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Introducticn-

This work is lcosc, untidy, repetitive, but we hope that as working
notes, the central theme will emerge. This themc is, quitc simply, that
the sects have beon trampling marxism to death for too long and that
they must bs challenged by a direct approach to what is wrong with their
thought ,rather than by stepping over this theought and reproducing high
level Euro-Marxism for a limited and pre-existing audience.

The document here has been produced by a small 'rump' group of RSSF, who
in April last year decided to wind up what was left of the student
movement's organisaticnal existence. Instead of folding up completely -
an alternative which was argucd at the time - we decided it would be
irresponsible to bury problems which were bound to reappear in
predictable futurc attempts at an organised revolutionary politics among
students, and felt that any new attempt to organise students should have
before it the politieal knowledge to be wrenched from the RSSF
eXperience.

Our committment to continue work on students did not in any sense
anticipate a positive evaluation of the student role in revolutionary
pelitics, it steommed from the view that previous basic positions were
inadequate.

The comrades involved in this work wore active at various levels in

RSSF and were a part of the 'independent'! mainstream of the organisation.
Independent, here, and throughout the text, implies a politics involving
sustained opposition to the positions and practices of the sects and
other 'profecssionals', whose weight within the student movement appeared
to be hcavily misdirected, Our own politics emerge in the work that
follows, though it is perhaps helpful to point out that thrcugh work

our opposition to much of the politics of those involved in the student
movsment has become harder and clearer.

The first part of this document consists of critiques of texts which we
regard nas influential or representative within the student movement. These
critiques stand in their own right, but from them, in the second section,
we attempt a more formal theorctical investigation of the prcblsms they
suggested to us.

Our work has bewn a collective attempt to understand and evaluate the
politics of 2 period dominated by nction. We recognise that had RSSF
been a maturer orgenisation this work would have been done in 1968 and
693 as it is, it represents con ottempt to catch up on history. We
welcome comments since our intention is to extend this project.






Introduction tc Part 1

The following critiques deal with texits which we feel were influential in,
or representative of, the student mcvement. In an attempt to discover the
substance of the sects and cthesrs' thought in relation to students we have,
where possible, used tsxts which were clearly prcduced by the group
cencerned for the movement, thus IS's position on students is examined
“through their Bducaticn, Capitalism and the Student Revolt, and NLR's
position through their Red Base series of articles. Some of the groups
involved in RSSF did not produce distinct statcements on students and
for their pesition we hove had to refer to 2 selection of their literature.

The other picces cxamined here are significant becausc they represent
attempts to describe and analyse the student revelt and to a large extent
represent the indirect, formative influence on the movement.

1., Education, Capitalism and the Student Revolt by the Intsrnational
Socialism group.

2. The International Marxist Group.

3. Communist Party of Britain (Marxist-Leninist).

4. Communist Farty of Great Britain.

5. New Left Review's Red Basism,

6. Student Power, The Meaning of the Student Revolt, G. Stedman Jones.

7. Positions in Naim's essay, The beginning of the End. Panther 68,

8. J. and M. Rowntrce 'The Pclitical Economy of Youth' or Youth
as Class.

9« J. Cowley, The Strange Death of the Liberal University Socialist
Register 69, a socialist academics vicwpoint.







Education, Capitalism, and the Student Revolt. by the International
: Socialism group.

IS set themselves a rigorous task, asserting that other interpretaions
of the student revolt arc wrong, that its real causes have to be under-
stood, and that analysis, through theory, should guide meaningful political
action, .

' But neither has the left been particularly successful in coming
to terms theoretically with the new student revolt. Its analysis
has remained at the level of generalities that rarely guide
meaningful action.' p.47

(underlinings by eds.)
Their opening section morsover suggests a penetrating and thorough polltlcal
analys1s, from which important conclusions will flow,
uveryone, the ruling class included, must recognise the reality
of the 'student revolution'. A revolutlonary does not, however,
bow down before facts— not even befors the facts of revolt. The
coming social revolution will be qualitatively different from
anything the student movement has created.! Pe3

We understood this to mean that IS would be taking a position on the
student revolt. This objective, combined with others, seemed to be
acceptable as long as the IS text lived up to the standards they set for
themselves., It follows that we read this document looking for coherent
political argument, looking for theory. We shall see how it lived up to
examination.

The basic picturs.

The overall scenario of the student revolt is stated quite clearly. Its
essence is a changing capitalism, which induces changes in its educational
system. The current phase of capitalism, technological capitalism (i)
cannot rest content with the dual education system of the previous era of
capitalism. In addition to elite training (unlvmrs1t1es) and mass education
(schools, secondary education- traditional popular in IS's formula) a new
stream of mass technocratic labour has to be trained by the educational
system. Whereas the old system was for the inculcation of bourgeois values
amongst the masses, and elite education was for the training of the mind,
it appears that the current phase is for skilling up a new technological
work force. (ii)

(ii) Other terms such as 'modern', 'neocapitalist', etc. arc used, but the
model is'technological capitalism' a formula which has a specific
history in IS thought.

(ii) It is interesting to note that the functions of the previous dual
system are conceived in terms of their ideological functions, whereas
the new stream is conceived purely intterms of its economic function.
At a later point we shall note that one of the big weaknesses of the
text is that there is no clear or full statement of the nature of the.
new stream education. We receive ample evidence of existence —which we
are very dubious about— but little evidence of its nature, ideological
character or social character. However more later, of the problems of
the empty box.




2.

The impact of changes in the educational system are expressed in terms of

increasing personal anxiety and insecurity for the student. We quote,
'The first barrier t6 assimilation (for the modcrn student) is
often uncertainty about his own capacity to achieve the
qualifications at the end of the course'. p.42

Further,
'The origins of students largely detsrmine the fact of .their
becoming students, in the first place. But it is their gocial
destinics which more directly effect and explain their own
conciousness.' p.41 (underlining by eds.)

So far then, in general torms, we are told about educational change and
student insccurity- which is rooted in achievement sociology and carcer
mobility. On a schematic level at least it is possible to grasp the basic
approach being used: but once this has been done real problems. mmegge.
thick and fast— just as soon as any attempt is made to follow the precise
arguments which are put forward as substantiation and detail of the over—
all picture. We felt the need to trace the precise arguments involved
because the document becomss heavy with formsl propositions as its
substance is enlarged upon. Our stylc of underlining cirtain torms which
are part of quotations follows from an attempt to pin down the meaning in
the document. Aftor an exposition and random remarks we will formulate our
comments more systematically. We invite the rcader to attempt to arrange
some cohcrence below the surface level of IS's formal argumentational '
development.

The formal argument.
The key chapter for the 'causes' of the student revolt is chapter 4,
The Conflict. -

Here we are told,
'Yet the causes of this unrest, ¢verywhere analysed, are nowhere
explained'. p.47 para2.

and,
'But ncither has the left been particlarly successful...' quoted abova,
We are then told about the 'basic cause',
'The basic cause of the studcnt wnpsaerge is to be focund in the one
factor never focussed upon by the apologists of the status quos
the changing forms of manipulation roquired by the new capitalism.
This is rolated to the changing function of the university (see
Ch,?2) and the changing position of the student population. It
affects different secctions of the student body differently. But
associated with it arc more gencral factors that affect all students.
These are particularly important if a view of the long term
possibilities is to be obtained.’ (uwnderlining by eds.)

The two 'more gencral factors' are the failure of reformism (Wilson cte.)
and the fact that students are young and unusual in their concontration into
an exclusively young section of society. (p.48) We are then told,

'These two factors,however, do not cxplain the student upsurge. They
determine its form only.'
But despite this cmphatic distinction no suggestion is given at all about
the nature of the 'form' given to the upsurge by these general factors.
We would politely suggest that the question of'form ' is itself formal-
a cover for an inability to link up studentism with the supposed failure
of reformism, in fact, a sad failure of political analysis. The other




factor mentioned - the exclusiveness of student communities - is self
evident and hardly a penetrating insight.

However, these two general factors do not apparently rival in explanatory
power what IS then state to be the 'underlying sources' of the upsurge.
This reformulation of 'underlying sources' starts us off on a further
stage of the argument,
'They do not locate the underlying sources of discontent and
opposition to the status quo that students feel. To understand
these it is necessary to look at the particular relations of
different sections of the student body to capitalist society '
p.49 (undsrlining by cds)
Before moving onto this section of the analysis it is useful to note that
the stated problem of the IS text is changing: it is becoming an explanation
of the social phenomenology of the upsurge, not quite the problematic
specified earlier, i.¢. IS are now looking at 'causes' as seen in 'student
feelings'. This is the first step on the slippery slope to doing precisely
what others are warned against, 'bowing down before the facts,'

- When we came to the account of the different sections of the student body
we find a simplistic breakdown of students into technologists, technocrats
and humanities and arts students., About the first two groups we find little
comment other than odd pieces of obvious description. For example, we &¥md
t0ld that technologists work long hours, have most in common with manual
workers, but have not yet been active. This is a peculiarly stunted analysis
of a group which one would expect on prima facie grounds to be very
intimately determined by the technological era of IS's capitalism!

Technocrats are described as ruling class servants in training, a category
derived from a different breakdown of the student body which concerns what
students become (social destiny) rather than the actual working experience
of students, which is the primary emphasis of the description of technolog-
ists. If the category iis derived from a ‘'social destiny' analysis, it is
t00 narrow- where is the supposed old elite? Are technocrats the only
students who become ruling class members or allies or servants? These
questions require answers but receive none, and the basic opjection we have
remains: there is no explanatory treatment of the way that new forms of
manipulations required by technological capitalism determine the
conciousness of technocrats, technologists, or any other group.

Finally we come to the sector to which IS devotes the pivotal role, the arts
and humanities students. The suprise here is that, without any warning,

we find that arts and humanities students -z familiar, traditional category-
become 'social science' students, At last! As expected, the hoary
sociologist—as-rebel formula creeps out of the jungle of New Society
sociologism and para-marxist screed.

Let us attend the wisdom offered about this section of the student
populatlon. Firstly, a fact:
'It is this section of students that has above all been involved in
the recent upsurge of militancy.' p.49
Having establlshed this IS once agaln attempt systematic argumentational
development,
'To see why (this section has been the most active etc. eds.) we
have first to look at the impact of the trarsitbon in the function of
higher education.' .50 (underlining by eds.)
In order to appreciate fully the meaning of this central part of the text



we quote extensively on this the latest thematic statement.

'"The history of capitalism is the history of the transformation of
previously entrenched attitudes and interests under the impact of
the developing needs of production. We attempted in Chapter 2 to
portray the elements of such a change in the field of higher
education. It is implicit in our argument that it is the 1ibera1
conceptions of academlc freedom that suffer in the process
p. 50 (underlinings by eds.)
This welcome clarity of thesis has one virtue, despite the lapses of
language and syntax and ‘questionable categories which litter the text
(is it production nesd or accumulation need which drives capitalism? is it
implicit? etc.), it tells us that certain forms of manipulation have bezn
replaced by the new forms necessary to technological capitalism. This is
a start, though a positive formulation of the correlative forms of
manipulation of the new system would have been very helpful.

After being introduced to the idea that academic freedom and disimterested

scholarship are suffering (the word suffering involves a rather dangerous

value judgement) we are invited to taste the living impact of the situation

on .students.

e A whole section of students is bewildered to find that what awaits

) "them at the end of a long and arduous climb is not the kingdom of

the mind they were promised. Increasingly what is demanded of them
is not pure science and scholarship, free debate and critical thought,
not an up to date and expanded version of the old university, (it
does not matter whether this actually existed or not— it is what the
students are taught to expect) but participation in or apologetics
for the world of money, and militarism, poverty and police forces.
Instead of being offered a chance to understand the world and society
they themselves are subjected to a crude quantification; in place of
an exploration of reality they get exams; although the institutions
may still be described as 'communities of scholars' the atmosphere
inside these comes to resemble more that of factories.'

The piece continues mentioning the personal experiencem of Jude the Obscure

(1), and stating that students find themselves 'alienated from the means of

learning'= a fine¢ metaphor!

Then in the next but one paragraph, we find the ‘'disenchanted student mass!
in some cases seeking modes of acceptance of this situation in the non-
academic sphere, indulging in activities which range'from coffee bar
discussions to drinking seesions and student rags'.

Then comes a further analytical refinement.

" 'The contradictiocns involved in this attempt to maintain the forms
of an ideology, while transforming the situation that gave it ¢entent
and meaning find their most extreme expression in that area of
social life most desply concerned with the elaboration and
propagation of ideology; the sphere of higher edcation and in
particular the 'humanities'. In general there is bound to be a

 sharp clash between old academic definitions that are often as not
st11]l used ... and the new functions. But usuglly the tensions that
result are external to the subject matter of the study,they concern
the use of K the discipline, not its internal structure. In those areas
of study. concerncd with the analysis and interpretation of life
itself, however, this ideological tension has -to-be part of the
subject matter.' p.52 (underlining by eds.)




Then, a little later, yet another version of the impact of changing
demands for higher education on students,
'"The mass of the students gain no such benefits. The whole operatlon
appears as quite external to any intsrests they themselves might
have. It only serves to increase their gemeral alienation and
bewilderment. At best it can seem like a complex cross word puzzle.'
(sic! eds.)
Then we are told that Britain in particular ~for no reason- it is supposed
to be self evident- has those who are critical of existing society
concentrated in one department, sociology. Later, on page 53 we find a
hint of a real contradiction which perhaps has some substance - the
university has to stimulate the freeplay and development of ideas whilst
simltaneously restricting thed.

So much then for an account of IS thought: except in all fairness, to state
thst 'increasing functionality' and 'vocationalism' are specified at
various points as the characteristics of the new forms of manipulation.

What are we to make oftthis thought? Is there any coherence to its
arguments? Is thcir any substance to its categoeries, and speccification of
what forces are in contradiction, what elements in the situation are

opposed to each other, or allied with cach other? Any sense of the political
importance of the variety of 'tensions' mentioned? Any compatability between
numerous theses and analyses? An¥ truth in its historical account of
educational ideologies? (iii) Are 'functionalism' and tvocationalism' new
manipulative forms hostile to academic freedom? Is there any link between
descriptive accounts of ideological forces and the causal context,
technological capitalism? And, finally, of course, any political assessment
of the analysis presented, even any assessment which goes beyond the
'generalities' which they so contemtuously hold against other -unspecified-
analyses of the student question? Not forgetting the original statement

of IS refusal to follow inadequate interpretations and as revobutionaries
not to 'bow down befors the facts.' (iv)

(iii) They devote a considerable amount of attention to producing a history
of the universities which is designed to show a steady reduction, over
the centuries, of the independince of these institutions. The
historical sketch starts with the idea of the ruling class in fqudal/
medieval times being utterly uncongoermed and undemanding of the univ-
ersities, finishing up with the(unproven) thesis that technological
capitalism is directly in control of the universities. They even
quantify control control-as 90% at one pointé
The current destiny of the university we regard as unproven (see
comment on technological capitalism as an empty box) while the
intermediate stages of university history we regardaas incorrect
( surely the church universities were a direct part of the church
state in medieval times.) The function of this farcical history is to
support a classic sectarian/Trotskyist doctrine~ the ever increasing
tendency of capitalism to centralise, corporatise and reallse its
fas01st/corporat1vc essence. See pehl of IS text.

(iv) See the quote in opening pmmagraph above.



Assessment

The basic referent of the text should have been technological capitalism
and its correspondent ideological formation, but the absence of any
substancial content in this model, leads IS into an erratic assembly of
clashing theses, mechanical formulae and sociologisilc heresies. Though we
tried to interpret the 'technologism' model sympathetically, we found it
hard to discover even a few glimmers of content. Its one direct expression
in the text ~technocratic mass labour— is really only a renaming of the
science stream of students, an interpretation which is backed by the
contrast of this group in a quite traditional manner with 'arts and
humanities' students. The other category, technocratic students, concerns
the post student role, not students qua students, which is supposed to be
the main concern of the anslysis. Iven this category is little other than
another version of traditional elitc.

If the technologital capitalism scenario has little to do with students as
such, or even with their destinies in a new order of capitalism (mass
technocratic labour becomes white collar labour at a later point in 1S -
analysis, a highly traditional category) perhaps it is related to the new
forms of manipulation so often referred to%

Here what we find as articulations of the new manipulations are,
'functionality' —a spurious sociological term, not a term referring to a new
stage of capitalist ideological development, surely? - and 'vocationalism',
a traditionalist and timid term, quite consonant with the educational
systems of a laissez—faire or monopolistic period of capitalist development.
( The other clues about technological capitalism's ideology are perhaps
meart to reside in the 'erosion of liberal values' formulation, the .
bourgeoisie's supp osed abandonment of liberal forms, and the pressure and
suffering imposed on academic freedom and disinterested scholarship. There
are several points here: the term academic freedom in IS usage refers to
two separate factors, one being independence from the state of the
wniversity as an institution (see remarks on medieval universities etc.),
and the other being formal and practical civil libertiecs and frce debate
within the wniversities. The latter is always subject to strains of course,
but what is not established is that technological capitalism, and its
‘supposedly centralising state, find themselves in contradiction to free
dabate any more or any diffcrently to capitalism of any other period, and
any of its institutions.)

Then take the idea of the traditonal independence of the universities from
the state. Is state guidance and policy now of any essentially different
character to that of the late nineteenth century, when civic universities
were founded for quite definite capitalist reasonsy or to the subsequent
redbrick expansion. Were these developments more independent of the state

( and if so why and how), more purely governed by non-manipulative motives
than the current phase of university and technical level expansion? Is
there any evidence that the state's role has changed qualitativelylsince
the era of monopoly capitalism? (v) Is there a technological state which
involves a new period of capitalist devélopment?

(v) Even IS's position. on capitalism is muddled. On p.51 they slip back into
talking about 'monopoly capitalism'® whilst elsewhere the present
stage is definitely held to be one of technological capitalism.



IS's attempt to present a transition thesis, which is derived from the idea
of a new period of capitalist development, falls down because the substance
of the new situation towards which the change is directed is never made
clear, Perhaps it doesn't really exist? Perhaps a period of change and
transition from one period to another is really nothing to do with history,
but rather a muddled attempt to rescue something like basic thinking from

a fandamentally Durkheimian analysis of expectational frustration and
anomie among students, an analysis of conflict without direction or
substantive meaning. Morec of this later though.

The point made about unproven contbadictions in the above sections has ano
another key aspect. We have said that the forces involved in supposedly
contradictory relations are not specified, and sven where suggested in
muddles forms are not valid forces for a marxist analysis. The point should
be taken further., Is the IS text at any point really seeing the student
upsurge and its causes and nature in marxist terms at all? Is the structure
of causality one of the forces in contradiction which have different types
of determination and modes of resolution? Or is the case really that IS have
been unable to undertake the promised political assessment, and have
substituted for the method appropriate to that ofgjective a spuriocss
problematic, a bourgeois problematic - sceking causes by the method of
deepening approximation, basic cause, underlying cause, cause of form etc.
In other words, isn't their problem a completely false problem?

A coherent political assessment is difficult for IS, because they draw on
such a diverse range of inspirations and authorities for their analysis.
For example, they draw on the language of Frankfurtian marxism and a piece
of Korschian humanism, when they proclaim, 'the university is a structure
of repression', or students, 'are alienated from the means of learning'.
Other examples of this despcrate cathelicism are clear from a heavy
reliance on the material of sociology lecture notes — Durheim or Runciman,
or the pop sociology of New Society. This is an objectionable practice
which when applied to the classics of marxism leaves one wondering what
sort of philistinism precvents the faintest glimpse of the rigours of
their claimed philosophy penctrating into IS's own work.

Their utter blindness to questions of methodology (properly speaking to
questions of epistemology) stems from their inability to distinguish
between bourgeois and marxist thought forms. This is seen most clearly in
their dependence on Durkheimian notions of Bnpkhejmand conventional social
mobility analysis. This is a little more than ironic, coming from a group
who, for example, tell us in such scholarly style that in ideological
disiplines like sociology the content and use of the disciplines is
intertwined! Bullshit.

No wonder there is not even a passing gesture to class analysis in their
text— unless we take it that their thesis on the determination of student
conciousness by social destiny is meant to fall into this category.

If this $& the case, then it is strange that they should concern themselves
with new forms of manipulation in ideology, and other ideas such as the
repressive university, alienation from learning, conflict and anomie, all
of which relate to the student qua student, Surely the whole problem is sol
solved by a career mobility thesss?



Apparently IS don't think they have solved the problem of the nature of
students by establishing their social destiny, since the bulk of their
analysis concerns the frustrations and tensions and strains of being a
student ~ sometimes of the arts and humanities, sometimes Of sociology,
and sometimes a student in general. ( Never, intérestingly,technical
college or polytech students who, on the basis of e technological
capitalism analysis would appear to be rather important.)

At one point the object of analysis 1s the self selected sociology student,
wanting social change but not getting it; at another, students involved
in ideology — haven't arts students always becn in this position: at
another point the concern is students worried about being assimilated
successfully into the bourgeois order, at another students who are merely
concerned with the narrower questions of careerss then there are
presumably already politically orientated students disillusioned by the
failure of reformism, then the recipients of a repressive essence in the
university structures thon, at yct another point there are alienated
beings suffering alisnation from the mcans of learning. You name it

and somewhere, you'll find it!

The real cause of this catholicism of explanation, a mixture of formulac
which are incompatible at the cpistemological lsevel, is the nced to
satisfy quite definite pre-existing political positions, which do not
arise out of the formulations of present problems on students, which we
understood wg bw. $ha. gudbject of the text.

The alienation atialysis is obviocusly dragged in to justify the control
demands which were the 'matural' cxpressions of the cstablished student
power politics, and to fit into IS's more widespread syndicalism, i.e

a clsss analysis based not on rclations to the means of production,

but authority relations along Weberian lines, see especially 'Who Controls',

p.66.

The university as a structure of repression of repression comes from
Frankfurtian sociology, with shades of Marcuse and s particular school of
critical marxism. It meets the nezds of fashion and helps give an
impression of culture to ISy a similar purpose 1s displayed by the
cerdain comments on Ricardo, Durheim and Hegel, and the pronouncement on
scimnce (p 17), 'for progress in science is dialectical or it is nothing.'

The sociology— student - as— rebel thesis comes in as a stop gap against
any strategic thought. 1t is a reflection of the morc general character

of the text, which is purely empirist and descriptive, with scatterings

of 'political lessons', whose propagandist function should have been quite
secondary to the declarzd main purnose.

What should have been undertaken is a strategic analysis of the role and
nature of the student upsurge which reaches into theory in order to
establish political objectives (positions) which have an action basis. In
other words, what we are led to expect from the opening comments of the
text is precisely what is not obvious about the student sector. We might
witk some justification, expect some asscessment of the prospects of
sectors of the student body other than soclologists, some prognosis

about the technological stream of students, some specification of the new
forces in contradiction in technological capitalism. Sadly there is no
strategic content of any worth. No development, for cxample, of the




career mobility thesis (social destiny) which might easily have led to
valuable reflections about the prospects of a mature trade unionism for
the mass of students, say.

In summary, the analysis studiously avoids its own declared political
objectives, rclies on a Durkheimian conception of social conflict
resulting from expectational disjunctures and a Weberian class analysis
(class rclations are the product of authority rclations). It lacks any
grounding in marxist class doctrinc, substitutes a bourgeois problematic
(the causecs) for its self proclaimcd political objectives, mixes elements
from incompatible analytical frameworks (student qua student vorsus
student re¢ future destiny) perverts the marxian concept of contradictiong
and its correlation analysis (cducational change-technological capitalism)
relies on categories which arc never given any content - a depressing
reminder of the 'empty boxes' problem perceived by the more astute of
bourgeois social scientists in their own theory. Ultimately, the text
assumes the character of a non-merxist, descriptive escape from the
serious questions which we cannot believe were not understood by the
authors,
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11.

International Marxist Grougp.

In assessing the political content of IMG's statements on students we
were faced with the difficulty that IMG as such have not prcduced a
succinct document on the sector. As a multi-level organisation within the
Fourth International, The IlG's position on students appears in articles
and documents of sub or related organisations whese connection with the
parent group is not always clear. The fcllowing comments are therefore
based not only on papers prepared by IMG for RSSF but also on articles in
Black Dwarf (pre-split) and the Red Mole, and on the document presented to
the first meeting of the IMG's youth vanguard group, the Spartacus League,
in July 1970.

"There are two general phasss of IMG's approach to the question of students:
the first, during the active 1life of RSSF, was based on a fairly convention-
al student power analysis: the second, seemingly a result of IMG's adoption
as the British section of the Fourth International, is based on the notion
of the 'youth vanguard'. The distinction between these phases is expressed
less through a difference in analysis than through a change in
organisational practice—~ during RSSF days IMG honoured the spirit of a
united front, now, through a purpose built league it is attempting to
hegemonise the student sector.

Phase I

Like other groups IMG moved into student politics without formulating a
thorough position which could be held to irrespective of the short run rise
and fall of activism. As a result their analysis is concerned to describe
events, to catch up with events and agitate; it depends for its effect on
asserted percepticns with littlc attempt at substancial explanation.

