challenge

JOE BENJAMIN

TODAY, IT’S TEENAGERS (tolerantly, and with a small ‘t’), and everyone
is sympathetic. They are affluent, but also controlled. They spend
their money well, if not always too wisely. They are frank about sex,
gregarious, sophisticated, considerate and—as far as our affluent society
1s concerned—yvery much “with it”.

Or is it that the racy columnists of our “with it” press know
better than most that it doesn’t pay to flog a dead horse?

Yeserday’s teenager (remember?) was a Teddy Boy (aggressively,
and with capital letters): a thug, a delinquent to be judged without trial,
a misfit who needed only to be “put away”.

This is not the place to discuss the attitude of the press towards
the teenager of tomorrow—though we can confidently predict crocodile
tears over the deprived, jobless, fustrated, badly educated, ill prepared—
and the view that “they enjoyed themselves too much when they should
have been studying”.

But teenagers, Teds and tears apart, society in general is beginning
to awaken to—is beginning to see—something of the nature of the
“social problem”. And in this seeing is often laid the first seeds of
what eventually becomes a new approach to a particular field of work.
This is especially true when the seeing is closely allied to action—when
theory and intent becomes practical and applied. And the story of the
Teen Canteen illustrates this well.

It is a story which should not be concerned—as it all too frequently
is—with judgments on its success or failure. In that it attempted to and
did make a definite and uncompromising break with the ping-pong
and prayer approach to youth work, it succeeded. In that it did not

JOE BENJAMIN, who started the Teen Canteen, then went to Grimsby
to advise on the beginning of an adventure playground, and stayed for
several years as project leader. He subsequently wrote the Nuffield
report on the adventure playground movement as a whole, published a
year ago by the National Council of Social Service. He is now organis-
ing the provision of play opportunities in St. Pancras.
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achieve a sufficient degree of continuity in its set task to enable it to
establish and factualise certain fundamental principles, it failed.

But having said this, it should be borne in mind that when
Dulwich College Mission decided to set foot on the knuckleduster and
broken bottle battleground that was the Elephant and Castle in 1954,
youth workers themselves were leaving the field faster than Teddies
were beating up policemen. The Service was still some years away
from achieving any kind of recognition: pay was poor, training virtually
non-existent, and financial support a charitable hand-out. Those youth
workers who remained and pressed for increased Governmental recogni-
tion and support had, inevitably, to hang on to what security they could
find in the recognised and traditional frameworks of the church and
secular clubs. There was little room for experiments. “ 3

It took courage on the part of the Mission, therefore, to establish
a centre, however small, which these war-born, society-neglected young-
sters could regard as their own. Thrown out of the dance halls, not
allowed in the pubs, ejected from the cinemas, they soon found that
the Teen Canteen could be relied on to provide them with a base. A
place, moreover, where the manager showed a natural sympathy—where
no ‘other’ standards were imposed, and where they were not condemned
for the clothes they wore, the fights they started, nor the weapons they
carried.

On this level, the Canteen enjoyed its greatest successes. The
youngsters came, and as long as the Canteen itself remained unchanged
in its approach, they kept coming. | ; e

But here, too, emerged its greatest weakness. While the Mission
was prepared to and did finance the experiment for a period of two
years, it was never in a position to guarantee the quality of its leadership.
And if there is any lesson to be learned from the history of the Canteen,
it is that the quality of leadership must be better understood. Those
of us who have been connected with the Canteen since its early days,
as well as those who joined later, are still debating the qualities, back-
ground and training needed for a social experiment of this nature. .

It is sufficient to say here that of the nine people who occupied
the post of manager, the three most successful either had a social work
background or went on to do social work after leaving the Canteen.
Yet it had been thought originally that the person appointed should be
“able to talk the same language”—literally and physically. The first
manager, as a result, was an ex-naval amateur boxing champion, a man
who never came near to understanding the problems and retired,
after six months, on the edge of a nervous breakdown. .

Looking back, it seems there was much more in the way of pious
hopes than actual policies : that policies were looked for in the successive
managers rather than in the Management Committee itself. Unfortu-
nately, little, if any, recording was done, and it 1s not now possible to
substantiate opinion with fact. But certainly, the work pioneered in
the Canteen—the undemanding ‘Coffee Bar approach’ was soon to be,
albeit somewhat cautiously, recognised-first by the traditionalists who
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set up less publicised experiments, and later by the Albemarle Committee
looking into youth work as a whole.

But there was always a danger that this approach would become the
traditionalists’ approach of tomorrow—that we would fall into the trap
of trying to win them over on their terms in order to get them to
accept ours. And this, in fact, is what seems to have happened. The
Teddy Boy has gone—or so we believe—and in his place is a more
acceptable, less rebellious character. The needs, however, remain un-
changed. And nowhere is the real challenge being met.

It is interesting to recall that the problem was seen in the Canteen
around 1955, when it was suggested that:

“It can do nothing, certainly, to meet the challenge where it
really exists—outside. It is open to doubt, too, whether a Canteen
providing more diversions . . . would prove any more successful. . .

“Constructive competition on the grand scale, backed by the
social services and industry, may be the only answer to this problem.
I believe a scheme along these lines is worth investigating. The
Elephant and Castle area is shortly to see a vast new re-building
project. This will involve, first, the demolition of much old
property, using a certain amount of unskilled labour. I would be
encouraging to see active participation of contractors, trades unions
and social services, organising gangs of Teddy Boys in healthy
competition. Work of national importance would solve one of
the major problems these lads face . . . and give them the chance
to re-kindle the pride in themselves which is their right.”

Idealistic? Who knows? We are still awaiting the chance to find
out—for the thousands of tomorrow’s teenagers who, once again, are
finding themselves on a jobless market.

2: In at the end

DAVID DOWNES

THE TEEN CANTEEN CLOSED DOWN OFFICIALLY IN DECEMBER, 1962. It
had run for seven years, and had been successful for perhaps as many
as three out of those seven. 1 became a “voluntary helper” and—Ilater
—a committee member at perhaps its lowest ebb, in mid-1960, when
it re-opened only two nights a week and was little more than a built-in
street-corner. It remained in this state until mid-1961, when a full-time,
fully-paid manageress was appointed (Barbara Ward). With her, the
Canteen opened five nights in the week, soon attracted about 50-60
customers—about 30 a night—mostly the ‘unclubbables’, the ‘layabouts’,

DAVID DOWNES has been doing post-graduate fesearch on juvenile
delingeency in East London for the past three years.

















