IMG's initial attempt tc attributc causes to student activism led to the use
of a few marxist analytical gestures in an econcomistic and simplistic
explanation. We quote: a 'penny pinching' jolicy for education leads to,
'overcrowding of universitics and colleges, menness with grants and
a thousand other things which make the 1ife of 2 student so time
wasting and irksome. It is this basic contradicticn which makes the
universities and c-lleges centres cof discontent and tension.! (i)
It is odd that IMG do not try to relate the facts of student actien to
this theory. There is 1ittle evidence that students have besn much
concerned with economic stress, and as a causal explanation it is inadequate
since there has been minimal unrest in the financially deprived lower half
of the binary system. Student politics has, on the contray, emerged in the
elite and financially priviledged universities. By asserting that students
suffer from a 'basic contradiction' IMG try to claim students are in some
way in apsFgliel position to the working class -~ who do of course suffer
from a basic contradiction. From this they proceed to characterise the
nature of students as trade unionist, and their struggles as defensive, and
claim a completely unargued 'direction' for students who are claimed to
'long for unity with the working class'.

Why students should fecl affinity for the working class is not cloar,iﬁhoﬁgh
for the purposes of IMG's economistic theory of student action it is
useful., It appears that students are concerned with workers because in some

(i) from a document presented to RSSF National Conference, March 1969, i
economistic explanations of the kind outlined above reveal a reflexive
guilt complex, as with the CPB(ML), about Oxbridge and the top univer—
sities, this leads to a phantasy about the polys etc. being working class}
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ways they are similar to them (a simple university. as factory explanation?)
and that students are revolutionary in so far as they &¥0eid the Stalinist
and Labourist organisations of the working class. It would appear that the
underlying purpose of this analysis is to claim that student politics is a
correct area for a group to be.active in, the correctness depending on the
establishment of a direct connection between student militancy and the
object of allreal political energy — the working class.

Unfortunately IMG do not indicate which features of a student militancy

which they insist on describing as trade unionist, allow for the development
of revolutionary politics. The workers' trade unionism is castigated as
Stalinist and Labourist and is clearly not regarded as indicating a concern
for revolution. The'trade unionism' of students on the other hand, is

free from such historical taints and can therefore apparently be mobilised
for revolutionary activity. The workers of course are corrupted by their
Stalinist and Labourist burearrats whereas students are potential cadres

for vanguard leadership by IMG.

What IMG try to assert is that the trade unionist conciousness of students
develops into a revolutionary conciousness which can be harmessed for the
revolutionary struggle. They provide none of the substancial explanation
which to be of any use this transformation merits. This is a pity since a
key proflem for revolutionaries is precisely,under what conditions conflict
in capitalist society takes on a rcvolutionary character. Lenin points out
that the task of revolutionaries is to understand snd effect the
transformation from primitive economic revolt to revolution, but he sees no
necessary, automatic development involved in this. For IMG students have
effected this crucial transformation, the group however do not appear to
recognise the mystery tc which they subscribe.

Phase I1

In the second phase of their analysis of students - the Youth Vanguard-
IMG attempt to suggest some content for the revolutionary aspect of student
trade unionism.

The substance of the youth vanguard notion emerges most clearly in the

Ben Said text published in Black Dwarf (ii). Ben Said presents & broader
version of the youth vanguard than IidG's and his own concentration upon
students would appear to sanction. In an unexplicit generational thesis the
students are only a small section of a wide vanguard group. Other sections:
blacks, newly unionised workers (! under their Stalinist and Labourist
leadership), women — in England IMG stress Irish workers as well, are

given the same importance as students though they arc presumably vanguard
for others reasons than youth, but the bulk of analysis of the vanguard

is directed to the particular conditions which have caused student militancy.
The relevance of these conditions to the rest of the vanguard is never
explained,

Ben Said asserts that the university is the'focal centre' of capitalist
contradictions— involving the clash of the forces and rclations of
production, He specifies an economic, ideological and institutional crisis-
all with overtones of the develorment of important crisis development.

(ii) No. 29, vol.14.
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It is apparently the Ben Said text ( znd cthers from continental branches
of the Fourth International) which have influenced IMG's 'youth vanguard
strategy'. IMG however, seem to have learned 1ittle from their
association with the more sophisticated FI, so, their 1nterpretatlon of
the Manchester (spring 70) occupation stated,
'the Manchester occupation was part of a long term defen31ve struggle
in the face of. systematic attacks upon students and student militants
eer it i5.5 struggle to preserve the embryomic trade union
concioisness which... tumns sbudcnts to a mass revolutionary youth
movement'.
The youth vanguard element is s1mp1y tocked cnto the standard and unhelpful
comment, IMG having adopted the outer rationalisation of the youth vanguard
position without gttempting to ground*it im: their total position.

Though Ben Said is superficially qulte 1mpres51ve in comparison to IMG
productions — especially the document that accompanied the founding of the
Spartacus League —~ it is unargued and internally chaotic and contradictoery.
Major objections to it can be menticned very briefly:

1. As referred to earlier, the ycuth vanguard itself is not a homogenous
generation- the reasons given for its revelt relate only to students
for whem key determinants like unemployment (cited as an explanation
of the activity of other groups) are not motors to action. Why groups
whose situation (and generation) are not student should be part of o
vanguard section dominatcd by these within the education system requires
considerable explanation.

2. The generational thesis is related to the East/wost power balance in
world pelitics but this is not extended with specification: in what way
are all the elements cof revolt, so many of then spontaneously active,
aware of East/West power relations: why should a crisis of yalues strike
this particular generation, and apparently mostly one group within this
generation, and not others: what is the content of the crisis of wvalues
mentioneds:s why should it provoke revolutionary politics as opposed to
other political reacticns?

3. While the youth vanguard is revolutionary and a vanguard (whether
temporary or permanent is not specified) the students are defined as
being unable to transcend petit-bourgeocis radicalism. This, despite being
at the centre of a basic contradiction - the very locaticn which makes
them a vanguard in the first place!l

4. Unstable spontaneous action is a principle feature of student (vanguard)
action, yet it is a characteristic which is criticised heavily. The
students are important precisely because they are prcne to spontaneous
action, yet condemed for the political error of spontenaism. When Ben
S2id rejects ‘'ultra leftist adve-turism' and ‘anarchic forms of action'
he “:is confusing a student mass which is vanguard with a political
vanguard. This is the result of his own original sleight of hand (one
repeated by IMG) by which at . one moment students are represented as a
vanguard with no qualifications as to the political limitations of their
activities, and at the next political leadership is firmly stated to
belong to Fourth International organisations—- the true vanguard.

5. The main problem then of this text (and of the FI position) is the nature
of the vanguard as such. What cmerges to explain the contradictory
positicns put forward is that the political problems of revolution will
only be solv:d when the FI has created a powerful vanguard party. Until
then, ths youth vanguard, for all its inadequacies, must act as a

vanguard. This tautolcgous developmentalism is the essence of sectarianisms
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while attempting to offer exclusive explanaticns of the student question-
putting up explanations in order, presumably, to be correct and scientific—
the FI contradict their own 'scientifically' derived political conclusions,
i.e. the youth vanguard is ultra left and adventurist. This is done to give
the impression of principled politics (we haven't got a sufficient vanguard
yet, so this one will have to do) and to claim a future political power
(as if evaluating a force were necessarily to point it in the correct
political direction (ii1)). L

6.Inspite of lengthy explanations about why students are ideologically
alienated from society the overwhelming impression given by Ben Said of
the groups relevance to the revolutionary vanguard is that they are young.
As youth they are ignorant of all the forces of Stalinism, Labourism,
non~revolution; in the last analysis it is the ignorance of students which
IMG and the Fourth International see as motivating them to revolution!

(1ii) When presented with this dilemma of analysis the usual response is
to invoke the 'dialectic', a fig leaf which was once a precise and
scientific term. ,
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Communist Party of Britain (Marxist-Leninist)

The comments below refer in the main to the CPB(ML) document, Draft Action
Programme and Anslysis of thg Student Movement.

The class analysis, student as pctit—bourgeois, is the central point of the
document. The contention is that students belong to an intermediate stratam
and on the whole,
'‘face 2 contradiction as memburs of the petty bourgecoisie, a class
that includes most students, tcachers and intellectuals.'
It is asserted that,
'in the time of triumph of corporatc monopoly capitalism ... the
petit-bourgcoisie as an indepondent self c¢mployed class faces
extinection,'
Unfortunately, it is not at all clear what such a decline of the petit-
bourgeoisie might have to do with students sincs it does not answer the
question,; why should students be considered as petit-bourgeoiss after all
students, tcachers and intellcctuals arc not self employed so why should they
be included &nobhe class of the self cmployed? Clearly, also, the CPB(ML)
recognise no problem as regards the nature of the petit—-bourgeoisie in
relation to monopoly capitalism as distincet from ninctecnth century
capitalism, which is of course thc source of their class references.

This mochanical conception of class analysis cocxists with a predictable
voluntarism which emergss clcearly when the CPB(ML) attempt to deal concretely
with student politics. They present the petit-bourgcoisie, and therefore
students, as a class of individuals who have a choice to make about which
side they will take in the class struggle. The problem with this analysis is
that it is unable to deal with prominent political qucestions because its
individuad sociology is complctely unreal: it cannot be applied to the
student movement, it sidesteps the question of the political character of

the student mass, and is a somcwhat strange account of the process of cadre
formation, which the CPB(ML) assert as a strategic goal.

Some attempt is made to overcom: the worst shortcomings of a crude class:
analysis by introducing a distinction betwesn progressive and ruactionary
aspocts of 'the petit-bourgools contradiction',; however, no substancial
examples are given from student politics to enable us to judge the usefulness
of such a distinction. Without gxamples, or an assessment of the recactionary
or progressive aspects of contradictions faced by the petit-bourgeoisie it is
anyway quite impossible Ffor the CPB(ML) to take a position dn the basic
question, 'Are students friends or encmies of the people?' Their apparent
reluctance to deal with questions of the nature of tho student mass is
presumably why the group put so much stress on the mystifying notion of

the igdividual (petit—bourgcois) student.

The mechanical charactcer of the class analysis used also appears when the
CPB(ML) talk about political objcctives for students. They recommend the
taking of a 'proletarian line' and work in the service of, 'the interests of
the revolutionary working class'. Both these rccommendations beg the question
of the 'corrcet linc'~ what is it, what political decisions are taken in the
light of it, etc.— and beg the quostion (a rather morc basic one) of the
political character of the working class, which is asserted to be clearly
revolutionary. This absurd rhetoric has at least the merit of being:
intcrnally coherent — in that the CPB(ML) scem unable at any point in their
analysis to see the differences between trade union and revolutionary
strugeles. We quote ' , .
'the English working class struggle for better pay and against the

-
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Mussolini-style, corporatist White PaperAcqnditionéd*the“studéﬁf'
movements' awareness of the working class struggle for socialism.'

Petit-bourgeois and bourgeois students are described as facing a contrad-
iction between the ideology of higher education and its reality: the
practice which follows this analysis is the familiar practice of'exposure'.
However, although the CPB(ML) Action Programme is based on 'exposure’
demands the contradiction from which these demands are supposedly derived
(ideology/réality), is hardly mentioned in the text. Rather, emphasis is
placed on what appears to be personal crises with regard to mobility and
expactations— the 'promises and aroused cxpectations' which imperialism
cannot fulfill for bourgeois and petit-bourgeois students. There is

also mention of the probléms faced by working class students, the

'intense personal contradictions'faced by students who are forced to reject
their class in order to be successful. Such'expectations' and 'personal
contradictions' are amply covered in bourgecois sociology bud the. 6PB(ML)
oo/ attempt to explain how their contradictions differ from the bourgepis
problem. '

At the other extreme to personal contradictions is the supposed crisis

of extinction faced by the petit-bourgeoisie, this too is refered to as

a contradiction. They are asserted to be in the process of being squeezed
by monopoly capitalism and this is put forward as an 'objective!
background condition to the student revolt.

The concept, 'monopoly capitalist corporatist state', is used throughout
the analysis but is not cxplained, An explanation would however seem to
be necessary since since there is a fusion of two classical concepts—
monopoly capitalism, a specific stage of capitalism, and corporatism,

a specific ruling class strategy used to integrate sections of the
working class when it threatens capitalism - the fusion here is confusing
and mzrely to present the concept as an integrated tendency does not say
why the CPB(ML) consider this particular theory of capitalism useful.

They argue that the key contradiction within the university is the need
for monopoly capitalism to expand higher education (a result of inter—
imperialist competition) and its corresponding inability to finance
expansion due to the imperialist financial crisis. To cover this assertion
they must explain why it is that the 'luxurious' campuses -~ Essex, Sussex,
etc.,~ have been the most active politically and not the deprived polys
and techs.

The contradiction they specify is even more questionable since the CPB(ML)
stress that English universities are elitist institutions —more so than
those in the States and Europe- and yet somehow,
'students are becoming concious of the strings, what imperialism
demands of them in return. They are becoming concious that they
arc asked to exploit and manage the labour of others'.
It is not convincingly ezplained why the elite should be the first to
realise that university education is elitist— nor why the elite should
fight elitism,

One of the documents principle weaknesses is that it contains a mixture

of analysis and rhetoric which makes it difficult to understand who the
document is interded for. At some points it is aimed at CPB(ML) cadres or
potential cadres, to whom the rhetoric is surely no relevation, while at
other times it is aimed at the student masses, in which case-the

political programme for cadres which it includes is misplaced. The function
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of thc analysis is merely to vefmforce preexisting political posturss.
No problems are recognised or posed. In the context of such poverty it

is not suprising that thc action programme prescnted contains nothing. It
would be regardsd as unexceptionable by most of the "misleaders'—the
term used by the CPB(ML) to describe other political groups— involved in
the student movement.
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Communist Party of Great Britain.

As a party with a definite historiged existence (as opposed to a claim
for party status) the CPBG is in ceratin ways quite distinct from the
other organisations considered in this document.

The full ramifications of the CP's position &8 a section of a large and
powerful international party cannot be gone into here, but two aspects of
its party situation need tc be borne in mind in connection with its

attitude to the 'student movement's firstly, the CP's fratermal relations,
particularly with the Buropean communist parties (PCI, PCF) have undoubtedly
created difficulties for its policy toward and understanding of student
politics in this country, and secondly, as the only organisation left of the
Labour Party with a significant working class following ond base, the CP's
pesition on students has ipso facto some importance. Whereas most of the
groups are concerned with a largely student membership the CP as a multi-
sectional party has had both the responsibility and the opportunity to
present explandtions of student politics beyond a 2 student audience.

The experience of the LBuropean Communlst,Partles with organised student
political militancy as well as loosely directed student mobilisations
preceeded any similar exXperience for the British CP. With the emergence of
a 'student movement' in this country the CP had both to react to a situation
already incorporated into the policies of its fraternal parties, and to a
movement which was in some respects manifestly different from that on the
continent. The explanation_of the CP's policy towards students is obviously
only tc be found in ite overall-political position, but a contributory
cause of much of its misinterpretation of student politics in Britain has
been a tendency (or an intention) to draw from the experience of the
Buropean parties, reinforcing statements from the PCF etc. rather than
taking a close lock at the 'lesser' student movement nearer home.

The CP has nc theoretical explanation for .the emergence of student militancy,
instead it resorts to notions of a phenomenon resulting from an increased
moral concern on the part of youth and doesn't seek political explanations
which might inform pelicy towards the student sector.

Most of the CP's pronouncements on students are concerned to support an
aspect of student activity — action of a mass nature for democratisation of
the college structure etc.~ whilst condeming much of its real content as
'ultra left'. The CP's own policy of following events, leading consensual
confrontations (as at Manchester) and organisational tailism (i) is seen as
nurturing the majority of students into support for socialist politics.

(1) The CP backed initiative of the Radical Stuaents' Alliance was a ginger
group for NUS. It never existed except as a 'shadow' union and cffectivaw
ly diszppeared on the formation of RSSF - the events of May rendering
'radical' politics impotent in an appeal to students. With the
development of a revolutionary focus for student politics and a change
in NUS leadership from right to centre, the CP returned exclusively
to the NUS and student unionism— backing rcform against confused
revolutionism.

Presumably CP strategy towards NUS is directed ét extensive influence
or control, but it is difficult to see how the practical politics of
such an influence would differ from those of Jack Straw. Straw anyway
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Whilst stating that,
'one of the most heartening things about the student struggle of today
is that it sees beyond the immediate demands (to do with reform in
the university or college) and aspires to a fundamental change in
society itself'. (Comment 15th., Feb. 1969)
the CP is highly critical of any attempts by students to organise for
this change. On the whole it sees such attempts as threatening the aims
of the student movement, aims which must be presumed to be confined to
reforms of the educational structure since the CP does not present any
further reaching strategy for the student sector. Certainly (in common
with most of the groups) the CP formulates a stagist notion of student
involvement, participation in college based struggles leading the student
to extend an awareness arrived at in student politics into society as a
“ whole- the students 'take their place' in the struggle for sccialism
having apparently gone through the familiar 'raising of conciousness' -
but there is no explanation as to why students should move from concern
over democracy within an institution to concern for the formation of a
sociglist state.

The CP's notion of the importance of the 'ultra-left' groups IS, IMG etc.
within student politics is wildly inaccurate. Virtually all student action
is seen by some CP writers as directed by the 'ultra left' groups, who are
supposedly putting forward ludicrously vanguardist tactics to an ignorant
and only tentatively active student mass. In fact, until Spring 1970 the
'ultra' groups were seldom of great importance in localised student
mobilisations (except the LSE) and their more prominent role of late

(e.g. IMG, Spring term Oxford 70) probably reflects the 'stage' of the
movement, a turning from mass mobilisations into problems of direction,
strength etc., rather than a clear desire by students for a particular
political leadership. The characterisaticn of the groups as 'ultra' on the
part of the CP bears little relation to the role they have in fact played;
in specific situations the groups have, objectively, often been the section
of political students most concerned not to get involved in 'uitra' tactics
and it is frequently these groups who attack non-alligned militants as
ultra leftists whilst they themselves attempt to hold the struggle at a
high point of participation and consensus. This, at the risk of taking

th: leadership in fundamentally liberal mobilisations.,

In the student sector as elsewhere the CP counterposes to the policy of
the groups a policy of unity, unity behind a programme of demands
acceptable to all 'progressive elements'. In Ultra Leftism (Betty Reid,

CP pamphlet) this policy is justified by an appeal to the experience of
the fight against fascism, imperialism seemingly being regarded as fascism
in a new guise. Even if the 'Imperialist Crisis' were seen to warrant
popular front defensism of the kind used against fascism it doesn't appear

(1) cont. derived his influence via, and for the benefit of, the university
authorities: would they necessarily confer the same opportunlty or
influence to the Communist Party?
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that the CP have a clear liberal bourgeois democratic ally for such a
struggle. What is meant by such a policy at the present time is
presumably the alliance of a social democratic party —the Labour Party-
and a parliamentary socialist party -the Communist Party- an zl’iance
which needs to be justified outside reference to classic strategy.

Within the stud:-nt sector the CP's policy means operation within the NUS
and the student unions, following rather thanleading manifestations of
militoncy.

One specific stratcgy Tor student activity —Red Bases— has been harshly
criticised by the CP (ii). In common with the politics of the grouvs,
though emerging as a strategy in clear opposition to the groups, Red

Basism is attacked as 'extremist'. Whatever the limitations or possibilities
of this strategy (see section on Red Bases) it was an attempt to formulate
revoluticnary activity for students in a situation wherc working class
politics are reveolutionary in neither content nor aim. By taking the idea
of Red Bases to refer to a strategy for physically taking and holding the
universities against the opposition of the state, the CP attempts to
discredit nom—ouvrierist student activity in much the same way as it
discredits the ouvrierist recruitment strategy of, particularly, the
Trotskyist groups. Any student activity which falls outside a progressive
unionism is seemingly irrespomsible and incorrect. The fact that student
mobilisations quickly pass beyond unionist demands,(indeed it would secm
that to a large extent student acticns are no longer concerned with
strictly internal demands, anti-racism etc. having emerged more prcminently)
allows the CP tc make the assumption that student s are likely to be led
away from the correct area cf their struggle by the experienced, organised
groups. They dc net consider, publicly at least, that the real content cf
student politics may be non-unicnist and more cencerned with the possibility
of revclutien (however vaguely this is formulated) thay with improved
democcracy for cclleges and better educational fascilitices— aims which

would not be at all inconceivable given a slight leftward shift in current
ideas of social organisatimm.

Students as a block, aos a mass, are regarded as underpriviledged and a
relevant group far CP attention: however, the CP's copportunity to recruit
from student revoluticnaries (independently of specific political
difficulties) is cbviously jaundiced by its experience with intellectuals.
Its past embarassing trcubles with intellectuals must make it cauticus of
recruitment as an cbvicus strategy towards the sector.

(ii) Comment 15th. Feb. 1969. Woddis.
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NLR's Red Basism. NLR 53, Jan 1969

Besides backing the Red Base line, the three major articles in the NLR
were designed to pcrsuade readers that the student struggle arena was
important, that its mass character and general political orientation
meant a significant breakthrough into revolutionary politics., Most other
groups were defensive rether than expansive about the student sector. In
general terms,the strategic task being performed in this group of articles
comes under the heading of struggle reinforcement. Politically, the resort
to an explicit Marxist analysis, with the overall reference being to
Marxist-Leninism, meant that the pisces were clearly in opposition to un—
marxist interpretations, and to pure agitational reinforcements that did not
delve desply into theory and classic traditions for their roots. In a
further sense, expressed more clearly in articles specifically for RSSF and
speeches at conferences, the underlying position of NIR was for - at
minirmum- a relatively autonomous development of the student sector, as.
opposed to the ouvrierist line which was imposed on studentlsm by the class1g

groups (1).

The Red Base came across in only sketchy terms, in tle article wrltten by
Blackburn under the alias of James Wilcox. The other two articles in NLR
contain usefud attempts to theorise what was already happening in the sector
and build its significance, but little was offerred that had independent
value as strategy, theory or practice. Some practice formulations were
useful, namely, mass democracy, the mass line, and references to dual power,
but these were never expressed in pOSlthL terms. The centre of the pleces
is Red Basism, :

Barnett talks about counter contfos, Fernbach talks about culturally
and. politically liberated zones; while Blackburn attempts to argue some
theory behind Red Basism, ,

Blackburn tries to force a distinction between Trotskyism's classic
practice of raising demands and raising conciousness, and the Red Base
concept which involves the institutionalisation of intermediate forms of
power, He talks about the conciousness raisers as 'new style reformists',
but the reference is a polite term for the basic practice of the various
sectarian groups whose dependence on raising conciousness we have explored
elsewhere, Red Bases; being institutions, can develope a$ 'embryos of a new
social order' and involve 'new and superior organising principles for
social relations'~ according to Blackburn. The basic point seems to be that
Red Bases can provide 'pivotal power centres', a stress which is much in
advance of merely working on conciousness in abstract. He goes further by
pointing out that a concrete scenario for political struggle and political
life permits in its internal life real people to develope from their
complex positions by virtue of being involved in actively changing and
running their own power base. The fault of the conciousness raisers ,
according to Blackburn, is that they seem to assume a steady and stable
progression of conciousness amongst the masses from low to high etc., when
his view is that masses have always had a mixed conciousness, composed of
respect and fear for the existing order combined with a deep hate and
rejection of it. In this per ception he seems to be arguing for unadulterated

(i) It is interesting to note that there was no clear and prominent statement
of a thesis which was generated by the NLR group, namely, that the student
sector could become the vehicle for the generation of a previously absent
Marxist culture and revolutlonary tradition in Brltaln.

i
L
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vanguardism, as Well as for a form of practice that goes into power
struggles, rather than remalnlng at the level of p01nt1ng out lessons.
to the masses.

This was a wekome attempt at theory, but its fault is that its direct
application to the student movement as it had developed so far, or as

it could develop, was never argued in any substance. The piece was a
cockshye, justified by the defensism and poverty of the. interpretations
of other groups. But the actual forms of power that could be developed
within Red Basism were never explored, no attempt was made to discuss
dual power strategy one of the most obvious extensions of Red Basism,
one which is discussed in Vittorio Rieser's article in ISJ whlch started
the Red Bases idea off.

Barnett's article is mainly on tactics as such and does have some novelty
as a theorization of politization through struggle, in opposition to
notions of politics which work conciousness alone, He stresses the role

of victory and defeat, but avoids questions of current goals (ii) by
talking usefully, no doubt, about the enemies tacties and strategy,
implying that what was needed was just to defeat the enemy. In a certain
sense there was an overstretching of the military metaphor. Achieving -
majorities by the 'mass line' and 'being on the offensive' are fine as .
imperatives, but the work of the analyst and theorist is to spell out

what all this means in plain concrete terms, What emerges from this concept
of Red Basism is that its meaning as applied to a particular battle field
and its classic meaning as fundamental political strategy are very different,
see gection on Strstegy .

Fernbach's piece raises basic issues in approaching the question of the
political nature of students from a Mao formulation- are the students
friends or enemies of the people, The other pieces assume'friend! if not

‘stiper~friend! at the outset. This paper stands out for its emphasis on
the role of ideology- or the superstructure in general- in advanced
‘capitalism, as well as calling for the development of cadres., Both of
these idegs are obviously fruitful but their substance is unclear.

(ii) Barnett's discussion on the NUS, though intelligent, was off centre
since the NUS and NUSism were not even within the most catholic spectrum
of current goals, let alone of those who supported Red Bases.
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From 'Student Power', 'The mesning of the student revolt'., G.S.Jones.

This article is an introduction to the whole book* and attempts to
discuss problems which are covered more fully elsewhere in the text.
Hence it appears schematic and is not a comprehensive analysis of the
student situation. '
Introduction : : o
There is a necessity to review the nature of the new student revolt which
has developed throughout the world in the past few years: 'They are today
a new social force of incalculable significance'.

Theories on 'The nature of Students'
The theories which attempt to analyse the students as a class are
reductionist, according to Jones. He quotes Alain Tourraine, who uses
the analogy of the rise of working class conciousness at the onset of the
Industrial Revolution. As the new industrial workers began to realise their
class nature they began to join together in angry 'expressive! rebellion,
formulating utopian ideals but with no organised recognisable goals before
them. Consequently this was a fragmented movement. Jones refutes this
interpretation with two arguments: . }
T. Students do not constitute a class because unlike workers theirs
is not a like situation but a transient one, and their destination
is not the working class. ,
2. Universities do not hold political power, but are used as instruments
of power by industry and the State.
Althusser's distinction between the dominant contradiction and the -
determinate contradiction is very important and-should & studied in greater
detail., Jones says of students and the working class (p29):
'If students have, for the present, become perhaps the most obvious focus
of .subversion in the west, it is not because they have stepped into the
shoes of an obselete proletarigt.’ : , :

Causes of the Student Revolt
Jones postulates three schematic causes of student revolt, only the first
two,however, are worthy of any detailed analysis.
1.There is a contradiction between what.the student is taught and what
the universities profess to teach. The student is presented with a
fragmented ideology; he is expected to be critical in his own field
but not to expand criticism beyond it, ie. the emergence of
sociology, which is used for manipulation but contains the 'danger!
of encouraging true critical analysis. ' ‘
In his notes Jones quotes CGramsci's distinction between'organic' and
'traditional' intellectuals, or functional and classical intellectuals,
Jones says that functional intellectuals are the'technicians of
production, consumption and consent'.
The universities still uphold the liberal ideas of education, but most
students take jobs which contradict this ideal.

These are in general the sociological csuses of student unrest.

2.The political causes stem from the ending of the Cold War. In the Cold
War period the 'free'! western, capitalist world was able to obscure
its own repressive nature under the threat of totalitarian repression.

*NLR and Penguin Books, Student Power Ed. A.Cockburn and R.Blackburn.
Penguin 1969.
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This false dichotomy was exposed by students at the onset of anti-
imperialist in Vietnam, Africa etc.

3.General cultural causes are also referred to, the generation gap
and accelerated technological advances,

Reasons for specfic developments in Britain

The rnumbers of the student population have risen greatly. Before the
Second World War they were never above 70,000, By 1965/66 the number had .
risen to 300.000. A relative increase in buildings and staff has nSV°rbeen
achieved, and grants have not kept pace with the rising cost of living.
Students are no longer a professional elite. Jones goes on to consider why
the student revolt in Britain has not had g revolutionary character like
France or America. He postulates the NLR thesis that Britain has no. '
revolutionary intellectual tradition. Consequently British students have
no theoretioal analysis to turn to and develop . This is certainly true
but the important unanswered question is,why is this the case? Why has

it not developed out of recent events?

Jones also makes the (dubious) claim that it is working class youth, and
not students, who have led the field in important,liberating cultural
developments— dress, mores etc. Jones seems to think that the Grosvenor
Square demonstrations have played an important new role in British student
polities, Finally he argues the need to develop a thorough analysis of
the development of post—war Britain in order to establish a theoretical
perspective on students and their future role in important struggles,

Demandsg the students should be making

These five points -given below— appear haphazard and do not seem to have
arisen from the argument above, Jones assumes that alegiance to working-class
struggles should be made, but he does not examine how this can happen.

(He seems to think that students can provide a theoretical basis for the
labour movement in relation to an engagement in mass strugele). The demands
given have no political framework, nor does he analyse under what concrete
conditions they could be made, nor their political implications— are they
reformist or revolutionary demands for example?

Finally, though his hard political positions detract from a key role for
stutants, Jones surface corments are clearly more supportive than he would
admit., -

He sets out the following five areass

- Abolltlon of the special legal situation of students, oxpressed in the
'in loco parentis' formula.

- Defence of grants and democratization of access into higher education,
no discrimination in class access to higher education and abolition of
discrimination against women,

- Construct a mass movement -on demands for internal democracy of four
functional groups in universities ; students, researchers, teachers
and technical staff.

— Democratic control over the content of courses.

~ Link students to the struggles of the industrial worklnp classe.
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Positions in Nairn's essay, 'The Beginning of the End', Panther 68

Nairn's essay stands out for two reasons. Firstly, he researches his
thesis and interpretation back into a complex Marxism, Secondly, his
text is about the decisive conjuncture, France (May 1968), which brought
the student question into the bigger question of socialist revolution.
Though most texts are, of course, by revolutionaries for revolutionaries,
about whether students arc revolutionary, few dare to dwell with adequate
welcht on the crucial and novel role of students in this enormous break in
revolutionary prospects, In a sense, Nairn's text comes closest to the
aspirations which attended RSSF's births on the other hand, though it was
not connected at all clearly with the May events, it is doubtful if RSSF
would have had the term 'revolutionary' included in its name if it had
been set up prior to May. This aoccidental conjuncture perhaps explains an
ambivalence in nuch of the writing and discussion about RSSF- particularly
by the groups,who were formed considerably prior to the student period,
and of course, the May evnts.

Nairn's theses divide up fairly neatly into four sections which are
surmarised and asscessed separately. o

The Nature of Capitalisn , ,

Nairn shores the view of many theorists of the students revolt that
capitalism has changed, and that we need a different model to that of
classic,orthodox Marxism to get anywhere in analysis. He argues that the
contradictions of advanced capitalism, often referred to as neocapitalisry,
are qu-litatively different to those of classic capitalism. It-is implied
that the absence of familiar class-war patterns, the lack of overt economic
crisis, and any clear build up in class struggle are the revolt signals
relevant to the classic capitalism nmodel- their absence invites revisions
of a basic nature. Nairn asserts that advanced capit=zlism is characterised
by a development of the forces of production to the stage of post-scarcity
on the one hand, and on the other hand, to the point where mental production,
an¢ a mental surplus, are the defining features of the system. The typical,
and crucial commodity of capitolism is now the cormodity of conciousness.
The contradictions which are central are concerned with the area of mental
production. These are somehow, 'qualitatively different'. What this means
is that universities hecome the nerve centres of o system whose further
development depends on the production of conciousness as a cormodity.

What Wairn is doing is trying to explain in systematic terms, why students
should be a vanguard. He goes for the view that this role is much rmore than
accidental: it is the eepression of the high point of capitalist development.
Inside the old society the seeds of the new are now actually present, such
that the societal basis for a transformation of capitalism has a real
elstence— the class does not have to be wrenched into history be the party,
if one dare use this extreme version for the purposes of explanation. We

carne to the view that the thesis on the domination of mental forces of
production could be seen either as an cEpression of, or a parallel development
to, a peak level of socialisation of the forces of production.

Nairn draws on Marcuse, whose absence in other analyses is not without int-
erest, as proof or corroboration of advanced capitalism's changed nature,
What seems to be suggested is that the bourgeoisie have hit new problens
which require a one dimentionalist, material consumptionist ideology, pre -
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cisely because the era of scarcity is over in the advanced —capitalist™
world, and the matcrial possibility is now present for socizl freedon,

If capitalism permitted the development of social nan beyond scarcity
dominated wan, it would invite its own transformation. Or, the essence

of capitalism being class freedom, mass freedom cannot be allowed to
develop- this seems' to be the nub of the interpretation of Marcuse's work.

Nairn's theses presented us with considerable difficulty,not least
because he does not cross reference his theses to pre—eeisting work, eg.,
Mallet and Gorz on the new working class., The essay takes the form of
‘theoretical imagination in power'. The concept of wental production is
the centre of the analysis. Section 5 on 'New Contradictions' is the key
text.

Neocapitalism's essence is the embodiment of the mental production of
plenners, technicians, product designers, manipulator and organisers into
base production to the extent that the traditional category 'material
commodity' is seen as missing out this crucial force. These mental products,
in our view, require close specification so that one knows whether material
goods now embody mental production. In Nairn's terns, the universities—
which are immencely social institutions— produce and distribute mental
production, and the surplus from their exploitation is the driving force
perritting further sccurmlation for capitalism. This much can be extracted,
but Nairn does not explore the issue fully. The conclusion he draws is

that this basically social production is in contradiction to the frag-
mentation and alicnation imposed by capitlaist society. His quotes from the
Grundrisse are tantalising, but only allusive, rather than final or
definitive.

Our basic criticism of his key contradiction is that it is not substantiated,
not expressed in concrete terms, not applied to students or to the working
class, or even to the most obvious group, the new working class. We are also
concerned that concepts from Marx's political theory of the econonic systen
of capitalism seem to occur outside the realms of specific economic analysis.
For example, the term surplus which is used widely, is a loose formulation,

a rovised forrmla put forwsrd by Sweezy et al., Marx'x conception is surplus
value. One asks how surplus value is extracted from the mental production

of students. This of course then raises the question: arc students

actually mental producers as such? '

Nor does this analysis deal with the expression of the new situation in terms
that permit any strategic prescriptions, or any clear position on the
politics of the traditional working class and its status as a vanguard class.
Is Nairn sugresting that the working class in France came out as the
result of the controdiction developing or being unlockedy between the con-
crete possibility of freedom and capitalisnm's suppression of this? How do

the §'stem contradictions got expressed? Is the student vanguard more than

a small motor— a chronological vanguard, which is what he implies?

While we sece little analytical vzlue coming from the attempts of Mandel
and IS to discover youth unemployment rising prior to May, in the former
case, and a rising strike pattern for a number of previous years in the
latter's case, Nairn's work demands concreteness if it is to take on
political weight,

This is a basic difficulty, which is seen clearly in his political views
(see below). Thourh obviocusly highly abstragt theory is not designed to
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explain a specific conjuncture, his notion of the permanent, structural
crisis of advanced capitalism should presumably be articulable in terms
of signals and evidence outside a specific crisis.

Further, the thesis which is a corollary of the immanence of social
transformation within advanced capitalism demands attentions, This is the
'closeness of means and ends'® thesis, which comes in usefully as a support
for the touch of sponteneist politics advocated by Nairn. It seems to us
that the notion of a dramatically diminished gap between political ends and
neans (party, primitive socialist accurmlation etc.) needs to be spelt out
clearly. One can see how it supports the May events as 'surprise' and sudden
events, but even setting this aside, since it is only a rinor factor, the
basic thesis is unsubstanciated though it is central to the view of students
as an organically vanguard force.

The nature of students

Much of this section is obvicus from the above analysis, but a closer look
is worth while., Nairn asserts fully that students are a vanguard, and the
nost radical block in advanced capitalism., At the same time as they are a
vanguard by virtue of the development of the forces of production to the
stage of mental production stc., they are a2 vanguard as a generation, They
are the first post—scarcity generation, for whom material exigency is not
dominant. They are politically the first perfect generation of capitalism
in that they can actually live the myth of individually free bourgeois nan
since its preconditions are present ( material preconditions that is), He
seems to be suggesting that in earlier stages of history bourgeois ideology,
individualism and freedom, were in contradiction with the unfreedonm of
capitalists within their system (laissez-fairism is controlled by the systenm
not actors within it etc,). This ideology is now opposed to the actual
practice of domination of the bourgeoisie through alienation, fragnentation,
and anti-social individualism, For the students, individualism is now a
collective and social possibility. This reneration, then, at an objective
watershed of capitalist development, experiences and produces a new sub-
jectivity. Corment is given below on this new subjectivity.

Naim's rejection of some of the standard attempts at explanation of the
student revolt i.e. bad conditions, is welcome, while his assertion that
students are nental workers is of course fairly cormon now, even if it is
absent from British student theory. We felt uneasy about the extension of
the systemic analysis to cover young workers, though some adjustments can
be made with reference to the gensrational thesis. The question of mental
production is more difficult to deal with. It is interesting that Nairn
does not explicitly talk about an 1nte111gent/1dlot contradiction.

The role of students

Here we concentrate on the vanguard role. Nairn argues that the political
role of students (in France 68) was an altered version of Lenin's model of
the vanguard party; it was the students mass, the young intellectuals who
led the revolt, who were the movement, having the catylist and leader role
that the old style Leninist, ouvrierist sects had adopted against history.
He argues that the young intellectuals turned to the workers at a certain
point,'naturally', so to speak, rather than as a result of doctrine. The
closeness of the stwdents and the young workers to history is what nakes
their role crucial., It follows for Nairn that theory and doctrine rmust remain
close and alive to reality. He uses Gramscian categories to argue that the
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students are no longer traditional intelléctua1s5 but the organic
intellectuals of a2 mature capitalism which rests on forces of mental
production for its prospect of further accumulation. - '

The thesigs of political vanguard revolt is bascd on his theoretical analysis
of capitalism, this asserts that the students as alienated, young, organic
intellectual workers revolted against capitalism in their own right, not

as leaders and cadres, We would suggest that their turming to the workers,
and the presence of young workers, inside the same analysis, requires much
closer substanciation. Nairn does attempt to cover the basic point about the
French revolt not being able to become a successful seizure of state power,
but he does this just by assertion— ex mikilo. ; ;

Naim sets out to argue the vanguard role of the student bloc primarily
because other interpretations ascribed az purely mechanical accidental role
to students. The most common version of the 'mechanical role' approsch sees
students , almost accidentally, triggering off a traditional socialist/”
working class revolt which had nothing to do with the students' own initial
protests. But by arguing a vanguard nature for the student bloc in very
full, assertive terms, Nairn invites the criticism that the vanguard failed,
a point which can be extended into a total criticism of the vanguard thesis.
After all, it can be argued, there is no hard evidence presented by Nairn to
justify the replacement of the classic Leninist doctrine and practice of the
vanguard party with a piece of spectacular sociologism (students as vanguard)
in which students had a role, but no will, direction, or plan to seize state
power. Nairn tries to anticipate this sort of criticism by pointing out that
the May events could not have bezn a successful seizure of state power any-
how., In other words, the level of Nairn's argumant about the vanguard role
of students is not meant to be a-tactico/ military assessment of the events
on a day to day basis. ' '

The day to day approach ( a wrong decision is a'betrayal'etc.) is associated
with traditional sectarians, who cannot see the bigger interpretive problems
posed by May. -Much of Nairn's orientation is designed to attack the careful
defensism of these groups, and their doxological interpretations of Lenin's
doctrine of the vanguard party, both of which coalesce into a complete
refusal of any significant political role for students. Though we sympathize
with Nairn's objectives, we are critical of the ease with which he rejects
the Leninist definition of vanguard practice and the loose formulae with
which he argues the vanguard role of the student bloc.

Student Practice _

Naim argues that action and activism are the key historical fegtures of the
student vanguard. He argues that action has been the deficiency factor in
socialism prior to May. In terms of prescriptions for practice, he argues
that theory has been running behind history, and has gd to catch up: in
other words he rejects the impulse felt by the sectariasns and other Tight
groupings subscribing to classic doctrines to squeeze the May history into
pre—existing doctrines. Rathey, their old doctrines should be squeezed by
_new doctrines, He talks about the students . creating a new subjectivity, which
is composed of freedom and unity, which have treditionally been in
opposition to each other and about collectivist activist practice. A more
substantial analysis of the content— in political terms~ of this sub-
Jjectivity is required, One point Naim makes about the absence of traditional
style leaders who are replaced by chairmen, goes little further than either
applauding ad hocery, or noting an anti-authoritarian impulse, which looks
slender if any political formation other than a protest formation is en—
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visaged. Nairn quotes Marx at length on the nature of sectarianism, being
to stress differences much more than common doctrines. He says the sects
were blinded by traditional doctrine, ouvrierism was a major blockage.

The specific history is important, and Nairn himself should have gone into
it more closely. The most heretical formulation is (page 136) that a strong
dose of anarchism and anarchist sentiments and ideas are necessary if a
revolt of the May kind is to get very far, This position is justified by
the reference back to the maturity of capitalism and the consequent close-
ness of means and ends, This seems to us to perhaps be a legitimate comment
on France as a unique event, but as a generalisation on practice, we reject
it, particularly since its full implications for the problems of counter—
revolution, for the exercise of state power etc., are all unexplored,

and perhaps unexploralle- these arc after all, basic questions for any .
revolutionary politics.
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*
J. and M. Rovntree, 'The Political Economy of Youth' or 'Youth as a Class'.

Since the 'Political Economy of Youth' came out in 1968 it has becn
incorporated in various simplified forms into many of the SDS USA analyses—
RYMI, RYMII, Weatherman. However, the article merits attention not mainly
because of its post facto influecnce but because it is one of the few serious
attempts at applying basic theory to either youth or students.

The Rowntrees use the theoretical framework developed by Baran znd Sweezy

in Monopoly Capital, to attempt a 'radical' class analysis of the US today.
They argue that capitalism in this era is dominated by the large corporation
which is a price setter; this enables capitalism to maintain its rate of
profit, against Marx predictive trend of a falling rate of profit, and moves
the key contradiction into the field of surplus absorption, i.e. the problem
of under consumption. -

According to the Rowntrees Baran and Sweezy,
"do not ferret out the new class formations embedded in the economic
system they analyse. Thus, slthough they remain 'revolutionaries' ,
they do not reveal the motor of social change in the United States,”

(p4)

Through the post-war changes in the US economy the previously explosive
sector of heavy industry has given way to the present explosive scctors of
cduc:ition zrd the military. It is intcrosting that the Rowntrees don't
nention tho concept ‘arietccracy of labour'! but this would seem to be what
they have in mind when thoy suggest that the skilled, highly unionised sectors
of white manual workers have a priviledged position within -American inperialism
which leads them to have pro-imperialist politics. They locate thé present
youth revolt as simply a manifestation of the originary contradiction in
capitalism (i) i.e. that between Labour and Capital. Citing statistics of the
expansion of the education and defense industries and of the percentage of
youth 'employed' in these sectors. They go on to state that,

'Pirst, the cconomy is dominated by the defense and education

industries; second, these two industries are particularly adapted

to the task of gbsorbing surplus manpower in the economys finally,

this surplus manpower is young and economically exploited.'
It is these two industries,

'that embody the most acute and potentially explosive contradictions

in the present sconomic system',

(p6)

What then makes a dominant or key sector in the economy for the Rowntrees?
There seem to be two criterias the sector is one which absorbs surplus
manpower and in which labour is exploited. In reply to the objection that
other sectors are also exploited later followers of the Rowntrees have
introduced the concept of 'super—exploitation'. As youth is super-
exploited it means (apart from the obvious, that they are more exploited
than some others) that the young have neither short nor long term economic

* In ISJ 25 Pebruary 1968, Also available as a short pamphlet.
(i) CGodelier, System, Structurec and Contradiction in Capital, Socialist
Register 1967.
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interes to in 1mper1a11sm. Those who are Jjust normally exploltOd in the USA
today~ the traditional white working class, have short term economic
interests in imperislism,., The clearest statement of this ana1y51s is to be
found in the Weatherman document.

The Rowntrees application of the terms surplus and exploitation raise quite
basic questions. Their use of 'surplus' concept seems to suggest that the
reason for the educatlon/mllltary complex is simply to absorb the surplus,

or at least that this reason is prior to any other, and secondly, that the
importance of the funotion of the two sectors for capitalism directly
transfers itself onto the pditics of the occupants of those sectors. Marx's
usage certainly does not confuse the functions of parts of the system with
their expressions in history and politics. These are separate levels, surely.

Their suggestion that students and soldiers arc sxploited because of
'foregone income® has nothing to do with the classic concept of exploitation.
Firstly there is no classical entrepreneur—~ the statc as capitalist necds to
be argued~ and secondly the specific expression of exploitation the Rowntrees
use-'foregone income'- gets into the difficulty of suggesting that if
students and soldiers were working elsewhcre they would be paid more and
presumably be less exploited. The problem here is that o low wage earner can
be (often is in fact) less exploited than a high wage ezrner. In other words,
exploitation is not to do with comparative wages, but comparative rates of
surplus value, which are quite different. The Rowntrees secem to be talking
about poverty levels,or immiseration, not exploitation. »

The analysis also stresses the newness of youth as a class ( by refcrence to
manpower statistices and the growth of the military and educational sectors)
but doesn't cover the objection that all they are noting is a horizontal
extension of a youth exploitation which has always been present— e.g.
apprentices, chlld labour etc., which if applied rigorously would mean that
there had probably always been n 'youth class', and that its current revolt
must be explained in more precise terms: its existence and its current
behaviour are gquite separate objects of study.

There is a second empirical objcction, which concerns ths composition of the
youth class. How do the Rovwntrees dezl with the well established fact that
middle and upper income students have led the revolt, not the most'exploited!'
poor students? Also, are other sectioms of the youth class moving? Are the
blacks moving as youth, or, as we-suspect, as blacks? While at a grander
level, is there any truth in the notion that the most exploited sections

of capitalist soclety are a political vanguard.

This specific class analysis is entirely limited to the US and can by no
means be extended to either Western Durope or say Japan~ something that
might be desired of an analysis of the 'youth rcvolt' since it has similar
manifestation in many parts of the world.

When the Rowntrees move away from their specifically economlc analysis and
proceed to discuss class formation they put forward a'new'contradiction —
the relationsions of the developmental forces of production to the relations
of productions
' Friedenberg sees, but cannot interpret, the transformation of the
school from a bourgeois institution foste ring the bourgeois ideal
of maturity (self direction etc.) to a socialised work place that
exists to build docile workers and simultaneously promotes
proletarian conciousness... When education becomes seen as an
Yinvestment in human capital' and the school becomes a factory
producing workers and technologists, the rationalisation of the



35.

purposes of schooling shifts from that of serving non market or

social class intorests to serving the markeét or economic class

interests. It thereforc cease serving individual capitalists and

their families only to begin serving the capitalists as a class

(or capitalism =s a system)', (p21) ‘
Is the ~bove obscur: assertion about new developments in the school
dependent on the change from elite to mass educntion? If so, the fact is that
thess took place in the 1920's and 30's not in the 50's -nd 60's.And is it
then th~t this new development in education can necessarily only be
resolved through socialism? For this is not at all apparent when the Rown-
tress state that,

'if youth should refuse to submit to their exploitation in the army

and the schools, refuse to accept their lengthened childhoed and

demand equal treatment ( eds. emphasis), the system would face a

mortal threat.! (p23)

In the discussion about the'transformation of the school' there appear to be

two strands to the argumant:

1., implicit in the new production of technologists is the intelligent/
idiot contradiction more fully specified elsewhere (Gorz)- the tech—
nologists must be taught to learn and to think and then the damage is
done.

2, there is the production of 'proletarian conciousncss',- is this sonme
form of collectivisation of the classroom due to new teaching methods
or is it something to do with the transition from elite to mass
cducation? The fact of the new youth culture which is collective and
social need not be denied even if one does not accept that it was produced
in the schools alone, more weight could be put on the historical
conjuncture ~nd the crisis of imperianlism for example.

The Rowntrees use the word slienation in what appears to ®c two quite
distinct sensess

1. as connected with some humsn essence.

2. =8 simple lack of self determinstion, particularly of one's labour power,
Labour is alienating in the first sense when it is 'lacking in human meaning!
snd in the second sense when the 'human links between labour and the product
of labour' are severed.

In their history and assessment of youth culture and youth politics the
Rowntrees make it very clesr thot the present onti-imperialism did not
spring fully fledged from aony ‘proletarion conciousness' or the youth class
struggling for itself.
'TLet us recall the recent history of youth politics. The passivity of
the 1950's was broken by the non violent civil rights movement. Civil
rights sit-ins spread rapidly from their southern origins, and the
tactic was ndapted to other issues, such as peacc and the House
Committee on Un-Americon Activities. But, although youth were using
this effective new tactic, they were still participating in
traditional liberal issue politics'...' The compulsive anti-
historical, anti-ideological attitude of the classic New Left led
many to confuse the political problems that they were trying to
solve with the ecconomic problems that gave rise to them,'
(our underlinings-eds.) (p25-26)
But what led the youth to discover problems to solve? The original struggles
were not for themselves, were not for the youth class,but for civil rights,
peace etc. Arc we left once again with a contradiction between ideology and
the riality which led to struggles and the transcendence of the original
problematic?
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While considering ns the'most explosive sector! of the working class, the
Rowntrees, in their history of the movement, effsoctively undercut themselves
by leying emphasis on the developermt from liberal issue politics to class
politics. While asserting youth as class they do not demonstrate ceither the
essential class—conciousness or trnde-union conciousness of youth but

rather merely assert its presence in the new youth culture., Similarly, no
reason is given as to why the expression of a contradiction should come
solely or mainly in the sectorsused to solve it (contradiction of the surplus
expressed in military and education). Although far from vulgar, the Rowntrees
analysis appears to be an attempt to give importance o youth as youth
(students as students, soldiers as soldiers) within traditional marxist
categories without facing any of the problems of marxist theory. They give
importance to youth as youth e¢tc. without discussing or asserting problems

of relative autonomy.



37.

J.Cowley 'The Strange Death of the Liberal University' Socialist Register 69

Cowley seeks to 'explore the possibility' that a student movement had
been born in Britain during 1968-69. He accords strﬂteplc importance to
the phenomenon of 'student movements's »

'"What is historically distinctive about the student movements of
today is their involvement, centrally, in politically contesting
the established university structure and practice. This political
contestation on a global scale is emerging during a decade of
rapid and spectacular srowth in higher education in the advanced
capitalist nations.'

In a tentative and confused fashion, Cowley follows Nairn in arguing that
the further development of the forces of production-~ in particular in the
means of production of knowledge and ideology— have brought about, within
the capitalist mode of production, a new configuration of class forces in
which mental production and intellectual workers play an increasingly
significant role. Cowley suggests that conterporary d-velopments in
Britain's economic and educational structures represent early stages in
the emergence of'organised capitalism' which bring with them new contrad—
ictions involving a substantive irrationality in the 'intellactual division
of labour'. Manifestations of these contradictions includes the growing
'vocationalist' emphasis in higcher education courses with their implicitly
one—-dimensional ideological contunt; together with the elitist 'character
training' provided by the autonomous sector (Publlo Schools and Oxbrldge),
the rapid restructuring of educational opportunities serving the technical
and managerial manpowcr requirements of the developing economic order under
the guise of egalitarian reformg and the failure to provide enough resources
(buildings, teachers) to sustain the overall expansion of the education
system at standards of comfort and efficiency acceptable to either academics
or students. These discrepancies are seized upon by students, who desire a
greater degree of control over their own technical and intellectual
formation.than the system allows theth. Some of these students feel sufficient-
ly aggrieved to find collective means of expressing their trade union,
reformist and utopian criticisms of existing courses and administrative
structures. _
'"Initially this contradiction is experienced by the student,
individually and collectively (sic), as an inadequate educational
preparation for the position he hopes to achieve in production.
The student very often sees the problen as being caused by the
immediate economic squeeze and = general lag in educational
adaptation and reform in a period of college expansion and general
technological advance... This corporate awareness contains within
it the pos ibility of, and tends towards, a general social aware-—
ness, because the quallty of educational practice and the responsive
ness of college administrators are problems that ultimately cannot
be separated from the organisation of the productive process in
which the techniczl possibilities for individual creativity and
intellectual mastery contradict the political organisation of the
factory. Capitalist social relations of production impose their
logic throughout the society, and the specialisation of industry is
a fetter on technological progress itself because it crushes the
practical imagination.!

In t-is passage Cowley revcals himself a fund=mentzlist Marxist relying
heavily on the metaphor of the factory, the emtension of rigidities in
the class structure to equivalent rigidities in the behaviour of bureaucrats,
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and a-simple base-superstructure model in which the requirements of !
'industry! pervade educationzl institutions and shackle human development.
The clear implication is that organised capitalism within Britain provides
already the objective conditions for social revolution- an assertion
any Trotskyist would be happy to endorse. He proceeds to the 'Leninist!
corollagy, Coporatist critical conciousness and desires for reform
contain implicitly a potential societal critique, =z potential contestation
of the whole structure of political power in Britains
'Tomorrow, orgenised, the students could represent a social group,
not a class it must be emphasised, but a collectivity in movement,
questioning the society for which they arc being prepared...’

Such a dynamically critical collectivity would teach, by example, school
pupils and factory workers to organise for offense against all authority
structures. Cowley is confident that students will be mobilised because

he cannot identify any 'organising principle or ratiomale' to replace

those of gentlemen (the liberal professions) and craftsmen which are being
eroded by the system's demand for technical and managerial cadres with an
uncritical attitude to their social function. He believes that the demand
for economically efficient output from higher education will be implemented
by government sponsored bureaucratic control of admissions, course adninis-
tration, teaching tasks and work loads and rewards to teachers and students,
because the free market cammot determine directly the operation of the univ-
ersities and colleges, He notes that social science students at Essex, Hull
and LSE were quick to respond to the rationalisation of higher education
(but have their institutions been rationalised?- Eds) by raising reformist
demands premised on the 'traditional social and cultural forms of college
1ife! for ‘academic cormunity and academic freedom'. They perceive a 'gap’
between technocratic preparation and the 'traditional liberal notion of

the development of the individual'. Social conditions in the university
lead the students to perceive the absence of these liberal objectives for
higher education while administrators impose an empty ideology asserting
their continuing relevonce. This tendency to ideological divergence between
students! and administrators' concepts of the actual functions of the
university threaten a breakdown in the process of legitimising the
capitalist social order via the socialisation and training of professional
and managerial workers. Cowley sees the most progressive institutions as
nost vulnerable to the collective eXpression of reformist/corporatist
demands from students because here the students have been encouraged

to question not only authorities but the authority of prevailing
definitions of social relations, Thus reformism digs its own grave; for
when the students begin to perceive the societal role of their university
'they find they are excluded from the prevailing definition'.

Cowley briefly turns to the academic staff, ard finds that their 'corporate
conciousness! is directly opposed to that of the students: even the radical
lecturers have already betrayed academic frecdor and the commmnity in

return for tenure, career prospects and research fascilities. In their

haste to conceal or rationalise their betrayal, they fail to perceive the
historical necessity of the student revolt against the authority in

which they participate and legitimize., They are unable to compromise

with the students' demands for control over their life and work and so
relapse into confasion, loss of confidence, perhaps a grudging conservatism.
Meanwhile the students proceed towards their societal confrontation.

Cowley is very cautious in evaluating the events of 1968 and early 1969
in terms of his overall scenario: he (rightly) remarks on the
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tenuousness of the RSSF alliance ('a transitional grouping of disparate
radical tendencies') and the trade union militancy of art students

which ke ps them isolated from university militants.He specifies the
overcoming of interinstitutional stratification as the primary organisational
and political task of the emerging student riovement, a necessary pre—
condition for any advance towards a student-worker alliance. He forsees s
battle for the 'political allegiance (to what? Eds) of the mass of the
students' including 'apprentices still cengaged in studying at night

school and on day release' which will be a pivotal struggle for the

political development of the whole sector.

Finally, he observes that there is a heirarchical and autocratic structure
to all teacher pupil relationships in education as at presently constituted,
which rust be broken if students are to break from idsological, political
and socizl subordination to the bourgeoisie., Here he implicitly equates
‘liberation from opressive social relations =nd conventions' with libertarian
denunciations of 'authority', with self—expression, deviance and pop cultures:
'pop music and art, colourful styles of dress, drugs and sexual casualness!
reveal a 'deep concern with personal self-expression'! etc. Thus Cowley moves
from a neo-Marxist analysis of organised cepitalisn's development of the
forces of production, to an old fashioned marxist emphesis on the waste~
fulness, ineffectiveness and redundancy of bourgeois—dominated social
organisation of production, to a libertarian enconium on the direct attack
rmethod of personsl liberation from 'repressive! social relations and
'conventions'. In the background of the article = residual loyalty to the
capitalist/working class dichotomy is suggested: students are not a social
class, the binary system reflects class divisions etc.

Although the article is articulate and apparently an analytical presentation
it resolves intos
a) an impotent endorsement of what students have done so far
b) an optimistic prophecy that collective political action by an
organised student movement will play a major part in demystifying
and delegitimising bourgeois social order
c) a tautological specification that students must overcome institutional
fragmentation, moral atomisation and politiocal sectarianism in order
to get from a) to b),
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Introduction to Part 2

As we wrote the individual critigques of the previcus section we learned
the method of trying to get at the basic categeries, the lynch-pins of the
varicus analyses. In this secticn, we set out as ccmponent parts of a
method for arriving at a position, some of the main catcgories used. In
meny cases the uses of the same classic term are quite different, while
cross reference helps to see a clearer vorsion of some of the problems.

The components we selected ares

1. appreeches tc a pesition thrcugh class analysis.
2. the rcle of models of capitalism.
3. the formal meanings and the substantive meanings attributed
to the concept 'conciousness'.
. 4. the fermal and substantive mennings attributed to the
concept of 'contradiction'.
5. the problem of students as intellcectuals.
6. the processcs of politics, e.g. strategy.
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Class as a Component.

All the groups use the concept 'class' very locsely (i) and it is
usually external to their analysis of students (IS), or it is used in.
a crude mechanical, economistic fashion (CPB(ML)) which has nothing to do
with Marxism-Leninism. IMG is the only grcup that makes no pretcnce of
carrying out a class anslysis— and a class analysis is certainly something
they don't produce. :

The underlying fault with the texts referred to is that none of them see
any distinction between the terms 'working class' and 'proletariat!'. (ii)
This is an important cause of the distorted analysis which the sects offer.
To uncritically interchange 'working class', a socio-economic term, for

the 'proletariat', g political category, means that none of the sccts can
talk in terms of political alliances between distinct class fractiomsg that
is, they cannot discuss the class composition of the proletariat. (iii)

It is the absence of this distinction which gencrates the pedantic new/old
working class/proletariat debate and which specifically explains why the
CPB(ML) degenecrate into voluntarism.

(i) There is no simple, single definition of class in Marx's work. The
following is amongst the better brief formulations:
'Classes are large groups of people which differ from each other
by the place they occupy in an historically detcrmined system of
social production, by their relation ... to the means of production,
by their rcle in the social organisation of labour ...!
- Lenin. A Great Beginning, Selected Works vol.3 Moscow 1967,
p.213, quoted by O. Kuusinen, Fundamcntals of Merxism-~Leninism
Moscow 1961 p.184.

(i1)This is one formulation of the distinction which probably has un-
fortunate Lukacsian covertones. An alternative would be that between
'the people', in Mao's sense, and the 'industrial proletariat', or
indeed any of the classes which constitute ‘the people'. But see Lenin
Two Tactics of Social Democracy, '

'The degrec of Russia's economic development .. and the degree of
~moclass conciousness and organisation of the broad mass of the
"~ proletariat .. make the immediate and couplete emancipation of the
working class impossible.’
— Selected Works, vol.l p.467
also, Selccted Works vol.1 p.491 on ' the people'.

(iii) For the sects, because they see no distinction betwecn werking class
and proletariat, the question as to the class composition of the
proletariat is, of course, meaningless. Clearly they have not under—
stood the nature of the class alliance which was essential for the
success of the Chinese revoluticn, nor its theoretical importance,
i.e. its importance for theory. '
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The. problem 'what clase awve students?™ is in fact avcided as a direct
question by all but one of the groups, but their polltlcs/economlos
confu31on forces then into one of two positioms.

For IS and thée CPGR students are implicitly placed as part of thc working
class/proletariat (iv), and for the CPB\AL) students are placed as petit-—
bourgeois (v). IMG avoid the guesticn of the class position of students
—and . any marxist analysis- by talking about ‘ycuth radicalisation'. The
Rowntrees sce students as part of a new (youth) vanguard, a conclusion
which is the result of 2 completely mechanistic application of non-
marxist economic categoriss. Nairn howover, has.a rather more complex
analysis. His view of studenls as 'new vanguard! is not simply the result
of an analysis of the ecc cs of the student situation but of a
conjunctural analysis as well. It is recognition of this level of analysis
and its importance which leads Fernbach to ask whether students in
contemporary Britain form pari oFf the 'people' or part of the'enemy'. (vi)

Students as working clan
For IS5, membership of thg D ariat— their term is working class— is
detArmln@d by being 'paild in wages' and 'entirely separated from real control
both in their own immediate cecumation and in society at large' (vii).
Implicitly thersfore students arc sesn as part of the working class, but,

in the same way that studen®t pelitiecs are seen as o consequence of their
future, se the gquestion of g rosition of students as such is

avoided by only discussing - tionship to the mode of production that
lawysrs, teachers, scientists and

2ing Ctudbnts."'

,\q

students will -have an adwministrs
whatever, i.e. when students stop

}_J\h

(1v) This implicit locatica of sfbcanuo as ue k;ng claos/prolctarlan is
distinct- from the 'u“,Lysas “offered by both IS and CPGB of the role
that the majerity of STaAuatqs will perform. Both posit the 1mportanco
of graduates in tho system of commodity U”"dUCblCn. (sec IS's Bducation,
Capitalism and the Student Reveli p.9, and Marxism Today Sept. 70p. 2715

(v) CPB(ML) part IV section 42 in particular of the Draft Aeticn Programme.
(vi) NLR 53, p.37

(vii) IS document p.43 ~nd 9. We take the point about 'payment in wages
- to . refer to those whose source of income is other than rent or

dividends, and not to be a dlsUlnotlon bolirren salary and wage earncrs.
To concentrate on the questica of 'control' is abstract anti-
authoritarianism, g form cf ahistorical moralism, humanism. Often

~this position results from a psychologistic interpretation. of
alienation, i.e. 'peocple arc alicnated, and must control their cwn
lives if they ars to feel better!'.
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Whereas,for IS, the confusion of levels of analysis and the lack of
analytical distinction between working class/proletariat, is manifest in
their attempt to assess the political nature of students sclely on the basis
of their future econcmic position (viii), the same confusion appears in
reverse in an article by Alan Hunt in Marxism Today (ix). The beginning of
the article is very encouraging since it starts by rejecting the over-
simplified view that society can be divided solely between the werking class
and the capitalist class (x), and arguss that any deeper analysis must rest
on the application of 2 Marxist-Leninist concept of class. Hunt defines class
' as an aggregate cf peorle sharing a common relation to the mode of -
production'. He continues, 'these different relationships to the means of
production reflect themselves in a varicty of wayss in the type of work done,
in the way in which income is acquired, and with respect to the aquisition
and use of property'. (xi) But he procceds to reduce the criteria of member-
ship of the working class to those who 'sell their labour and are exploited
in the realisation of surplus value' (xii) and on this basis demonstrates.
that the lower income range— the vast majority- of the so called 'middle
class' are, 'members of the working class properly defined'. (xiii)

This conclusicn and the consequent return to the two class model initially-
rejected depends on ignoring 'the type of work done', and on the ambivalent
fashion in which the concepts of productlve/unbroduotlvn labour and mental
labour are dealt with.

(viii) For IS only econcmics can explzin, sce p.49 of their text. This
cconomism is nething new among 'vulgar marxists' but such teleologism
is unusual.

(ix) Marxism Today June 1970. Class Structure in Britain Today.
— the reference hore to 'realisation of surplus value! is probably
a technical error on the part of Hunt and should read 'producticn of
surplus value'. see above.

(x) Hunt p. 167

(xi) Hunt p.1§7 cf Lenin quoted from A Great Beginning.
It is unfortunate that the terminology of 'reflection' is used since
it suggests a relationship distinct from these 'reflections', but
surely, to specify the type of work done, the way in which income is
acquired etc., is to specify that relationship. Also to introduce
the problem 1n this way makes it unclear as to whethor the list of
'refleetions'is open ended or not.

(xiii) p.171.
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Assuming that this return to a simplified structure of employers/employees*
is intentional, then perhaps its crigins (even if not concious ones) may
be sought in a two class model at a political level- anti-imperialist
allisnces etc. But when Marx writes of 'two great classes directly facing
each other: Bourgecisie and Proletariat!, he is not refering to homogenocus
econcmic categories (landowmers etc.) Marx point is not just that class
structure is simplified in the epcch of the bourgeocisie: but,
' The epoch of the bourgeoisic,; prssesses, however, this
distinctive feature: it has simplified the olass antagonisms'.
(our underlinings— xiv)

Students as New Proletariat. _
The Rowntrees claim to use the economic theories of Baran and Sweezy but go
beyond Baran and Sweszy and,
' ferret out the new class formations embedded in the system they

) (Baran and Sweezy) analyse'...'to reveal the mctor of social

" change in the US today'  (xv)
But they define class by a non—-marxist notion of exploitation. Youth in
general, .and students in particular, are exploited because of thc income they
lose (foregone income) through not working as high wage employees on the
production line. This has nothing to do with the marxist concept of
exploitation, calculated from surplus value and wages: it has its roots in -
a theory of an 'average wage'. This means that the rate of e¢xploitation is
then proportional to the distance below this mean, resulting in an anarchic,
non-structural concention of class unrelated to the structural economic
facts of surplus value, exploitation etec.

Nairn appears to engage in a fundamental re-write of marxism. He identifies
modern capitalism as being in the era of post-scarcity (or rather potential
post scarcity), a situation in which concicusness becomes the crucial
rroduct. He attempts to situate a new element in the economic base of
society— the producti-n of conciocusness as a commodity. (Xvi) His fundamental
innovaticn and basic class categeory for dealing with students is that of
'méntal producer'. Because he doss not relate his category of mental
producer tc the traditional 'msntal labcurer', it is impossible to know
what distinction, if any, there is intended to be between the two. This
problem relates tc the question discussed in the section on Nairn, namely,
whether his 'conciousness' is a distinct product or is conciocusness

* c¢fs Phil Gocdwin in Marxism Today, Higher Education in Capitalist Society
Sept. 1970 p. 271

(xiv) Manifesto of the Communist Party. liarx—Engels Selected Works (onc
volume) p.36

(xv) Rowntree p.4 (in pamphlet version)

(xvi) Nairn, The Beginning of the End the clearest statement he makes is
on page 166,
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embodied in material production to the extint that mental labour is
expended in the process of production of any material product. Until this
question is resclved, and the nature of Naim's mental producers made much
clearer, it is extremely difficult to specify the class nature of his

'new vanguard', and hence to see Nairn's analysis as a radical trans—
formation of the traditional model rather than a new presentation of that
model. ¥

If the concept of mental producfionbis ddbpted however, then we are led to
question Nairn's assessment of the role of the PCF in May 1968 as
"betrayal'. (xvii)

Nairn specifies twe processes of production, cne mental the other materisl.
Those involved in material production, the Bench working class, have a
party - the PCF. Those invclved in mental production have no party ( and
according tc Nairn need none) they have as their vanguard the students.

The problem here is the nature of an alliance between these forces, What
was 'betrayed' was an alliance as yet unformed- strictly, unformable
since.the different concicusness of students and working class represent
different stages in the developrment of capitalism.

Students as Petit-Beourgecis.

Studsnts as scme form cf intermediate strata is the apuroach used in many

of the documents presented tc RSSF by the groups and others. It is

used in a fashicn that tends to avoid and obscure the lack of any structural
analysis of medern Britain. The CPB(ML) slsc try to avoid the above and

obscurb their own thecretical poverty by transfering to present day Britain

the analysis Marx made of nineteenth century Britain and France, and Engels

of sixteenth and nlneteenth.century Germany. (!)

Although in the CPB(ML) document there are a number of apposite statements
on the inadequacies of other groups their own assessments amount tc
pPhrasemongering quite frequently. ‘

The profoundly misleading nature of the CPB(ML) analysis of students is
clearly demonstrated by the fact that they use the term'petit-bourgeois' in
its classic reference; namely the class of 'independent sclf-employed
producers' and that this is regarded as including 'students, teachers and
intellectuals'. The place of the latter group within the petit-bourgeois
class is simply asserted. Instead of arguing the inclusion of pecple who
are not obviocusly petit—-bourgeois at all within the petit-bourgecis cla ass,
the CPB(ML) hide behind quotes torn from their historical context to
Justify this inclusion. For instance they quote Lenin (xviii) who warns
against an economistic interpretation of the term proletariat, and refers
te the relationship between the occurence of retit-bourgecis deviations

*'new vanguard' the separation of mental producers as a distinct class.
(xvii) Nairm p.125
(xviii) CPB(ML) document, section 53
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within the revolutionary parties, and the presence in the ranks of: the
proletariat (understood as employees) of sections of small producers

who have been bankcrupted. The CPB(ML) use this statement to justify

the claim that the politics of such groups as 'intellecctuals, :
technicians cte' are petit-bourgecis. This claim rests on the identificatio
of technicians and others as small producers i.e. classically petit-
bourgecis. The fundamental point then, the class nature, the relationship
to the mode of production, of such groups remains assertion.

Having identified students as petit-bourgecis the CPB(ML) conclude,
' that it is of utmost importance to distinguish ... between the
progressive (and reactiocnary) aspects of petit-bourgeois
.opposition to monopoly capital ... and proto-proletarian
tendencies.' (xx)
But because they never concretely deal with the situation of the petit-
bourgecis in the era of imperialism (i.e. the monopoly stage cf capitalism),
+he CPB(ML) never refer to the struggle which the petit~bourgeois as a
class are engaged in, consequently it is difficult to see how they can
identify the progressivs and reacticonary aspects of that struggle.
Instead, they move from identifying students as petit-bourgecis to »
identifying the pstit-bourgecis with students, and the different tendencies
within student politics with different aspects of the petit-bourgecis
struggle against moncploy capitalism. It is a truism to state the
importance of reccgnising the progre7%%%%sand revoluticnary potential of
any anti-capitalist struggle. But it/us no further (even backwards) if the
only criteria offered for judging the politicgl importance of ‘petit-
bourgecis' students is membership or non-membership of the CPB(ML).
Membership denctes revolutionary potential of course.

Summary and General Points

Different emphasis is placed on the class background and class future of
students by the various texts, but only Nairm (and to a leseer extent (xxi)
Fernbach) consider the situation of students as such, not transient etec.
When the groups do touch on the problem as one of the nature of students
as students they frequently resort to the concept of an 'elite'. Whilst
this is not a marxist category it does have a specific referent in
bourgecis sociology (this is not to suggest that the groups necessarily
understand its bourgeois application) and it is used in the analysis of
power relationships- not as some of the texts suggest— a descriptive term
tc apply to any numerical mincrity. Though none of the groups would refer
to the unemployed as an elite (XXii), the term is applied to students ..
becausc they are a minority of their age group etc. Such an application is
probably another manifestation of their misdirected anti-intellectualism.

(xx) CPB(ML) document section 50.

(xxi) Obviously the Rowntrecs consider students as students but their
analysis is not an application of marxism— see above.

(xxii) CPB(ML) document para. 39. IS on students p.33.
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~me of the groups, IS in particular, have involved themsclves in the
ncademic debate about new/old working class. The frame »f refcrence of this
debate is a distorted development from the continent where 'nmew working
class' has becn used to rofer specifically to high skilled technical
workers, not white ccllar workers as the term is understood in this country.
In Britain white collar workers are traditicnally associated with clerical
and administrative werkers, Any analysis of the class nature of admin-
istrative and clerical workers must consider the productive/hnproductive
labour distinction and a precise specification of this distinction- only
the CP (Hunt's article) explicitly refer to this problem.

When attempting tc locate students in the class structure many analysecs
refer to students as part of an 'intermediate strata'. Classically this
term is a residu=l category, arising in a situation where the problem was
tc discover the main characteristics of the major pclitical forces in
laissez faire capitalist society. Intermediscy is often asscciated with
transience~ students are only students for three years or so— transience
becomes a means of dodging class as an issue for students despite the
fact that of course students are not transient, individual students are
transient. The class status of the working class is not in question because
somec of its members are upwardly socially mobile therefore transience
cannot alcne determine the non-class nature of students.

A1l the texts, except the CPB(ML) suggest that there have been changes in
mode of production (e.g. monopolisation, development of the forces of
production etc.) so it is not unreasonable to investigate changes in the
occupational structure., Under capitalism thore have always been some
members of the work force involved in mental labour but the increased
prepertion of the total labour force involved in mental labour in the
current pericd may conceal a changed role, economic, political or
ideological, for this group. They may even constitute a distinct class.
However, an investigation into changed occupational structure, particularly
when centred on students is directed precisely at the situation which
exists on the boundaries of the prcletariat., In this type of analysis
the category of 'intermediate strata' has no application.
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A Variety of Capitalisms.

A varisty of capitalisms litter the pages of the texts, some familiar,
others more novel. They range from tecinolcrical capitalism and
administrative imperialism, through a spate of modernities, neo-capitalism,
modern capitalism, advancsd capitalism— t0 the grand CPB(ML) formula-.
the monopoly capitalist corporatist statc and imperizlism. Their variety
1ed us to ask if they have any real meaning, and their promincnce in
analysis - in some cases— lcd us to ask why new formula capitalisms should
crop vp in texts on students.,

Generally the cxplanation of the varicties of capitalisms lies in the
treatment of the student question as primarily a new gquestion, requiring
new doctrincs or adaptations, and applications of traditional doctrines
which superficially do not fit or have obvious relevance. In a situation
where a major political event or fact does not fit immediately into
orthodox doctrine, it is a classic gisturc to look for some prominent
feature of basic capitalist development which will scrve to 'cxplaim' the
svent and locatc it: even if an actual political assessment is relatively
separate. (i) Lenin's work on Impérialism is a case in point. It illustrates
the way in which a fundamental revision of thu orthodox model of '
capitalism is the means to the solution ¢ a problem which appeared to be
'purely political'. gis disputs with Kautsky over attitudes to World War I
was resolved through a theorisation of monopoly developments.

If only the elementary forms of this classic method had becn adopted by

the groups and others the student question might now be a lot clearer,

What we found when ve loocked at ths many capitalisms mentioned in connection
with students was that in most "ascs the new formula was simply a rhetorical
backdrop to wordage on students. The specific contents of the formulae-
which have to be interpolated to extract even primitive points— are

confused and undeveloped to the point where, in an extreme case, IS put 211
the argumants for students being scen as the now skilled labour force for
their 'technological capitalism’, a labour force vital to monopoly
capitalisms which compete through technology, but shy away from the obvious,
At no point do they disclaim the obvious analysis,by admitting difficulties
or qualifications, thereby leaving the reader to take their comments at

face value. They call students zn intermediate grouping on the quite minor
excuse that they are transitional, and their class decided by the jobs in
which they finish up. (ii) .

(i) Most marginal social blocks, those¢ other than the two basic classes,
have a complex range of politicael possibilities open to them,
orienting to one or other of the basic classes. Most texts seem to
have treated students, from the outset, as one of these marginal groups,
even though their political conclusions can completely reverse the
starting problem's definition.

(ii)There might be an interesting if prosaic argument about students as
apprentices: but apprentices were never intermediate. You can't leap
over basic categories with minor ones which only apply within the
basic one,
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Some of the texts go for 'models' of capitalism-as we have called the new
varieties and formulae— which are basically modern réferring'to the post
war world, to a current phase or period. These texts areespecially those
of IS, the Rowntrees and Nairn.

Cobenporary models.

IS's 'technological capitalism' is offered as a current assessment of
capitalism, but it is not specific enough to counter the quite basic
objection that they have fallen for a plece of bourgeois ideology. The
same piece, the white hot technological revolution, fetishized into a
poltical programme by Wilson. Cut down to its roots all IS are saying is
that monopoly capitalism has undertaken educational expansion to deal with
the technological development inherent in itself. Given a generous dating
of the development of monopcly capitalism— say the late 19th century, and/
or agreement that laissez faire capitalism also underwent technological
development, the current epoch can be regarded as hardly distinct at all

( except of course as pure ideology). 1968-1970 can be set alongside 1870
or 1944, or presumably a whole series of similarly scattered dates in
other monopoly capitalist countries. In other words,'technological capit-
alism'is a rather trite and unexceptionable formula whose surface logic

is not even itself upheld. ' '

The only specific feature of 'technological capitalism' is the
production of technicians, a new stratum between the. mass (primary and
secondary schooling) and the elite (the universities). Though this is a
consistent point giving some justification to technologism as a distinct
phase of capitalist education, there are one or two major objections.

Firstly, the students who are the basis of the student revolt are not
primarily from the lower half cof the binary system ( polytechnics,
colleges of education, technical colleges)s; secondly, even if one accepts
IS analysis, all that is produced for politics is an 'explanation' from
which no political conclusions are drawn at all. This is why we feel '
justified in arguing that the IS version of technological expansion is
1little different from that which occurred at other moments in history.

Further, if we accept their categories— for the sake of argument-
technicians and technological education suggest a political spotlight on
vocationally trained students who, in the vast majority of cases are not
university students. (see IS section for the stress laid upon arts and .
social science university students.) . :

Finally, British history at least shows that the redbricks were created in
the late 19th.century as technological universities. If the present phase
is really so different its difference needs to be thoroughly argued.

The odd echoes of alienstion amongst students mentioned in the text are
probably derived from American sociology, where a literature has emerged
on alienation as a dominant feature of technological society (Blauner on
auto workers). This borrowed approach from bourgecis scciology is
paralleled by a tendency towards behaviourist psycheclogy in the account
of the individual student, : :

The Rowntrees invoke 'administrative imperiaslism', incorporating a labour
aristocracy thesis: the US working class is non-revolutionary living off
imperialist super profits etc. The term'administrative'! is meant to draw
attention to an active,dirigiste state which generates economic surplus
absoption sectors for capitalism (defence and education). This latter is
presumably in contrast to the orthodox model of the state which serves
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the dual functions of executive arm ¢f the ruling class and arbiter of its
internal contradictions. The central weakness of the Rowntrees' model is
not in the formula itself,though this is open to cbjections, but in the
notion that 'employment'in a surplus gbsorption sector is the root
determinant of class position. It seemed to us that students and armed
forces are, on the Rowntrees' own reckoning, involved in relations of
consumption, rather than relations of production. Another plank of their
analysis also has a basic weakness. They assert that students and soldiers

‘are exploited- implying super exploitation. We found this a difficult idea
‘to deal with, both because exploitation is a technical concept in marxist

economics which requires that surplus value be quantified, and because we
cannot see how sectors whose function is to absorb surplus are involved in
the production of surplus value. The need to quantify it is quite secondary
to the'need to establish its existence. Whatever the solution to this
tangle the implied ides that students are revolutionary because they are
more exploited than traditional workers muddles poverty with relative

ex ploitation ( a low wage earner is often exploited less than g high paid
worker. The general theory that poverty leads to militancy is not tenables
in the case of students it needs arguing if exploitation and poverty are
principle determinants of pclitical behaviour.

Nairn's work involves three main theses which are contemporary. He argues
that capitalism has reached the point in western cruntries where the forces
of production are effectively soclalised, straining against the relatioms

of production to a print where transformation at a political level would
revenl an already socialised base to society; that the strategic commodity
of capitalism in its last phase is mental, i.e. mental commcdities and

forms of conciousness; and that economic development has brought about a
condition of post scarcity such that absolute poverty in western capitalist
countries is no longer dominant.

We found difficulty in dealing with some of these ideas, particularly since
none - to ocur knowledge — have received any special attenticn, even at the
level of exegesis, by marxist scholars. The latter thesis, post scarcity,
is not expressed in substancial terms, but in discussion we found that it
had within it ideas which at very minimum break open the terrible
restriction which reductionist marxism so often imposes.

So much of sectarian thought is riddled with reductions down to crude
economic 'facts' which have the intellectuszl structure of cul=de-sacs.

On the surface, the essence of Nairn's 'model' can look very much like

the others, IS or IMG for example. However it involves a new level of
capitlist development, called mental but easily translatable as technology,
while capitalism uses the universi*y for training a technical work force
etc. These though are very superficial interpretations.

The basic difference is that in IMG's case and IS's, the model of capitalism
does noc more than 'explain' the student revolts it offers a loose
correlation between the capitalist 'truth' and events in the higher
education system., Even if we accept these correlations they offer no
political content derivable from their 'model'. Similarly, in the case of
the CPB(ML), a purely moralist injunction opposition is all that emerges
from the 'proof' that the university is an imperialist institution. Further,
the motor which intervenes betwecn the correlations is presented as an
economic contradiction (a financial contrqdlct1on), the neced to expand the
universities but the inability to finance them. This is Uerhaps a budgetary
matter and doesn't necessarily involve a contradiction let alone a

crucinl contradiction. (This point is dealt with under the section on
Congadiction.)
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Nairn's thesis;on the other hand, does knit together, explaining why -
students are in a vanguard p051t10n rather than merely correlating obsrvat-
ions. His ‘model' allows a cohorent explanation of- why the student revolt
is not a freak temporary occurrence, or a traditional adjustment problem—
why students are a strategic force in advanced oapltallsm, for reasons
other than purely conjunctural ones.

Nairn argues that advanced capltallsm is now dependent for its progress
in accumulation upon the production of ideas, upon mental forces. The
university, the traditional institutional nexus for such production (and
reproduction) is brought into the realms of private production by virtue of
this strategic need. (This is contemporary for reasons associated with the
post scarcity thesis- see below). But, because mental production is by its
ature a social form of production it cannot be privatised, it cannot be
satlsfactorlly appropriated- its surplus cannot be expropriated. This
simple opposition is the motor of the basic contradiction (not budgetary
strain) which cannot be resolved.

Whereas material production can obviocusly be carried out under utterly
private conditions and relations of production, mentzal  proeduction cannot
proceed on this basis. Similarly,'mental surplus! (mental production above
and beyond that which is required to maintain existing levels of mental
production) cannot be finally converted into mental surplus value, the
specific capitalist form of surplus.

The Nairn thesis, which is quite consistent marxism (Grundrisse,Preface
to a Critique of Political Economy, Marx), comes to rest on the viability
of the thesis concerning the contemporary strategic necessity of mental
production. In answer to the observation we have made of other texts,
namely that university expansion has been in existence since the late. 19th
century alongside technical advance, Nairn's text yeilds the post scarcity
thesis, which firmly locates the stage he specifies in the post war world.

Though we could find no explicit linkage here, a simple calculation

- suggests that the era of post scarcity is one in which the reign of material
survival economics is over or broken: an era when the working class(es)
have to be ruled by means other than fear of survaval. The soluticn is pro-
vided by mental production's ocutput of conciousness as a commodity.
Capitalism tries to produce this for bourgeois purposes alone but finds it
cannot do so ocutside the freedoms of social production. The commedity of
conciosness acts as a substitute control mechanism to survival/fear.

On the other hand, the dictates of accumulation are such that expanded
production produces potential rapid accumulation, but it throws weight on
to rsalisntion problems~ hence the sales effort and all the practices

which Baran and Sweezy discuss in Monopoly Capitalism, practices which

come within the domain of mental production. o

In other words, Nairh's three theses are closely linked and consistently
relatable into a political whole. His model of capitalism is a historico-
political model in which the -motor is a .basic contradiction between
developmental stages of productive forces and relations of production.

This model cannot be cracked by arguing, as we tried to, that students are
not exploited, do not have surplus value extracted from them etc., because
its basis is that mental production resists appropriation into capitalist
production. Mental surplus resists transformation into mental surplus

value. What this means when applied to students is that they are the

obJeets of contradictory forces which are situated at the base of the system,
A corollary of this interpretation is that students are not working class




55.

because they are not diectlyexplcited. On the other hand they are part

of the 'people'. It follows from this that Nairn's observation that
students regard themselves as working class is a matter of self image,

not deduced class position or true concicusness. Nevertheless, the new
proletariat thesis can be sustained by reference to a more complex
definition of class, which is derived not from the marxist model of
“simple reprcduction (exploited and exploiters and realisers of surplus
value), but icom a model of expanded reproducticn which involves,
presumably, subsiduary surplus value being generated by workers whose
functicon in the total system cycle is realisation rather than production
of surplus value. However, the process of a contradiction in higher educat-
i, involving the struggle between free mentszl surplus and chained mental
surplus value, is a struggle whose essence is z social trajectory of
exploitation, a permanent prescence cf potential exploitation. No doubt
other sclutions can be suggested. :

Whatever sclution might be found for this problem (whose terms are at the
mement very crude) Nairn's solution, or our interpolation of it, does
have the advantage of avoiding the teleological problem arising from the
'intelligent/idiot forzulation, This personalised contadiction raises
questions of the essential educability and intelligence of man, opposed
against bourgecis ideology and repression etc., Nairm's solution, the
sectoral, epochal, basic contradiction, depersonalises and in a sense
de-empiricises the question, while leaving the contradiction!s kernel
intact and meaningful. It avoids the implied elite humanism of the
intelligent/idiot formulation; which arises when one asks why traditional
workers aren't in revolt as a result of an intelligent /idiot contradiction.
The only answer to this seems t0 require that there is an educational
threshold- below higher education and technological education in which
intelligence has not received enough support to develope a forceful and
independent life.

In general then, Nairn's work raises lots of interesting ideas but leaves
them suspended,

For example, we found the idea that neo-capitalism is infinitely more
more unified than previous capitalisms - through its enlarged state
apparatus and extensive functions—- a useful idea. We could work out what
~unification means- the speed of communication in politics, the power and
subtlety of nation wide ideology as a weapon, the 'natural'! lack of
divisions between status groups, except when this is deliberately created
for pclitical reascns, etc. So that, if one had an idea of the political
process ard strategic priorities which actually engage with real distinct
forces, one cculd compute the impact of nec—capitalism. In contrast, even
“if we accept that IS's capitalism is contemporary or technological, we
could not see how this would make any difference to practice. Though Nairn's
‘theses remain unresolved some of his ideas are attractive because of their
general =nti-economist, —ouvrierist,-reductionist charscter.

It is perhaps not suprising that Naimn's work is distinctly opposed to

the usual explanations put forward todeal vith the May events, he was

_after all attempting an interpretaion of a profoundly complex moment in
history. The established politicel groups in contrast managed ‘only to
~uncover by way of explanation, rising strike waves, rising unemployment,

and all the boring trappings of a mechanical hindsight. Obviously such
analysis has nil predictive power- had the'signs'been seen before the events
they would not have been helpful.
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The IMG make 2 sketchy attempt at a current sconomic analysis, but
examination shows that this has no real relationship to their political
conclusions on students. Their analysis is highly traditional despite
modern overtones. The'youth vanguard'is a purely political construct
that has nc base in the features of modern capitalism to which they
frequently refer,

The 'youth vanguard' is a negative,residual 300131 amalgamatlon. It is
what is left after the traditional working class has been confirmed in
its dominatien by Stalinism and Labourism — two political assertions that
stem from Trotsky's analysis in the 30's from the thesis of the crisis of
leadership.

The standard and available labour aristocracy thesis is not explicitly
drawn on, possibly because this would bring real economic forces and
relations into the enalysis. Instead we find the following formulations,
relating quite definitely to the post war world, if not to the late 60's.
The 'late capitalist! world is the context in which the universities are
turned into factories for the production of technicians for neo-capitalist
society.

While the 'lateness' is obvicusly little more than =2 new form death knell
(of the crisis) in the minds of the writers, rather than in history, all
we know about neo-capitalism is that the universities are producing
technicians for its use. In other words, 'neo—capitalism' might as well
be simple plain old capitalisme. The fact that the term 'technician' is
questicnable (though it might be rich in mesning) is unimportent beside
persistent resorts to tautology in place of scientific (oonsistent)
argument in support of theses and definitionss i.e. neocapitalism
produces technicians for neo-capitalism. The 'late' character of the
capitalist world might have a meaningful aspect. Ben Said, after all,
does suggest'éﬁ) that the bourgeoisie has lost its role as a rising class
concerned to expand society's forces of production. The class is in this
sense past its historical mission. However the way Ben Said uses this
notion makes one feel that it is a post war phenomenon -~ this of course is
rubbish, to repeat, monopoly forms of capitalism challenged laissez faire
capitalism in the late 19th century not in 1955,

The CPB(ML) undertake little analysis of capitalism at the level of
economic forces. Their work is orientated towards proving to themselves,
and presumably potential recruits, that the university is an imperialist
instituticn: this invelves showing business domination and in particular
US use of British universities.

Their talk of fineancial contradictions says little more than that the
universities are part of the capitalist economy. The fact that the
university is described as imperialist - rather than plain capitalist,
and that the state is seen as corporatist or even fascist, doesn't say
much about how to fight it., After 211, no one inside the revolutionary

Gﬁ) Black Dwarf mno. 29, vcl. 14. Having past their historical missicm
the bourgeoisie nc longer present a leadership and a goal for their
offspring and the youth therefore, faced with a variation of the crisis
of identity turn to a volatile political existence which can be
utilised for the revolution. (see IMG)
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spectrum is hostile to an imperialist analysis partly because it doesn't say
much.

One interesting point is that the CPB(ML) opposition to students and its
corollary, romanticisation of the working class, means that the standard
labour aristocracy thesis cannot be applied- though an imperialist analysis
invites it strongly. Though there is a sense of Britain's position as an
imperialist nation being particularly precarious, putting special pressures
upon its economy, it is interesting that little attempt is made to correlate
these particular pressures with the politics of either the working class or
students. In the case of students this is especielly odd since we are invited
t0 a cross national comparison of student movements.

One final query with regard to the CPB(ML): if all non traditional workers
are petit bourgeois (whitecollar, technicians, students etc.) then the
'facts' show that the petit bourgeoisie in a monopoly period is growing
(service sector, intermediate jobs etc.) rather than being squeezed and
annihilated. Though the CPB(ML) don't assert that the petit bourgecis is
being annihilated, as such,; they do try tc explain student militancy in terms
of pressures upon the students' class — the petit bourgeois, If they

were prepared to live out the logic of their (broad) petit bourgeois
classification that class should weigh a little more heavily in their
analysisi that is if it is correctly called a petit bourgeoisie in the first
place.

In Summary.

Most of the texts are concerned to exhibit scme version of capitalism's
fundamental structures. The purpose of this is primarily propagandist and
has 1little, in most cases, to do with the positions on students it is
supposedly backing., The positions of IS, IMG and the CPB(ML) rely heavily
on a'class' analysis which has only tenuous connections with, or is
inconsistent with,their different models of capitalism.

The apparent newness of the student question obviously invites shallow new
formulae, while at the other extreme, in the case of NLR, the normalisation
of student militancy-in various countries, in various historical periods,
often in strategic roles- avoids hard positions.(iv)

The basic elements which recurr in analysis,- an extended state, planning,
menopoly, imperialism, technology asnd mental work— bear close study,
becaus e they might be the basis of a particular operational politics. As
they are used, on the whole, they have little memning. These elements
should also be studied against the background of 2 speslt orthodoxy whose
own political assumptions need to be stated.Tpo fBn when reading the texts
selected we had the feeling that the sects take surface phrases of classic
politics and apply then without understanding their historical roots.

Finally, we felt that a confusion of levels of analysis is rife. The system
mechanism of capitalism is often confused with the purely political usages
drawn from it, e.g. imperialism is both a definite stage of capitalist
development and the USA in Vietnam: though both belong together they are
separate entities.

(iv) Fred Hallidny in Student Power (Penguin)
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Further the policy side of active capitalist rule is missed out, or confused,
so that useful hints become general and meaningless. For example,IMG talk
about the financial contradictions of higher education expansion. Either
they are saying that a particular policy situation has resulted in the
educational sector of certain nations suffering financial problems ( this
need not necessarily be so), or they are just mentioning crude economic
'facts' which could relate as easily and uselessly to a desert island

economy financed by cockel shells.

The result of a widespread reductionism which mainly takes the form of
economism, is to exclude whole areas of analysis which could produce a
richer understanding and in particular a more concrete basis for strategic
thought. Political history for example hardly ever enters the analyses
discussed: no wcnder we get so little concrete interpretation of current
events from the groups. For instance no one mentions the possibility- one
of many- that post war full employment and welfare provision have given
added strength to the working class, such that in stable times the ruling
class's dependence on ideological control is very high. Such a simple thesis
might at least explain why the university revolt, a revolt at the centre of
ideclogical production, becomes so important for the enemy. It cannot be
produced by marxistic propaganda and economic reductionism.
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Quotes from Naim.

The term ‘consumer capitalism' in Nairn we have taken as a short-hand term
standing for post scarcity capitalism.

" 'Advanced ' capitalism, or 'consumer capitalism', the definitive victory
of materialism in a universal worship of commodity fetish, is impossible
without the mass media, advertising and automation, without a parallel
expansion of the social 'brain' and the nerves of communication., Naturally,
in western society such evolution is harnessed to commodity preduction -
the increasing powers of mental production are subordinated to the
dominating powers of material production and circumscribed within its
categories."  (p.159.)

"The last phase of Capital's progress, hence, does more than simply
establish the 'material conditions' for liberation (in the sense of relief
from primary poverty, the development of productive forces to the stage
where some kind of socialism is 'materially possible'). It also anticipates
the future state of scciety, beyond the revolution, in its form— in the
real organisation of production within the persisting (or even 1ntens1f1ed)
alienation of the system (its chronic 'misorganisation'). Bvidently there
must be an essential contradiction operative here, peculiar to the later
stages of the system. And it would be suprising indeed if it could be red-
uced to the terms of those older contradictions previously gen erated
within capitalism ( the contradictions .of ‘1mmature', evolving bourgecls
soclety, still preserved in the unfolded system)." (p.161=162)

" Late capitalist society is infinitely more united that the conventional
categories allow for, and this unity (because the system remains divisive
at the same time) is itself an omipresent contradiction.™ (p.163)
" One woy of 1ndlcat1ng the na ture, and novelty, of the chunge is perhaps
to say that the central contradictions of later capitalism are focussed in
what would traditionally have been called the social 'superstructure’
(because they involve social conciousness and ideolcgy, and the
quintessentially 'superstructurﬂl' institution of the university). But they
cannot rcally be opposed to the contradictions or problems of the socio-
economic 'structure' (i.c. the apparatus of material production, and the
form it takes in existing s001ety) because they evidently derive from it."
p.162-163)

" The ultimate phase of capitalist productivity, in other words, is the mass
production of conciousness as a commodity. But conciousness resists the
form of commodlty-productlon, by 1ts very dl_lectlcal and social character.”

(p.165) "
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Note on Productive Lsbour

In our discussions we were temporarily confused by bourgeois notions
of direct and indirect work, two categcries which are easily translated
literally intc the appearance of marxist terminology, i.e. productive and
unproductive labour. From this it is easy to argue that students cannot
be members of the proletariat -~ which is composed of productive workers—
because students are indirect workers and hence unproductive....

According to Coontz!' (i) interpretation of Marx, productiveness is a
historical categery, which does not have a literal application parallel
tc the bourgeois terminology. A pirate in the mercantilist period was
productive, though he didn't work or produce a commodity as such, because
he added to the store of a nation's merchant capital by plunder. In the
capitalist pericd, productive lgbour ig defined by production of exchange
value, in addition, of course, to use value. The difference between these
two is exploitation, i.e. the appropriation of surplus value from the
worker. Unproductive labour in the capitalist world does not produce
surplus value, though it does produce use value.

It follows that the question about students is whether they produce
exchange velue as well as use value. (This question is crucial, of course,
if one rogards membership of the working class/proletariat as determined
~exclusively by exploitation taking place.) Various possibilities ensues
for example, education can be regarded as a commodity (for Marx material
goods and §érvice are both commodities, just as labour is, of course)

and the state can be regarded as a collective capitalist. It follows then
that the student is either an apprentice (for which see above) or a worker
belonglng to the working class/broletarl at by virtue of being exploited
by the state as capitalist. This is only cne solution, suggested to show
that the obvious status phenomenology of students as indirect, service,
non-workers; is secondary as an observation, and cannot stand for a
marxist theory of class.

Marx, of course, tantalises on questions about who workers are. One
partlcular eXample is germain: in Theories of Surplus Value, vol 1 (p195)
he argues that a teacher in 19th century Britain was a productlve labourer
for his employer, while in relation to his pupils he was, of course, a
teacher. One possible extension of this is to argue that students are ’
productive workers for the state, while for teachers they are, of course,
students, and for the working class they are students. In other words,
being a'student' is not being anything to do with class as such. But this
does' not mean to say that students do not belong to a class, of course.

(i) S. Coontz, Productive Labour end Effective Demand Routledge and Kegan
Paul . :
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'Conciousness' as o Component-

Qur review of the literature revealed a central role for the category of
conciousness. The actual meaning attributed to the concept divides, in
general, between the sects and the others. Blackburn's discussion in his
NLR article is a useful description of the¢ basic line up. (i)

Summary of Usages _ .

The Rowntrecs regnard cl=ss conciousness as a key category, and seem to want
to prove the existence of a class conciousness by srguing the economics of
student and military employment. In this sense, the category is a general
catch~alls they do not deal with the actual 'level' of conciousness of the
youth class, except to. imply by their rejection of the heavy industry
block of the traditional working class which used to have a .vanguard role,
that there is a vanguard conciousness in the youth sector. The actual
content of conciousness is tolked about only in terms of 'culture' and
'communications'. ‘ : gE

The question of the contant of conciousness is a fairly common
underlying concern of several texts.

Cowley's piece (ii) talks about student conciousness and substantiates the
nature of conciousness by references to the defense of traditional freedoms
in the university against growing bureaucratic controls. When he uses the
term conc1ousness he seems to want to talk about students' 1decs, thelr key
concerns. '

IMG refer to an'embrycnic trade union conciousness' among students and in
the same breath talk about this being a vanguard conciousness. We suggest
that there are considerable difficulties posed by this usage, since it
leaves open absolutely the key question; even if one accepts the initial
categories— how does conciousness chonge? It seems that IMG's view on this
question is that activists 'raise the level of conciousness',

IS usage of the term raises some complex problems: it séems that a
Durheimian notion of =nomie is the basis of the conciousness of students
(this point is mentioned further in the section on Contradiction). Once IS
have pointed to the nature of conciousness they talk ~bout its uneven
dovelopment, about traonsformations from quantity into quality, =nd about
the group's task to undertake educational work to raise conciousness. Their
basic model seems to be the same as the ING, merely adding a few standard
anqutlco/ rhetorical characteristics to the basic practice of raising
conciousness., In IS's case one is bound to ask what the relevence of a
trade unionist level of conciousness is to groups who are not proletarian
in class composition, The transposition of = concept designed for talking
about the working class is confusing. For the Rowntree's who argue student as
worker, of course it is acceptable to talk about trade union conciousness,
though we suspect this consistency is largeyfortuitous.

All the usages mentioned so far are based on 'exposures of the 'real!
nature of the capitalist system to conciousness. NLR however, does not
rely in its prescriptions or =anclysis on the category of conciousness in

(i) NLR 53.
(ii) J. Cowley. The Strpnge Dcwth of the leera] Un1v0r31ty, Socialist
Register 1969, ——
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any key role. Blackburn's piece on Red Bases is a preliminary critique
of the exposure/level model of conciousness, though he politelwaefe:s
to this model as being that of 'nmew style reformism',

The CPB(ML) talk about raising the level of 'politics', a usage which we
take to be the same as that of the Trotskyist groupings 'conciousness',
though the choice of a different word undoubtedly results from the
association of the category with Trotkyist analysis. They talk in

practice terms about anti- capitalist demands, whose status so far as ... .
we can see (in terms of our present discussion) is the same as that of
transitional demends in that they are designed to raise conciousness

among the masses. The long passage in their document (i) on the university
is based on an exposure /proof that universities are imperialist institut-—
ions. They also use an odd formulation concerning 'the mass self real-
isation of students as tools of capitalism', which we would suggest raises
similar problems to those cutlined above — how does realisation or
conciousness become raised, what is its role in politics once it is raised.

In the course of giving an outline of usages and content and alliecd notions
of practice, certain points emerge gquite clearly.

There is a common modsl of conciousness employed by groups whose surface
politics is different. We suggest that this model is called, the mechanical,
stagist model. It offers certain descriptions of the level and nature of a
social block's conciousness (trade unionist, vanguard, proletarian, petty
bourgeois =tc.)., It relies on notions of the content of conciousness which
concern the understanding and realisation of contradictions or pseudo
contradictions. The practice which raises conciousness is an exposure
practice, cxpressed in demands whose objective is to expose rathsr than try,
for example, to win positions of power. or majorities, or to win as opposed
to lose. Finally, this practice has a key role in the relationship of
activists and militants and cadres to the student masses.

In brief, the obvious limitations of this model are: it avoids the whole
problem of & substantive analysis of the political beliefs of social groupss:
it draws on a limited range of sub-characterisations, avoiding all

emisting political positions and beliefs etc.: it regards conciousness as
unilinear (except when the mystery of quantity turns into quality: it is
based on only one notion of the process of political change, i.e. that
political change results from exposing the real nature of capitalism to
people who presumably did not realise this before: it avoids questions of
concrete strategy, and confuses characteris~tions of the level of
conciousness from classic literature by applying them to groups for whom

they were not designed.

Its deepest error is to assume that The natural condition of conciousness

of the masses beforc it is raised is one of political innocence =nd ignorance.
It seems that there is a vacuum idea behind exposure politics, the view being
taken that exposure creates a vacuum into which socialism rushes as the true
explanation. This model seems to deny memory and history.,

The other model, theorised in its critical aspect by Blackburn, and implicit
in Red Basism, concerns a theory of politics as struggle, in a context of

(i) Commmist Party of Britain ( Marxist- Leninist) Draft Action Programme
and Analysis of the Student Movement. Sussex Branch CPB(ML).
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winning and losing battles, building institutions and generating a culture
of marxism and revolution.

These initial points need to be put in a firmer perspective. In our view the
mechanical stagist model is not merely a piece of rhetoric on the surface

of various groups politics. Their notion of conciousncss feeds deeply into
their whole politics.,

Conciousness, the vanguard and the crisis.

The basic model of practice used by the Trotskyist groups and the Naoist
group(s) involves a dual practice— raising the conciousness of the mass in
question, students in this case, by posing programmes. of demands that have
an exposure function, as well as possible a transitional bridging function
for bringing the masses painlessly to extreme revolutionary positions:
while the party, proto party group builds cadres, which is the key task of
the period. The 'period' is in fact the whole period prior to the crisis,
when the vanguard group or party, which has prepared the masses, moves as a
vanguard leadership, followed by the highly concious masses.

In this model there are simplistic notions of crisis which are at best
reductionist if not simply economistic (the finacial crisis, the world
imperialist crisis etc.), There is no notion of a strategy that relates

to massess and blocs that can form alliances, only a strategy for the group,
an internal strategy. The role of the masses is passive though it is pursued
in the midst of agitation and strife. The function of exposure agitation is
not victory or accumuilated power positions but preparation to be led.(iv)

(iv) It does not take much imagination to see how the past failures of
socialism arc always explainecd by sectarians in terms of leadership
betrayals, and the wrong line etc. Their model of the masses concious—

, ness/bolitics is fundnmentally not designed to understand why the
masses should be attached to social democracy, parliamentarianism and
the cold war notions of, for example, freedom and democracy.

When it is obvious that the working class is not 'responding' to
exposure of capitalism's truth, the explanation offered, for instance
in IMG's case, is that the working class is dominated by Labourism and
Stalinism. Similarly, key problems in socialist history are explained
by the grand leadership betrayal thesis. Its basis is the necessary
idea that the leader was responsible for the line or exposure of
capitalism to the masses' conciousness and that his (their) wrong line
misled the masses i.e. a simple failure through betrayal. In other
words, the inability of the sectarians to deal with history, with the
masses, with real events, is closely allied to their attachment to

a mechanistic concept of conciousness.

This question is explored further under the section on Strategy.
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The victory/defuat aspect the mechanical model means that agitational work
does not have to involve succcsses in the terms of the moss or sector

being cgitated. A defeat can be o 'success', it hos the function of

... posing established leaderships (useful since nonc of the groups has any
real power), while ‘= victory is always welcome, but unlikcly, given that the
groups' assessments of all struggles arc alwaye highly principled.

e offer a few points:s firstly, the creation of o strategy for the masses
obviously depends on the political naturs end possibilitics-of the mass. If
they are only an intormediate, progressive group, cssentially subsidusry to
the class struggle then it would secm to follow thot a mass strategy that is
designed to raisc revolutionary consciocusness amongst them is ab initio
going to fail. This view seems to follow for oevrierist groups. The point

we have made elsewhere is thnt thnt the fundamental political range of
possibilities of a socizl block depends upon its relationship to proletarian
class membership. The groups scem to recognise this and undertake a class
annlysis in crude terms, but they then transpose a completely unsorted model
of conciousness onto the mass without reference to their own class analysis.
These problems ars not unique to the student sector. It seems to us that the
groups'relationship to the seemingly less problematic working class is
constructed on much the same model of conciousness and practice, Therefore
it is not just the muddle about the class end politics of the student

sector which puts'conciousness' or 'politics' as on aspect of their theory
into the position of being = wesk link in both thelr thedry and their
practice,

An import-nt and disturbing aspect of the groups' (IS, IMG, CPB(ML)) model
of conciousness concerns the status of the mnsses and menbers of the masses
before they are brought into the firing line of group agitation and

exposure politics. The assumed status of the mass is one of ignorance,
innocence, illiteracy etec. Of course their arc clear encmies, self professed
rightists etc., but the volatile mass is the groups main concern.

From what we can see of the model of concicusncss employed, the masses are
regarded as. clay lumps, suffering from ideological manipulation, beings who
are basically apolitical or unpolitical. In short, 2ll politics starts at

the bottom of the model's unilinear ascent, not in the middle of ongoing
history, not in the middle of politics. The illusion thst the masses arce
apolitical and blinkered is obviously given some force by the fact that the
existing groups do often attend the start of militanecy anorgt sections of the
masses. But sad expurience shows how, once brought into action, the masscs
discover their own politics, their own trusts -nd resources - =nd turn away
from their ngitational leaders. Amongst workcrs the direction of turning

away then seems to be to less militent positions, c.g. the ront and

housing campaigns in which IS were huavily involved: whilst among studcnts in
the ecrly days, the students often turned awny townrds more militant positions
then their over cautious prof6331ona] fuides. Whether these examples are
accurate in detail is not our concern. What we wish to polnt out is that a
correct conception of politics crmnot be frasped , its level, styles and
processes, cannct be understood by s mechanical, stagist nodel of conciousness.

F'urther notes

Another deficiency of this model nrises from internal incompatibilities of
nalysis. A common theme in snalysis of the condition of students in capital-
ist society is that they =rc victims of a contradiction between being
sponsored into responsible intelligence, while being utilised by capitalism
as unintelligent idiots with cert:in instrumentzl skills. It would seem,
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prima facie, that students should become 'concious' of this contradiction,
after being exposed to agitational work, even if this does not merge
neaturally into their conciousnesses. What puzzles us is how the unconcious
masses who suffer this contradiction can simply be a monlithic clay lump.
Bven if clay lump staotus is depassed by the raising of conciousness in
struggle, we still do not know what political position .a raised
conciousness of this contradiction entails.

To summarise.

The model of conciousness employed does not seem to fit with the actual
condition of concinusness of the masses either when dormant or active. In
this perspective of criticismy, we would argue that concrete analysis is
essentinl for ony practice to be relevant and that the category concilousncss
requires to be filled with substance if it is to be of any use.

To ewpress ourselves sharply, in an example: we would argue th t the
condition of the masses, active or passive, is rmore likely to be one of
knowledge and rationality, thon one of ignorznce and innocence. It might be
that the problem of revolutionary politics is one of relevence and
aedibility, of victory and confidence, not ignorance and the desperate
searching for militancy for ite owm sake.

Conciousness, ideology and contradiction.

Let us go furthcr on the question of the nature and content of conciousness.
Initially we found some difficulty in relating the category of ideology to
the category of conciousness. In some group's literature the referent of
conciousness is n contradiction, in others, it is an idcology. The Naoists
talk about developing contractions to produce politics (conciousness):
however, after the fine rhetoric, we found little practical substance to
this no doubt excellent injunction, Our difficulty seems to have been the
result of their difficultics. ‘

Our view on ideology is that in lived terms it is the substancial content of
concicusness, This rough 'sclution' leads us to arguc that what is neceded
is a concrete specification of the ideologies lived in the student sector,
not excluding thc gencral idaclogy that is lived by the student as citizen-
Idependently of his special status., It follows that when groups talk about
developing contradictions, they should talk about the lived forces that are
in contradiction to each other, and the actual developmental goals of
practice, Unless this is done 21l the groups succeed in doing is presenting
a contrgliction as o fact to an audicnce. This is a radically different

and inferior process from the one indicated by, for example,Mno, for whonm
the developrient of contradictions is the basic element in the production

of strategy.

The problem of ideology and conciousness is a central concern in Nairn's
work. He formulates fthe problem in terms of the relstionships between idess
and reality. As far azs ve can sec this problem needs transforming into a
question of forces,; with the two forces involved being, in one interpretdion,
socialist/morrist theory versus history (reality). Nairn argues that these
are out of step. A more complex formulation would consist of the conflicting
revolutionary and bourgecis ideologies (idea) versus the conflicting forces
of bourgeois ~nd proletarian power (reality).

This treatment of the question of conciocusness is only a first step. From it
we have come to see that therc are questions of epistemology underlying the
use of the concept: also we feel that some comment is called for on the
status of the concept of conciousness within the marxist oecvre. (v)

(v) The question of Lucncs.
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The sects cmploy a reductionist and mechanistic notion of conciousness
which cxcludes =any possibility of the masses having a political life for
themselves, excludes the dialiectic of history determining men while men
make histcry. Their reification of marxist categories, their suppression

of the dialectic, is revealed in their language. If one looks carefully

one discovers that the capitzlist system results in crisis and that the
empirically defined working class is the agency of socialism. We suggest

a different account: capitalist face problems that result in crisis and the
working class is only the agency of socialism in its role as proletariat.
ile go for =n epistemology that involves men producing history, struggles,
victories, defeats, conciousness etc. This production cpistemology is
expressed in a notion of ths political process as one of struggle, a
crucisl component of which is victory znd dsfeat. We r:juct the reification
of forces =nd producing forces into abstract systems and zbstract classes
pushing towards inevitable laws of history.

We suspect that the scctarians have taken from Lucacs certain theses about
the nature of conciousness, which though they need to be rejected as
idealist in their own right, arc utilised nt the wrong level by the
groups.. Lucacs, History and Class Conciousness wns an attack on economism
and determinism, an attack on bourgeois political philosophy and its
expression within Second Internatiocnal revisionism., It was not designed
.as a tool for talking about political conjunctures, about what Bcctors and
classes believe and how politics has developed.lienin's wider use of the
term does have this latter connotation but it was concerned with clarif-
icatory theses on the nature of the Russian working class, against the
these put forward by reformists and spontenaists— the twin enemics to the
'right! and ‘'left' of Lenin. The concept was not used as an overall
substitute for strategy and conjunctural analysis. On the contrary it was
used in clear political attacks on other revolutionaries in an ascent to
theory as the solution for political disputes. The sccts usage shows an
oppesite direction~ a descent into mochanism of practico.
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Contradiction as a Component.

To decids on the nature of contradiction as a2 philosophical category is
clenrly not possible on the basis of the literature of the 'student sector!
alone— though different 'philosophies' can be seen to underlie the use of
the term in this literature. However, in analysing student politics/ nature
of cducation (i.e., identifying contradictions govcrning the development of
this structure) contr~dictions ~re given spccific contonts which may be
summarised ns beings:

1. The 'contradiction' of socially mobile individuals,

2, Determined by the financinl crisis of capitnlism (or imperinlism).

3, Betwesn the ideology and reality of cducation.

4. An expression -of the 'fundamsntal contradiction' of capitalism,
betwsen the forces and rel:tions of production.

Who uses what?

The'contradiction' of social mobility. .

Both absolute upward social mobility -~nd rclative downward mobility, IS =nd
CPB(ML) argue, result in personal 'inseccurity' and/or choices betweon
mutually exclusive alternctives—i.e. they result in contradictions for
individual students. These contrsdictions are resolved by either adopting a
trade union conciousness nnd integroting with working class life style, or,
as the Maoists recommend, by adopting a proletarian line. :

The theoretical basis of this interpretation is a substitution of the term
contradiction for the term anomie in a fundamontally Durkheimian analysis

of social mobility and relative deprivation. Besides being non-Marxist, such
sociology is not cven an accuratc utilisation of bourgeois sociclogy. Aftcr
all, it is widelykgcocpted that Durheim's snomie has multiplce meanings in
its own right and certainly not o blanket cXplanation of conflict, stress
and tension. Most importantly, it is useful to recall that Durkheim's oevre
was n fully fledged anti Marxist exercisc: his concept 'anomie! was designed
( when applied to the division of lsbour, the cconomy) as an avoidance of
Mary's category of contradiction (class struggle).

It is nmazing that groups who condemn bourgeois sociology as mystificatory,
(I8) and attack the teaching of sociology because it does not consider
particular problems ( IS and CPB(ML) ) = can themselves depend on it's
methods and concepts., :

The financial crisis.

IMG argue thot it is the basic contradiction between neocapitalism's demand
for technicians and the inability to adequately finsnce their trcining ( due
to Britain's insoluble economic troubles) which turns universities and
colleges into centres of tension and discontent. Similarly, ths CPB(ML)
identify as n k»y contradiction the increpsed demand of monopoly capital for
technicians, mmnagers and ideologues, and the inability to maintain facilities
becauss of the imperialist financial crisis. This is how these two groups
solve their problem of finding the economic contr-diction which they'know'
must be there - somewhere. But unless they con explain why the most politically
active institutions have not been those most starved of finance, and why so
few of the demands raised have been about fascilities,— that is, explain the
vay that this simple contradiction is mediasted to other levels, they have
explained very little. The maximum it could explain anyway ( within their own
political theory) would be a trade union conciousness. .. '
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Tdeology and reglity.

The contrzdiction betwesn the ‘'ideology of educ=tion' and the 'reality' of
particular institutions is of minor importance for the CPB(ML) but for IS
it is central. For them 'it is a contradiction between the liberal ethos of
the university and its stark reility that moves increcsing numbers of
students to militant action within the coﬂeges'( from a document produced
for RSSF conference by A. Nagliatti). :

A number of problems arise as to the nature of this contradiction, not least
the prlitical practice which results from identifying this contradiction as
the dominant and fundamental one governing the development of the stud nt
struggle. It would seem to imply that the contradiction has developed because
the ideology (as mystification, rationalisation or false conciousness). is

out of synchrony, i.e, is lagging behind the development of reality ( as
organisation and practice). This conceptualisation recognises the possibility
that the contradiction may be resolved by the piropagation of a 'new!

ideology by the bourgeoisie. Indecd, as IS state, the political situation in
higher education is that of a transitional crisis. This leads to their
exposure politics and the limitation of student struggles to the recruitment
of cadres, which IS put particular stress upon in common with other sects.

To identify the aspects of the'controdiction' as sbove assumes 2 single or

at least o monolithic ideology, both in terms of who propagates this ideology,
and in terms of its sociological origins. Even if one is not concerned with
the different conceptions of education propagated by different elements
within the Ministry of Zducation, Local Authorities, Headmasters' Conferonce,
NUT, etc. and is only concerned with the ideclogy of a particular institution
of higher cducation, it is still far from difficult to demonstrate the
ideological differences between say, administrators, professorial staff and
non-professorial staff. When any attcempt is made to identify the components
of educational ideology it becomes cpparent that thoy cannot be submerged
under the simple category of 'liberal'. Concepts such as 'commmnity of
scholars' and 'academic freedom' can be traced to their feudal/aristocratic
originss the intrusion of egalitarianism into educational ideology owes more
to Fabiznism than to classic liberalism. In connection with this, the
opposition elitism/libsralism is incorrect because it does not recognise
elitism as an essential aspect of liberalism,

The document presented by Leicester comrades at the first RSSE conference
did recognise some of the different compononts constituting the dominant
ideology of education- aven if in a very confused fachion.

Leiccster's Aspeets of Contradictions.

'Tdeology' 'Reality’

equality of opportunity class composition of intake
hummaitarianism - destructive research
egalitarianism domingtion into passivity
libergliesm soclal controls

wniversity autonomy state financial control
renalssance man fragmented oaf

community of scholars ‘ exams

academic freedom university curricula

Confusion is apparent in the lack of rccognition of relationships between the
'ideological' aspect of these different contradictions, but more importantly,
to list contradictions in this fashion does not deal with the strategic

importance of any of them., The problem is, given a situation of capitalist
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domination, whsther the resolution of contradictions between capitalism and
feudal residues necessarily lcad to an advance for the revolutionary forces.
Demands defending feudal residues-~ community of scholars etc.-- moy be anti-
capitaiist but in what sonse are they progressive?

To attack practice (monopoly capitalist) from the standpoint of ideology
(1aissez~fair: capitalist, foudal) without proposing either new (socialist)
practice (the problem of utopianism) or new ideology (i.e. specifying a
socialist ideology of education) tonds to have the unintended consequence
of reinforcing the oxistant, that is, feudal and/or bourgeois, ideology.

Expression of the fundamental contrsdiction.

The problem of the rolationship betwesn contradictions, in particular
between contradictions within the system of education and the 'fundamental!
contradiction of capitalism, is raised in the clearest fashion in a paper
by S.Clark,(presented to RS3F conference Autumn '68)

'"The lowest level at which the fundamental contradiction (of capitalist
society) is revesled is in the contradiction between the reality of the
educstional system and its rotionalisation in libaral bourgeois ideology.
This reflcects the contradiction between the requirements of an
ind.pendent critical attitude and the simultaneous requirement of very
rigid boundaries on the exercise of such independence, which in turn
fellows from the contradiction between the means of production and the
relations of production at its most advanced— the same level as within
the sutomated industriest. '

The language of rovelation and reflection used in such a loose fashion cannot
but raise the ghost of Hegelisnist - it implies a concept of contradiction in
which gvery contradiction is an expression of th: fundamental contradiction,
Yet this Janguage is not used intentionally azs a justification of political
fundamentalism (shades of oevrierism), but rather as an attempt to arguc the
'marxist' nature of the fundamental contradiction of the student situation.
Given this inturpretation of the concept of 'reflscted contradiction' then an
alternative formulation of the analysis would be that the marxist contradiction
between the requirement of independent thinking and ths restriction of the
exercise of that thought (intelligent/idiot contradiction) is reflected in,
that i, distorted by, bourgeois language, and appsars as the ideology/
reality contradiction.

But to treat the intelligent/idiot contradiction as marxist the sense in which
independent critical attitudes are required must be specified. Clearly the
problem is not resolved by arguing that requirement in tcrms of 'the natural
inquisitiveness of man', or any other aspect of man's esscnce, but rather in
terms of the naturs of education imposed by the structurs of kmowledge (that
is knowledge as nccessarily social). Although Clark does not explicitly argue
'new proletarianism' his refurence to the automated industrics does entail
the suggestion that in so far as the forces of production reguire that
general critical attitude, they arc in contrA1ctiomith the restriction of
that critic.] attitude demandcd by the relations of production (i.e. its
restriction to the accumulation of capitsl). Though Nairn does not raise the
intelligent /idiot contradiction as w#uch, his essay raises reclated problems
such as, new proletariat, the structurs of knowledge, and contradictions
associated with the development of forces of production,

The need for a theory of contradiction.
We havs used the distinction between marxist and non marxist contradictions
when considering the ideology/raality contradiction, but its marxist or
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non-marxist character ig not dotormined pragmatically— in terms of its
importance or otherwise for rovolutionary practice. Rather, it is deter—
mined on the basis of ths theoretical origins of *he terms used to denote
the aspects of the contradiction., If ideology is interpreted as
mystification, rationalisation otc., and reslity as the specific
organisational form or practice, then the contradiction is, in Athusserian
terms, en ideclogical one, that is a contradiction within (Althusserian)
ideological practicer as such it has a spccific mode of resolution. A more
obvious interpretation of the ideology/rea]ity contradiction would be that
of idea/reality, essence/existence, reason/unreason etc., oppositions
which Althusser firmly locatss within a Feuerbachian problematic.

The language of contradiction is used by all "marxist' groups, but the
problem is to understand contradiction as a term within a thsory not as a
word within a language. If contradiction is to be used as an analytical
category then it must also be undserstood as an analytical category— as a
practical analytical category. To do this wvequires an explication of the
notion of a structure of contradictions, the reclationships between the terms
of such a structure being those of non-antagonismyantagonism, princirpal
contragiction, fundamental contradiction. For Althusser these rclationships
as formulated by Mao become displacement, condensation, dominznce and
detorminance.

We must understand contradiction as a practical category if wes are to relate

our political practice to our theoretical practice: that relationship is
the discovery of the ‘weskest link!'.
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Students as Intellectuals?

Most of the asscrtions about students draw cbliquely on the notion of
the student as an intellectual. Both the hostile and the sympathetic texts
ascribe the chracteristics of intellectuzls to-students, without any text,
other than Nairn's (which is inadeduate) even recognising that there
might be distincticns between the two groups.

We have used the CPB(ML) texts to illustrate several themes which are
common, with variations, to cther textx. The notes on other groups are
therefore quite brief.

Students as such are dismissed from strategic relevence and pesitive role
by the CPB(ML) through being located as potit-bourgecis. The actual
characteristics of students arc those of intellectuals, who are seen as
wanting to become an elite of leaders for the working class. They: state,
in para. 59, (i)

" The working class makes,and is making, its own leadership in the
revoluticnary struggle; it has no use for intellectuals or students.
who confine action tc glib phrases abcut 'raising the political
level' of workers or handing out leaflets at factory gates.”

They then define the conditions on which intellectuals can contribute to-
revolution, but in doing so suppress the real question - i.e. leadership,
which paradoxically they recognise as the real issue within their. beneral
hostiljty:

' The Marxist intellectual works within and beside tho working class,
forming his theory by participating in the workers' struggle ...
it is necessary to learn from the workers before preaching to
them., '

This effectively skates round the basic Leninist doetrine — no
revolutionary practice withcut revolutionary theory - by seeing the
production of theory as a mere matter of role, instead of the strategic
necessity of revolutionary politics. (ii) Any discussion on this is
blocked by their (confused) attack on students and intellectuals in
general class analysis. Their insistence on a negative role for intellect-
uals cutside the party, and a positive if unspecific role for intellectusals
within their party, avoids the whole question from which they started:

that is, how to assess and relate to the mass of students whom they
recognise have intellectual resources. It is no solution tc¢ the political
problem posed by the relationship between a party and o mass to argue that'
unless members of these masses are in the party - or are working class,

of course - that they are uscless or hcostile.

(i) CPB(ML) Draft Action Programme.

(ii) We take it that the reference to intellectuals and presumably
students 'preaching' after they have got their theory from the
-workers, is a freudian slip to avoid candour on questlons of
leadership.
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Pathetic anti-elitist ideology, and a bowing to (supposed) traditional
working class philistinism - particularly in the London RSSF document—
coexists unhapily with an attempt at applying principled Merxism—

Leninism which cannot succeed since it is in the main a quite inaccurate
version of classic doctrine. Lenin, Trotsky, Stalin, Gramsci, all devote
considerable energies to discussing questions of culture and intellectuals
and theory as historical questions of strategic priority. This literaturec
contradicts the silly reducticnism of the CPB(ML).

London RSSF's text (a group acting under the auspices of the CPB(ML)),
Towards a Revolutionary Student Movement — a title which is singularly
inappropriate in comnection with the doctrines of Marxist-Leninist
sectarians (iii) reveals their difficulties, climaxing with an amazing
and embarassing misinterpretation by a worker member. The worker
polemicises against the view that students will invent theory in the
university and then lead the workers — a view which is incidentally a
travesty of any dectrine that to our knowledge has ever been put forward.
The worker gives as his answer to such a move on the part of students,
' Get stuffed' p11 and then quotes extensively from Whot is to be done?
to back up his antagonism. The passage quoted remarks thnt workers are
reported to be critical of their economistic leadership, and of leaders
telling them how to-do what they know well how to do alrecady, i.e. trade
unionism. Lenin then presents the workers real demand,
' We want to learn the details of all aspects of political life
and take part actively in every political event. In ordér that
we may do this, the intellectuals must talk to us lcss on what
we already know, and tell us more about what we dc not know, and
what we can never learn from our factory and 'cconomic' experience,
that is, you must give us political knowledge. You intellectuals
can acquire this knowledge, and it is your duty to bring us that
knowledge in a hundred and a thousand times greater measure than
you have done up to now...' (iv)
Poor Lenin, to be so misunderstood!
The London RSSF's worker then floats the idea of the 'worker intellectual
in order to explain that he —and Lenin -~ are not against intellcctuals (1)

IS's lengthy discussion of capitalism's need for skilled and trained manpower
tends to highlight the difference betweecn manual and intellectual work.
However, their political discussion on students dcesn't relate to this
distinction and its consequences in terms of a2 possible different politics/
concicusness for students as non-manual workers. Therc is however no overt
association of students with intellectual characteristics or with any role

as mental workers, The only real relerence to the intellectual functicn

(iii) The possibility of a 'movement! of progressive character is becked by
the CPB(ML)'s class analysis, and is hardly principled for a group whose
strategic priority has persistently been cadre formation.

(iv) Ch.3 p.73 What Is To Be Done? Moscow, single text sdition.
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is concerned with students having certain technical skills, finding and
interpreting facts and figures for the workers. This is a view which sees
students as hack research workers for an alraedy defined political project
drawing on little more than crumbs of applied bourgeois sociclogy (see IS
crit.)

IMG regard students as involved in scciety's superstructure, being propelled
into a vanguard role by virtue of capitalism's ideological crisis (the
crisis of values referred to by Ben Said) plus their innocence of Stalinism
and Labourism. It is interesting that the vanguard role of studsnts seems to
have nothing toc do with students as intellectual workers or an intellectual
function, when, the root causes of their action are attributed to ideologys
a correlation which when concerned with cther matters produces quick, easy
solutims e.g. a financial/ gconcmic crisis in the university equals an
economic/ trade union concicusness for students, On the other hand, along
with cther groups, the IMG recognises the impcrtance of combating bourgecis
ideolcgy—- as an aspect of their confrontaticnist peolities. This would be
helpful if they wculd talk about the actual practice and nature of such
centestation, i.e. does combating bourgeois ideology require special skills
such as intellect, critical theory, academic training etc? On these
questions they are silent.

The Rowntrees analysis is a naked piece of economic reducticnism in which
the fact that students are a special part of the division of labour -
mental labourers— is quite irrelevant. In order to absorb economic surplus
cne merely needs to be employed in a key sector of the cconomy.

The CP's multi~sectional organisaticn has always included students as
apprentice intellectuals. The recent student unrest has been neatly slotted
into a pre-existing niche, the student section of the party — which is
kept quite clear from cther sections. This results in =2 complacency of
analysiss for example, basic student power/ trade unionism is viewed as
essentially the same as any cther trade unionism, and since white collar
trade unionist practice shows no obvious differences to manual unicnism,
student militancy raises no difficult questicns. Meanwhile the potentially
awkward vanguard issue is dealt with by regarding it as dangerous ultra—
leftist Trotskyism (Betty Reid). The rssult of this is that the deeper
questions arising from a mass political revolt in the education sector are
not raised, at least in public. Given the traditional association of
students with intellectualism we can see why the party wishes to avoid
certain obvious issues and ke-p the sector sealed off. After all the party
has had a difficult history with its intellectuals.

Nairn has a positive theoery of the impact of mental labour on the form and
content of student politics. The substance of this has becn se¢t cut
elsewhere (see the critique on Nairn and Concicusness as o Component).
Though students are not traditional intellectuals, the group normally
regarded as producing theory and ideas, Nairn discusses theory, critical
ideas and ideology as a general social product of the student sector.
Unfortunately, this avoids the classic questions concerning the conciocus
and organised producticn of revolutionary theory for the party- whatever
form it might take. These questions are suppressed by a concentration on
revolutionary sociolngy tc the exclusion of concrete organisational:
questions. For example, the cbvious question of leadership-analysis - theory-
strategy, is shrcuded in casual reflections on liberationism— a 'touch of
anarchy'.
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The intellectual features of the student secter figure promincently in
NLR's Red Basism, which was concomcd with establishing a revcluticnary
marxist culture in the universitics. Students herc arc seen as consumers
and presumably producers of 2 British morxism whose absence, for
historical reasons, has been a structural blockage to revclutiomary
development. The cbvicrusness cf this thesis - students are litoerate and
the workers aren't- invites cmpirical cnquiry:s has 2 revolutionary culture
of any scolidity besn wstablishod in the wniversitices and is it dominated
by marxism or has it in fact succumbed to sectarian thought forms ? The
failure of NLR (ists) to follow up thelr interesting thesis is matched by
the absence, unfortunately, cf o firmly nrgued pcsiticn on the n-ture of
student relitics. Added to this thsere should be reascns established as to
why students , and not say, the labour movemsnt itsclf, should be the

rarticular targets for entreprencurs cf thecry.

In summary, we found that amengst grours who are generally anti-student,
there is a deop hostility to intellecctunls ond their associated (often
supposcd) political proactices, Amongst thosoe whe take o gencrally positive
line on students there is an aveidance of dircct discussion of intcllect-
uals and their assocociated proctices, which is replaced by emphasis on
culture (youth culture) and ideology, which we felt wers attempts at
scmehow talking about intellectual practice without really confronting the
issues: The NLR alone ~re positive about the sssceiaticon of students with
intellectyal lifc and role (theory ¢tce.) whilc Neirn adouts o different
appracch, using a stricter methedclogy based on an cxamination of the
contradictory forces ot work on students. (Sec below for comments on
correct methodology).

Further,wc found that most views arc bascd on the unwritten assumstion that
intellectual status is ccextensive with student status, i.c. that the mass:
of students is intellectual., This assumption is found in both the pro and
anti tcxts, and is so deeply rooted that it distorts anmlysis and

arcument which outsid ¢ this confuscd context might have some valuc. We are
strongly cpposcd to the notion that the mass of stuldents is intcllectual,
and are hostils to most of the argumnts based on this assumption. Most of
our comments are based on the substitution of a distinction botween the
mass of students and individual and small groups of intellectuals, for the
confused sociology of the texts.

The function of this confused sociclogy is quite clenr in the case of the
CPB(ML) for example., They usc the notion of students ~s intcllectuals to
re¢inforce their basic class analysis of students (potit-beurscois) with
a streng dese of quite cbjscticonable moralistic philistinism (sncers at
student intellcctusls -rc scattersd liberslly throughout their text, oven
to the extent that the Beatles and Beb Dylan nre pilloried as political,
intellectucl criminals). We can only presume thot the CPB(ML) feol very
insecure about the simplism of their basic class analysis, ond hecire that
it can be strengthened by attaching-to it 4 fathetic attack on suprosed
intellectunl life~ which we further presume is aimcd to pander to 2 decp
suppesed philistinism among workers. The pathos of their attack should be
self evident, but its theoretical error is perhaps worth peinting out.

What they have done is to 'read' the classic marxist texts on intcllectuals
(Marx, Lening Gramsei ete. statc thot intellectuals are bourgeois or petit
bourgeeis by class) as corroboratioms of their owm defensive moralism,
rather than as sciontific classifications.
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The importance cf forcing the distinction between intellectuals and the mess
of studonts is that it isolates the renl politics =~nd much of the argument
about students =2nd intellectuals as separate cbjects of analysis. Before
locking =t som: of these arguments, thers is o point of .clarification

tc be made about our cwn position: this subscribos heavily to the view that
intellectual practices arc a key force in any revelutionary formation, and
recogniscs the prescnce, albeit primitive and not exclusive, of such forces
in the studoent sector.

Clsarly, though we do not subscribe to the notion that each and cvery
student is an intelloctual, or that the mass of students is intcllectual

( a peculinr formulaticn but one which doues have some currcney), we do not
discount the view thot the student scctor can be bthe seed bed for the
rrcduction of - new gencratisn of marxist intellectuals, ¢r cven a new,

cr many, theories of sccialism. The problem with this approach is not that
it is incorrect, but that strictly applied, it does nct relate to the mass
of students which is the social unit upcn which such spceulation is based.
A theory, and if ycu like, = strategy for the genesis of intellectuals and
theory, is not ndaequate if it rosts purely on the'obvious' correlation of
stulent sector with intellcctual practicc. As we pointed cut in our comments
on Red Base strategy, the NLR's assumption that the crucial break into
marxist culture would emcrgs from the student scetor needs to be argued.

Is it such an obvious idesn after all? Why shouldn't morxism be 'reborn!
from within quitc traditicnal political formetions. If this is regarded as
argued thon spocifically why shcould students be the market for marxist
thasory?

Turning now to an attempt te uaravel the separate elements mf pelitical
argunent frem the yesiticns based un a cenfused socidiegy, let us Fock
again at the CPB(ML), whe give considerable rrominence to the argument that
¢nly intellcctunls (etudents?) whe join the party are pclitically true
cadres., It is inturesting tc nctoe that th. lecgicnl next step of this lino
cf ~rgument is not develcpsd by the CPB(ML), or by any cther group. The
peint is s fcllowss cncen an intellectual joins the party, and is rescuotd,
from e¢rrory recctiin ete., whot rcle dees he then play in the party? Does
his intellectunl practice have a procise functicn, or has he the common
status cof thU_urdinnry’mvmb;r; These questicns have their amusing side fF
course, porticulnrly when groups basod cn Leninist organissaticnnal principles
persist in having quotas of intoellectusls and students, flying in the fece
cf Lenin's clesr dectrine — that the party is compesed solely of deGiented
professional reveluticnarics, who morecver are primarily of bourgecis of
retty-bourgeris criginl

What the CPB(ML) arc getting at is the supposed unrelinbility, promiscucuse.
ness, instability and freo flcating individualist ideclogy of the potiy and
big beurgecisic. Scmehew they seem to bo suggesting that the only means of
rescue for freo fleators— rescue from the ultimate and incscapable truth of
their class, i1s membership of the party. The weakness of this ~rgumont-
which ccuched in 2 mere comylex language micht appear to have some content
=nd historical r¢ference, is that it is nct in any sense spccific to
students cr intcllectualse It is a logienl oxtensicn of = typienl momber—
ship fetish by a scetarion grcup which is only one amonést many in a fluid
rericds when, beside there being no dominant clearly revelutionary party, the
pclitical stage is still occupied by a 'movement! politics (rcsterbd by
sectarians of ccursc). In such a poriod the CPB(ML) charge could be dirvceted
2t anycne not in their party- c¢ven presumcbly the more politieally concicus
werkers. In shert, they have drawn on o cluster of associntions hold about
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the behaviour of intsllectuals, and applied them to students en masse, nct
in the interests of marxist analysis, but in a quasi religicus =ttempt to
find supperting lincs of argument for their claim to be the wnly true
revoluticnary partyl

The generalised hestility we found in the texts to intellectunls, culture
and intcllectual practices stems in l=rge part from the history of the
greups whe propound this hostility. The histery of most of the groups, and
in particular of the CP (the point is nppliceble intornationzlly to a
greater or lesscer cxtent) hes been trceubled by varicus descrticns by their
intellectunl c~dres, most irominently in the thirties, fifties,but nlso to
some extent after the French cvents. The fact that these deserticns and
their political causes in varicus ways account for the cxistence of the
sectarian groups ( and other grcupings as well, to be fair) and th=t the
leaderships of the better known sectarian groupings were themselves
renegades in the first place, as well ~s bcing at least cbjeetively
intcllectuals themselves, nc dcubt cxplains this hostility. This we regnrd
ns largely ided®logical ~nd certainly d-ngerous if its pclitical conclusioms
are impcsed on either the student bloc, or intelluctuals in general.

In the more »recise context of the student questicn, the hostility has
boen exacierbated by the emergence nnd relative officacy in meass politics
of greours of intellectually committed cadres whe have romained politically
independsnt; they have found support for their critical marxism in varicus
pclitical events nnd their problem criented onalysis has created on
interast in theory nmeongst sections of the stulent mnss.

It is difficult tc¢ find » s-~tisfactory torm for this formation of indepond-
ent intslleoctunls in student pelities: it is no doubt an aspect of the
grain of truth in NLR's covert pruediction nbout morxism getting cn its

feot in Britain in the student sector. In the RSSF context, the political
majority sustained by non-scetarian mnrxists was o clear expressicn of the
presence and lovel of this fermaticn, The scets!' response was nd is
understandably hostile, particulr~rly when they see relative amateurs,
aprarent froo floaters, with the purchase thoy possess with a more advancad
morxism over students, adamntly pitted agninst rival officisl marxisms ~nd
lines which the croups have carcfully nuturcd. The pcliticnl threat posed
by the new formmtion's merxism to the svets previcuscdbligepoly of marxism
is - situation which has reinforcsd anti-intellectual (theorcticnl)
impulscs, which are alsc deeply founded in their primarily ogvricrist
pclitics.

The sectorisn spirit is the cthor major detcrminant of snti-intclloctualism
and cultural philistinism, and especinlly of any noticn that marxism
might itself bc in a prcoblematic conditiom, or thnt it can progress and
generate its own theoretical 1ife. All this follows from the fundamental
theoretical statute of scctarianism, namely, that all basic thecreticel
and analyticnl work hes nlre~dy bcen dene and is cncapsuleted in the
thoughts of this or that leader or scheol, cr thot the prcblems which ~re
recogmised in sccinlist theory ~re alrendy contained within the loci
¢lassicic of sceinlist histery. One con see how from this vicwpoint, any
netion that the student upsurge could menn anything rndical for socialism,
its theory or its history, would border on heresy: that is if it ever
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lasted for more then 2 shert propagendn campeign or an cpertunistic burst
¢f activism. (v) (~the short run flexibility cof scctarian pelitical
practice is invarisbly inversely rclated relgted to the extremity of their
sectarian attachment i.c. cpportunism ~ to use a rathor hackneyed language,
is o nceessity of breadline marxism.)

The upshet of sccepting the distinction between the mnss of students and
individual small grours of intcllectusls (perhgps morc usefully tormed
ttraditional! intellectuals (vi)) is that a clear re~ding of the classic
toxts on intellectual practices can bo undcrtaken. (theory, practice,
analysis— Lenin's Whot Is Tc Be Dung, the axiematic doetrine, 'no
revoluticnary mevement without revcluticnary theory', Gremsci's work cn
sducation, culture, ~nd intellectually based ferms of power— hegemony ¢tcey
both as practical questions of revelutirmary (subjective) crgrnisation ns
w1l as polemical wmslaugchts on cconcemism, reducticnism, philistinism,
ccvierism and vulgarism.)

The question which rémeins concerning the political naturc of intellectunl
practices nssccinted with student status, can then be posed as g

scientific question of socio-political analysis. (rather than as a question
concerning revolutionary subjectivity.)

At this point it would be easy to slip back into the methodological
confugions which underlie the attitudes taken in most of the texts on these
questions. The best term we could find to describe the common approach
underlying these confusions was, empirisist status sociology, a soclology
that tries to answer impossible questions with 'obvious' answers. The basic
form of question is something like, 'What is the political nature of
students, or students as intellectuals?' To which the answer could be any
one of a range of intornally empty categories, such as, 'radical', 'reac~
tionary', 'petit bourgeois', 'a vanguard force', ‘'unstable intellectuals',
2tc. The result of this approach is of course that basic marxist
methodology is excluded, despite predictable shows of marxist terminology,
while answers are produced which predetermine any of thc conclusions which
might be drawn from class analysis, the application of questions of
relationships to means of production, contradictions in these relationships—
in fact, all the theoretical arsenal available to even a modest orthodox
marxism.

So, instaad of asking in this context, 'what is the role and importance
of intellectual practices, resources and skills possessed by the mass of
students', we suggest that analysis should concentratc on investigating
the relationships of mental, theoretical, cultural and ideological forces

(v) For all its apparent novelty and strategic courage how long will the

youth vanguard line last?

(vi) Gramsci's traditional/organic distinction conceming intellectuals
could no doubt be developed, perhaps along the lines broached in
Nairn's text. However, even in a situation where there are careful
texts to be followed (translations of The liodern Prince for example)
there is still 1likely to be a danger of the categories put forward
being regarded as terms in an empiricist sociology.
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to structures in capitalist society. In other words, approaches similar
to the ones implied by the intelligent/idiot formulation, or socme
possible judgement about the forces of production and distribution of
ideology in advanced capitalism should bec adopted.

It should now be apparent that this is the approach, the methodology.
which we have tried to employ in the other sections of this text.




Strategy — prereguisite of a political practice.

Superficially the history of RSSF (as an expression of the student
movement) and the history of the movement itself, were dominated by
strategic discussion, by splits on lines, policies, ideas of the correct
things to be done. Until we undertook the analysis in the components
section we shared the assumption that this history was about strategy.
Now we are convinced that there was an absence of strategy, not a
pleni-presence. In other words what we used to call strategy is a
different political animal to strategy as the highest moment of political
practice.

Below we set out to illustrate the misconceived conception of political
strategy within RSSF and within the movement, and to explain this mis-
conception, which we believe was not simply a product of the primitive-
ness of the.student movement., This leads us to attempt some elementary
clarificatory points for a theory of strategy.

The misconception, we argue, was based firstly on unsatisfactory theories
of the political process, secondly on a failure of the professional
sectarians to make an adequaté conjunctural analysis, balanced by a
purely abstract analysis from the Red Basists, and thirdly, by the real
political objectives of the sectarians. (i)

'Strategies' within RSSE

A brief account of the ideas, lines and policies which wore produced within
RSSF as 'strategy' will serve not only as a reminder of the formal
primitiveness of the organisation's politics, but, at the same time, as a
reminder of the creativity of the period with respect to action techniques
and ideas.

The ideas occupy a jumble of levels, refor to diverse agencies and
situations; the failure throughout RSSF of any group to see the need to
analyse this jumble:is a sad comment. '

National campaign mobilisers (the IMG stand out here) were opposed on two
fronts, firstly by libcrtarian base builders, who saw all political
problems being solved by the formation of small, flexible groups
operating in each community, and on quite a different level by the Red

(i) Perhaps we should make it clear that our cmphasis on the influential
position occupied by sectarian thought and practice is not merecly
the result of a particular political experience and judgement.
Throughout most of the 1life of RSSF the independent majority won its
supremacy by maintaining alternating alliances with one or another
sectarian grouping. These tactical alliances whilst they exploited
deep intra-sectarian rivalries quite obviously constrained the
independents own rather novice theorists. Inevitably such alliances
tended to give an impression that the sectarians were more
professionally competent and more fundamamtal politicians than the
illdefined independents.




80.

Basists, who opposed national campaigning as a mechanical attempt to... .
provide demo-fodder for a pre-existigg politics (Vietnam etc.) which
had taken little accoubt of the specific potential or relationship to
politics of students. Interlock strategy enjoyed considerable currency,
though in one form — an attack on the inherent isolationism of student
power politics - it was 1ittle more than an exhortation to see the
university as a capitalist/imperialist institution involved in racialist,
anti-worker, and authoritarian relations. In its other form interlock
strategy was a matter of parallel mobilisations between students and other
communal groupings.

For the Trotskyists strategy involved calculating the corrcct level of
demands for mceting mass support— a version of the interminable manoevrings
which stem from the transitional dem-nds tradition of Trotskyism.

Combatting bourgeois ideology, or ideological struggle, was a strategy
associated with the independents and Red Basistss it was an attempt to tailor
a specific politics to students, in opposition both to the philistinism of
the classic sectarians and to campaign politics on established issues.

sny of the issue campaigns were in fact simply extremist voersions of
established liberal protest politics, pursuing anti-racialism by
confrontation rather than by symbolic moral protest.
The Marxist-Leninists (Maoists) were intemsclycommitted to an utterly
abstract politics which was their substitute for strategy: it consisted of
casting all political phenomens under the architectonic of imperialism,
Another strong strand of strategy, which was constituted by its backurs
as a positive and major strategic imperative, was the student-worker
alliance, This was primarily Trotskyist in origin, and was in effect a simple
matter of routinely expressing solidarity betweon workers and students. There
was no rcference to the organisational and structural prerequisites of an
'alliance'.
A& major split between modorates (mainly Trotskyists) and extremists
(independents, Marxist~Leninists, Red Basists, Libertarians) on tho issue
of how far activists should go, toock the form of a strategic discussiong

a different version of tho problem of maximum impact or political efficacy
emerged much later with discussions ground the concept of the weak link,

or, in more metaphysical terms, around the problem of the arrow =nd the
target.
Finally, the grouping with which we werc associated took up cadre formation/
Leninism as a strategy of development, in opposition to the Libertarian
caucus which was eventually the last remaining scct type grouping in RSSF.

At a somewhat different lovel the emphatic revolutionism of RSSF seemed to
produce a strategic direction in its widesprecad opposition to participation
in power structures, toctical alliances, taking unresponsible positions in
cstablished institutions etc. All this was opposed by a confrontationist
cthic, under the high imperative of mobilisationi confrontation was pursucd
. partly as a method of learning (how to struggle) and also, quite dangerously
in many cases, as a strategy quite independently of calculations of loss or
gain. Victory, in this context, was a matter unrelated to the relationship
betwsen friend and enemy, it was a matter of the relationship between
activist leadsrship and student masses. This practice frequently resulted
in bad defeats and widespread demoralisations, which w:ire excused and even
welcomed under the acgls od yet another strategic ethic -~ that of political
exposure. (sce below) Th. contradictions between practice and its frequent
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limitations was to somg extent tolerated because of the political
commitwent - (at least at a formal level) to mass assembly political
decision making- this in many cases absolved the leadership from criticism,
and rcimforced the Trotskyist habit habit of calculating transitional and
intermediate levels of demand. (ii)

To summarise, what was regarded as strategy in RSSF was cither a matter of
tactics or technique, or a matter of emphasis upon one of the five basic
points which appesared in the organisation's manifesto - =zducational
revolution, worker solidarity, anti-racialism, anti-imperinlism, and mass
democracy against parliamentarianism. Significantly, thc somewhat careful
definition of the function of the manifesto (which was the central subject

of the crucizl debates) was that it was a manifesto for a political programme.
There was no mention of strategy, which was both too big an issue and a non
issue - being within an organisation it was difficult to retrospectively
discuss a strategy for which an organisation might have deen created.

It follows from our previous analysis of various texts that strategic:
discussion was necessarily absent, since there were no thorough or decisive
positions on what was called the student question from which strategy could
develop . For the movement, as o primitive cven if significant development,
this lack of position was no crime: for the professional politicians, for
the groups, it was criminal politiecal folly - that is, of course, if it is
agreed that their 'positions' are hardly the principled and theoretically
sound products they are claimed to be.

Notions of political process

The common notion of political process which we have set out in the section
on conciousness is the primary determinant of the sectarians poverty of
strategy. (iii) The notion of political process acts on one level as a
substitute for strategy, this especially for IMG, IS and the CPB(ML). (iv)

(ii) Cases ware not unknown whorc the same group through two of its
members put forward two lines, one extreme the other moderate, hoping
that the insurance policy would mean that they could hegemonise which
avar degrec of revolutionism smerged from the mass assemblies.

(iii) The refusal to sz¢ the student movement as a coupure in postwar
politics, thu refusal to attempt meaningful conjunctural analysis is
a major weakncss of these groups, but we regard thsir concepts of
process as deturminant in the first instance becausc the notions of
process they hold in turn deny conjunctural analysis of any utility,
i.e. it is impossible to analyse the student coupure with such a
limited apparatus of theory as the sects possess,

(iv) The CPB(WL) use a diffcrent vocabulary for talking zbout the same
model of political process— sce section on Conciousness.
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The notion of process referred to is of course that of rising conciousness:
the prime catalyst of this process being exposure politics. This model
rilegates quustions of victory and defeat to a tangential status, denies
any autonomy to the masses, and rejects coricern for the possible establish-
ment of partial positions of power (intermediate institutions, soviets,
etc.). It implies un overall defensive politics, exposure attack being
limited to situations whorc the enemies dependence on ideological cover is
very heavy, such exposures ar¢ not necessarily dominant in the practice

of revelation politics. The basic practice revolves around the psrmanent
crisis of cepitalism, which awaits the missing link of raissd conciousness
for its death knell etc., etc. The key question.of strategic practice -
Mhat is.the.most.effeective -ground for battle? - is unanswered by this notion
of process, except in the utterly abstract and unfortunetely familiar
manner conveyed in the unashamed tautology that, ' raising conciousness is
the strategic necessity'.

Red Basism dossn't solve any problems, but it at least leaves open the door
for stratsgic discussion by its emphasis on struggle and institutionalis—
ation, and its opposition to the abstractions of the Trotskyists'
tradition. Sadly, in RSSF itsclf, there was no discussion of any order
about the antecedents of Red Basism, and particularly the concept of dual
power, which has a considerable history in political theory. This sort

of avenue of devclopment might perhaps have been explored had Red Basism
been more than a tactical concept, an expression of a negative critique of
Trotskyist political theory.

The absence of an adequatc conjunctural analysis.

There was a grand stategic vision in RSSF if one cares to call ouvrierism
by such a title. But this strategic vision was not rooted in a precise
analysis of the current moment (i.c. the political presence of students)

of the conjuncture: it was rooted in an epochal abstract analysis of the
system of capitalism- thus technological capitalism, imperialist capialism
and others., The contribution of scctarian thought —ouvrieriem— has been
described as an attempt to play chess with draught pieces: it just cannot
be done. On” the other-hand, the political position taken by the Red Basists
and independents on the rise of the student movement (the SDS's in

Germany and the US, and France 1968) assumed a conjunctural analysis, this
in turn called for thc assertion of a concept of relative autonomy. This
was necessary both to protect the non-cuvrierists from seeming to have as
total a solution to politics as the ouvrierists (i.e. students as opposed
to workers),as well as to assert that history is morc complicated than
ouvrierists makc out. The concspt of relative autonomy allows a notion

of sectors having their own life cnd supsrstructures being only indirect
reflections of infrastructures wtc., It was aluo necessary in order to argue
a strategy of s=xplicitly revolutionary mass politics in a scctor which was
clearly out of step with the working class.

What was wrong with ouvrierism was that it was not recally a strategy and
that it denied that studentism and May 1968 werc a definite break. We
reject both their political position on the period and their mode of
analysis.

Strategic formulation then, requires a conjunctural analysis, which
presupposes political positions on the major questions. (In some periods the
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actual formulation of the rolevant political questicms is less casy than it
was in the 1966-68 period). The absence of strategy was not a mere matter

of tocchnical oversight or omissions it was politically determined and thsor-
etically determined - a product of sectarianism.

The inadequacy of ouvrierism as a strategy wes.revenled by the narrow
practice with which it was associated, namely rccruitment. This stemmed
from the predictable sttitude of profcessional scctarianss who, when they
failed to hegemonise an independent movemunt resorted to cxploitation.

In conerete torms IS, IMG, CPB(ML), and other groups, such as the RSL and
ths Libortarians, decended to ths policy of recruitment: this required

the airing of traditional sectarian issues, in many cases quite irrelevant
to the questions of the studont movement, and permitted an cclectic and
opportunistic rsngce of positions — provided of course that they
did not conflict with sectarian shibboleths.

The CP and Libertarians f£¢ll outside the ouvriorism/ rclative autonomy
opposition,; thc latter having no concern for grand stratcgy, surviving on
2 scerics of toctical pushes on the grounds that almost any sign of
opposition to the dominant order was anti capitalist and therefore
revolutionary — provided it was not associated with the traditicnal Tlabour
movemsnt. The CP position was consistent throughout the RSA, RSSF, NUS
experience, It was to devclope a mass student trade unionism, leavened
with an issuec moralism, reserving 211 the problems of higher politics for
the party cadres. ( This is of course technically n~dmirable in gencral
terms, it is to be opposced because of its political content not- its form.)
The CP did not considcr the SDS's in Germany =nd in the USA, or the May
cvents 28 a qualitatively new situation, sceing the movement as expressions
of their basic positfion that the people and progressive forces are merged
and unit.d against o common monopoly capitalist enemy.

(RT3

The Red Basists, NLR, and particularly the more advanced independents used
the relative autonomy concept to argue an intense sectoral development for -
students. They agreed in broad tcerms with the NLR thesis on ths absencc of
Marxism and revolutionary culturc in Britain as well as vith the hazy

notion that it was strategically important to brocak bourgecls ideological
hegemony .

Finally, it should be st-tcd that IS, IMG and the CrB(ML) could not

d .rive a straotegy towards studonts from their ouvricrism since this was,
and is not, & grnd stratogy towards the working classs. it is o purely
reflexsive position adoptcd as a nccessity by political outsiders. No
wondar the weakmesses of thoir political thought were repoated in the
student movement where again thoy wore relative outsiders, choosing

even when they were inside (IS at LSE) to avoid full political responsib _
ility in the name of their other, higher, committment to the working classe

Organisational stratogy- a sectarian displacement.

The third reason for the absence of what we have loosely called grand
strategy was the real political motive of the sectarian groups involved.
This was expressed in orgnnisational proposals which, like many other
ideas, appearcd to be connccted with strategys its dominance in RSSF
discussion severely affected the independents. The reciprocal error of the
Red Basists and indepondents was to become involved in this sleight of hand
and persistently defend theo flexibility of a federative 'movement' rather
than advocate tighter forms of organisation which alone might have

made possible some institutional maturity. (The possibility of undertaking
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strategic analysis as a long term committment etc.) Paradoxically, it was
the unattached Leninists (plus Libertarians) who insisted on keeping RSSE
an open 'movement'organisation, while the hard line sectarians (with the
exception of the Mzoists) also refused to foster an orgenisational growth
which might threaten their own organisations.(v)

At the samc time organisational strategy was the chicef means through which
the groups tricd to express their pre—existing fundamentalist differences.
The Mroists, for example, insistcd that RSSF could be a fully fledged,
democratic centrmlist party, their rcal motive being to exposc the
anarchists and Trotskyists. The Libertarians, Situationists etc., opposed
the formation of even a minimal administrative machine on the grounds that
it would grow into a vast, burecaucratic, oppressive party, shades of
Stalin stc.

Some of the above detail is rather tedious and unimportant but from it
there are important laessons to be learnt.

Firstly, thers is = desp-rootsd propensity for para strategy type thought
among sectarian politicians. This has so far had the power of persuading many
activists that the sects do have a sense of political dircction. In the case
of IS, for example, the line pursued of RSSF as a federation of socialist
societies, and of building up socialist societics themselves, appeared to

be a strategy for the student movement. On the other side, the Red Basists,
and particularly those of us associated with NLR's idcological struggle
conceptions, never tested the limits of thesc formulations as strategy.

This becausec we were unable to discuss organisational questions whilst we
laboured under the (neoessary) obscssion of defending our autonomy from

the sectarians. Although we knew formally at lcast that our politics required
a professional cadre based organisational form it was quite impossible to
raise this as a problem for a movement unscrupulously given vocal

movementism support by scctarizns who werc themsclves orgenised into
disciplined cadre based groupings. We attompted to confront the necessity

of cadre organisation much t@ late for the problem to have relevanme to RSSF
as an organisation: it remains to say that the hold exercised by the
sectarians over our obility to sort out our politics and practice can only

be broken through work on strategy, and thercfore through theory.

The second important lusson conccrns the necessity for a strict critique

of levels of political practice and formation. Concretely, the absence of a
critical presence within RSSF allowed the complex, ambivalent and
ultimately idcological concept of a'movement' to prosper as a mutually
convenient, collective myth, which had the function of blocking any
development of the political orgsnisation of RSSF.

(v) At one point IS voted for a lower subscription rate —-thc subsciption
at the time was 25p a year— and the hiving off of the newsheet service
which was the lifeline of the organisation!
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The argument that it is incorrect to have expeeted a critique of
'movementism' from a movement organisation csmnot stond in relation to
the sectarians, the independents or the Red Basists. For the sectarians,
RSSF was originally their own united front for hegemonising the student
movements it was a concious political initiative on their part, and
certainly not an innocent sponsorship of movementism., For the Red Basists,
and particularly comrades familiar with NLR thought (this included many
+of the independents), it was inexcusablc that they should have sudscribed
uncritically to a movement politics when considerable currency had been
achieved for NIR's critique of E. P. Thompson's ‘mevement' interpretation
of British working class history.

The rcason for the suppression of a critique of movimentism is not

difficult to grasp: it was a product of n complex seriss of tactical voting
alliances beatwsen groupings, as well as a manoever for suppressing the

real political motives of these involved - this especially so in the

case of the established groups— namely their recruitment/exploitation
interest in the organisation. It was however a convenient suppression for
another renson, namely, since RSSF was by mutual agrecment an explicitly
revolutionary organisation - a leap into maximalism for all participant
groupings and thersforc something of a risk— it was convenient to be able
to present the decline of the organisation as a naive failure. No group
which regarded itself as a political leadership wes forced to take leadership
respensibility for failure. Had the groups or NIR taken explicit and public
responsibility for their fostered revolutionism its limitations would have
rebounded on them much more harshly that RSSF's ultimate demisc in fact did.

It scewms to us now (since the last official phase of RSLF, when a Leninist
aspiring cadre based project was launched by open discussion and debate)
that it is impossible to found revcelutionary political practise on an
organisational level (above spontancous and spuctacular skirmishing)
without confronting and arguing out 2 thorough crganisational politics.
The necessary devslopmental schemecs for o long run practice can start from
a base in g critique of movementism.

After the movement periods of the SDSs', France, RSSF, ctc., it appears
that the break into hard cadre formation which has been adopted 18 not
simply a retreat into a sectarian mode of ¢xistence, it does constitute,
belatedly, a critique of the 'movement'! albatross.

The nature of strateey.

It remains tc suggest morc concretely what we consider to be the naturc of
'grand' stratcgy, which we have cpposed to the para strategies which wers its
substitute in R3S, In renlity these para stratcgies are lines, ideas,
tactics and tochniques, - not strategics.

Yhat was and still is needed, is o grand stratogy not for students, but
towards studonts. At this grand level, political strategy involves analysis
class forces cte.) plans Tor the accumulntion of requisite powcrs
(alliances9 inscrtions, aquisitions cte.) 21l subordinated to the ultimate
(in the sense of highest net distant) objective of the seizure of power.
The classics ars models of the basic requisitess Lenin's strategy was to
decide on the nature of the vanguard force (urben industrial workers against
pensant narodnism) and impliment their political existcnces Mao, once
again against the muinstream of current thought of his party, deccided on
prolaged guerilla warfare based on the peasantry, not the industrial
working class— he decided on an alliance with the industrial workers of the
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cities and with the notional bourgecisie in the pericd of national
liberation struggle, but his strategic political strength lay with the
peasantry.

Political strdaegy then is o plan of the gencral forces or balance among

the classes of a nation (and between nations), within a clear notion of the
historical limits and ranges of their development, this relying on a
precise attitude towards the various scctors within the class structure.

The absence of this level of pclitical analysis cannot be compensatcd for
by a hundred tactical victories: they arc uscless without an overall
perspective which is convarted into grand strategy by belng cast into the
form of practical decisions (political practice).

It should not need stating that a strategy for students should be derived
from a straotegy towards students, which is the way history has constituted
the student question. :

The theoretical foundations of grand political strategy and analysis

(not ths theory of stratzgy, but the theorctical basis of its components)
have been sketched at a preliminary - and frequently purely critique -
level in our components secctions. (vi)

The three reasons for the nbsence of grand strategy in RSSF suggest some
theoretical preliminaries for proper political stratcgic znalysis. They ares
1. The fermulatien of the corrcct political questions. This depends on
' the concept of political conjuncture, which in turn is predicated
on o notion of the pelitical process based on a productlon/practlce
epistemology (scu sections on Concicusness and Contradiction). For
the sake of clarity9 it shculd aslsce be s2id that the student question
has ccntributed = blow ngainst reductiinist monismy which can coexist
with ccnauncturql analysis: it follows from this that the concept of
the relative autonomy of sectors and levels, simple though it is in
itself, is necessary.
2. The 3b111ty tc undertake the formulation of the correct political
questions.
Our ccnclusion 1is that organis~tions nct based on cadrc statutes and
a central line, arc unablc to effect real strébgic analysis, c¢ven if
their political pesitions are adequate. United fronts and movemts,
as we know them from rccent history, are pre-strategic formations.

(vi) Somec of the content of the components scetions is cast in the form of
political problems, rather than straight theocry. For example, the
section on students and intellectuals ie really about the agency of
political theory (intellectual forces) but its form was determined
by the ideological distcrtions of the varicus presentations of the
student question.
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Conclusions

Our conclusions arc quite brief and tentative. Part of the rcason for this
is that our objective has changed in the course of ocur work., We started
out hoping to generate a position, or at least some perspectives on what
has come to be called the stwdent question, What we have produvced is a
critique of the political ideologies which have been applied to the
student question. The components section mekes this clear in its attempts
to disect. the conceptuzl basis of the varicus lines. We hope this sectiom
contributes towards an undcrstanding of how little and how much a theory
of class, or a model of capitalism, or a notion of the political process
for example can contribute to the process of producing positions. It
should alsc be clear that we have located areas where the marxisms
smployed create genuinc theoretical problems.

It follows that our viewy, derived from our pracfical ¢xpericnce in the
movement, and particularly in RSSF, that the sects killed the student
movement has now a clearer definition, They killed it both for their own
narrow organisational reasons, and also largely because they could not -
not treat the student question adequately with the theoretical apparatus
they possess, and to our knowledge still do possess,; this despite their
technical expertise in politics.

We have further come to the conclusion that our past expsrience of the
sects as common enemics of the student movement is reinforced by the
political fact that their thought is composed. of the same elements.
Despite different 'lincs' on the surface, the Trotskyists and Marxist-
Leninists have the shme reductionist conceptions of practical merxist
theory,;and'th@ same notion of the political process.

At the same time it is now clear that the 'others'; the Red Basists,

the libertariasns and the independents, were incapable of mounting a coherent
attack on ths sectarions, incapable of forming a lasting perspective on

the student question. This was primarily becausc the loose movement form

of orgenisation to which they were committed could not cope with the
prcblem of producing a stable, theoretically clear politics. In other _
words, althcugh cur political culture contained a committment to theory,

our active politics was not dominated by the doctrine that thsecry must be
corrcct, and in command.

It is now blindingly clear that cadre organisation is a prersquisite of
s politics dominatcd by theory. ’

The upshot of these reflections is that we will continue our work, aware
that a loose and sporadic student movement will porsist ( a straight
historical asscrtion). Further we will continuc our work on the political
assumption that the marxism of the sectarians— the only seriously
organised forces capablc of an effective politics at the moment- must be
superceeded, It follows thrt this cannot be done by resurrecting any
organisational form similar to that of the RSSF.
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What was originally in 1967/68 a question of a political insertion now
becomes a question of political existence. Without wishing to overrate
what we have achieved, we would suggest that the current period requires
of the old independent constituency that it c¢xists in small groups of-

highly organised cadres. The currsnt trend in student cirsles towards i

re-estblishing a socialist society tradition is a backward locking.
strategy of survival} repeating albeit with smaller numbers, a model of
organisation whicgh had been defented pclitically.

At the same time we are deeply opposéd tc isolationism. The point is
quite simply that althcugh being in and of the struggle is a prerequisite
of political effectiveness, by itself it is a ritualistic politics.

Finally, we wish to restate our view that political theory and its problcms
can only be pclitieally relevent if they arise from a study of concrete
politics— the texts we have examined were primarily manifestoes for the
developing student movement. Anyone who states that politics cannot _
advance until questicns of theory are rosolved must show concretely the
reality from which the problem arises, and must reapply any theorstical
solutions to the concrete political questions from which they arose.
Othsrwise a commitiment to theory is enly an element in a political
rﬂctlce, not a political practice itself,

There are two thematic positions expressed in the texts we have examined.
The sects adopt variations on the theme that students arc of secondary,
or minor importance to the fundamental revolutionary agent, the working
class., Dven the IMG's vanguardism is a disguised fundamentalism ~students
are important because as youth they do not suffer from the political
'blinkers' which the working class possesscs, but only in this sense are
they vanguard, i.e. until the workers assume their true conciousness,

We reject these vicws on the basis that their theoretical grounds are
incorreet or inadequate, that-the resultant politics - ouvrierism in one
guise or another — excludes the real gquestion which the student movement
raised - new class, strategic vanguard, political advance etec. The
problematic as vicwed by the sects is purely pclemical — it is a defense.
of the working class against supvcsed studentists ctc. If the sects had
faced up to their real problematic, the noturc of the working class, their
work on students would have been more valuable scientifically. In short,
we reject thelr vicws on the grounds thet they arc based on bad marxism
and the ideology of ouvrierism.

The other thematic positicn is expresssd in its most extreme, and
unfortunately abstract, form by Nairn. This is the new proletariat thesis.:
It is highly undeveloped, based on n highcr marxism than the orthodoxics
of the sects, but decply unpractical. Its medel of capitalism, its class
sociologies, its histcrical thesis (post scar01ty) and ccmponents of these
(socialisaticn of the forces of production and ment~l labour) require
ver1§1cat10n and elucidation from Marx's work (and interpretations of thls
work

The dissecticn and extracticn of these basic p(Sltlﬁns/themcs has carried
with it the danger of reductionism, even if scmetimes the questions
appear to be of quite a high theoretical order, e.g. the nature and
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beundaries of productive lsbour, and surplus value extraction. At some
points we slip into the danger of implying that a 'corrcet! position
on this question,for example, will sclve bigger issues.

This was not intended., If znything we have been aware of the extent to
which concrete histcry hes been ommitted from most texts, and our own
examination of them. The notion of conjuncture, of ovsrdetermination

of an historical conjuncture for example are absent, though a lot of
headway could be made with them as (nonfundamentalist) interpretations
of tho student question. But this would be a fruitless approach without
a bigger theory of the current capitalist conjuncture. Even where there
have been hints of historioal/political theses in thu texts, we suspect
they are derived mechanically, post facto. For instsnce, many texts
suggest that bourgecis ideclcgy is the arena of strategic contradiction
in current capitalism. We suspect this is assortcd simply because univer-
sities havs been in turmoil, It does not arise, in most cases, from a
thecry of capitalist socicty which argues strategic priority for this
area as oppesed to other arcas, such as, the workcrs wage struggle.

The other impcrtant perspective arises from asking what sexactly is the
scientific objective of position taking? Can it be, as it is in the
sectarians' case, a pesition on 'students', or should the objective be
refcrmulated, as perhaps, a position on the importance of the student
movement for the struggle for socialism. Such o formulation puts a
positive emphasis on the overall context for the analysis. Obvicusly this
is a simplification, but it is intercsting to ncte that the cnly text
which puts the studint gquestion -the dominant bourgeocis fermulation- into
the perspective of sccialist history is Nairn's. The other texts by the
sects in particular, are cbvicusly relating to socialist history, but we
presume their mncertainty aboeut the naoturs of sceislism sc far ~except
for a few blanket accusatioms about Stalinism and Labourism- mesns they
cannot actually state their perspective in substance, Onc has to guess at
the position which thcy nre attacking, at some studentist deviation which
they attack in the name of the workers' suppcosed revolutionism.

In this situation one can see how larcuse camc tc be important, not
because anycne believed him, or because his vicws articulated ao deep if
hazy conviction amongst revolutionary socialists, not because he was
widely read at all, in France, Italy, Britain, or even Germany and the US,
but because a Marcusian positiom is » politicnl necessity to the sects.

These points arc over simplified nond genuvraliscd, Nevertheless, we think it
is necessary for some group to stoop to the level of stoting views about
the nature of sectarian dectrine which are quitc widely held. Up until now,
the independents have tended to be above the battle, assuming that their
automatic cultur=l supcriority will dissociatc them from the scctarians.,

We now vake the view that if one wents to combat sectarian politics, it has
to be done in terms that will be understood within an extensive,
independent, rovolutionary socinlist culture.
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Historical-ChronolSgical note

this is just a brief outline of the principle cvents of the RSSF period
intended as background informaticn for those not invclved at the time.

The Revoluticnary Socinlist Students' Federation was formed on the
specific intiative of IS and comrades who had been involved in the
LSE and Leicester ocoupations of 1967 and 68, It was a response to
growing student unrest in this country and tc cvents on the continent.
The Radical Students' Alliance campaign within NUS was a direct ante—
cedent, the big anti~Victnam deminstrations a background.

Leicester

After the Leiccster occupation a confoerence was cnlled to discuss the
setting up of a natimal student organisation. Convcersations hetween .
LSE and Leicester comrndes with LSE/IS and comrades from Essex
indicated support for o cc-ordinating organisation which would develop
contacts within the previcusly spont Bcous student movement.

LSE Conference, Junc 1968

This was called as preparatory confercnce very shortly after the French
May events. Four points of & programme were adopted and it was decided

by a large ~nd influcntial meeting that a federal orgmmisaticn for
revolutionary socialist studonts should be sot up. A preparatory committee
was elacted on which the scctarians and indepcndents were equally
roprasented, the sactqriahs initiative having beon somewhat superceded.
This committec was to call an insugural conference in the follewing
Autum torm.

Founding Confercnce 8th. and 9th., Ncvembor 1968

Considerable preparatory work was donc for this conference and large

scale support obtainzd, However the mecting turned out to be rhetorical

in political content, though » constitution ~nd manifesto were veted after
complex fights ~nd allisncas. 'The progromme was bascd on loose federal
principles, built arocund the idea of a student movement operating through
o coordinated practice. (The model in varicus degroes cxisted in the US
and on the continent). The independents in alliance with IS and INMG

held the ring against nllicnces botween Macists -nd cther Trotskyists (RSL).
Quvrierist politics wore rojected and varistions on Red Basism accepted,
Anti-parlismentarism and moves onti the established labour movement
resulted in the CP withdrawing, cxcept in some individual cascs.

First Notional Committec Meoting, 7the December 1968

The first National Committeo meoting met =nd clected cofficers and set up
a minimal ~dministrative machine, thercafter most RSSF activity depended
on servicing from the centre rcquested by bascs, or on the activities of
base groups whose prime committment (if it could be called that) was 1o
R3SF.

Naticnal Committee mectings were open to all who cared to attend but werc
supposed to provide an information exchange and orgrnisational session by
dirsct contact of represcntatives from bascs n~nd the centre.

The oganisation inheritcd from the June confercence and the work of the
summer, 1100 members, = Jjumble of information and some finances.

RSSF ns an orgmniscd presence rother thon a collective idea was ascendent
in the January to March period 1969, Its initintives cxtended the LSE
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struggle (the Gates issue) to a naticnal level, and for a period regular
Naticnal Committec mectings in varicus parts of the country established

a cecordination administraticn which appeared to meet real necds, and
certainly achieved levels of access unavsilable to the scetarian groupings.

National Confercnce, March 1969, Manchestor

The next National Conference was the peint ot which independent cppesition
tc sectarian dominstion emerged in organised form, with a clear -nd
recognisable RISF tendency opposcd to the sects. This was the point when
the ides of RSSF either took serious and substancial form as a psrmenent
organisation, or it remained .a shoert run stalking ground for the sccts.
The conference was unsatisfactory though initiatives on Ireland, Fords,
and other national issues showed the purchase of independent and
intelligont politics.

The summer term of 1969 was predictably quict.

Weeckend Noticnal Committec Mestings

In September, weekend NC's werc instituted to provide the means for
developing an RSSF corps of cadres,.and for a time the idea scemed to

bite, mestings were well attended ond there was some prefitable discussicn.
The enrlicr part of 1969 had buen an nctive period for students with
congiderable national presence via the press and large scale bourgecis
hysteria and counter-attack. However, by thc autum a familiar pattern

had established itself and stalemate developed, between students and
bourgecisie, and betweén independents -nd sectarians.

The inability of RSSF to remnin politically suspended ns 2 mixture of a
genuine movement castrated by the sects, and a covert vehicle for & mors
revoluticnary politlcs was brought into the cpen at some of these mectings,
18, having been only half-hecartcdly present for sometime withdrew over
RSSF refusal to support naticnal campaign type pelitics on the Irish
question. ’ '

Other problems were brought intc the opon at the next confersence.

Imperial College Conference,December 1969

By now most of the sects had withdrawn active participation or had becn
driven cut. A Summer Seminar Conference held at Leicester in 1969 was
the last time they were really present in any strength. At Imperial only
RSSF and Libertarian comradcs remained, with thc sccts,.in scme cases,
present as observirs, A move to form a tightor crganisaticn =by the RSSF
tendency, who wanted a non-federal, cadre bascd crganisations was
discussed. It was agreed that there should be o period for comrades to
discuss their position cn the orgenisaticn and = conference was callcd
for April.

At the April conference in Liverpool it was clear that unless comrades
prescnt wore preparsd to continue RSSF in its old form no one clsc was
concerned to continue their servicing function., It was decided to wind
up an crganisation lacking developmental perspective and lock critically
at the expericnce it had produccd. Since then no coherent presence at

a national level has uxisted for student politics, though RSSF type
crganisntion has again besn attempted. Student action itself has
undoubtedly both fallen off and maturcd by remains issue crientated and
confused, '
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Selected Bibliography

The titles menticned below zre a few of the references which we found
useful in a clarification c¢f the prcbloms which srose from the toxts.

Antonio Gramsci

Georg Lukacs
Lonin
Louis Althusser

Gertz

Vittoric Reiser

Sidney Coontz

Lenin

J. Po Sartre.

The Modern Prince sspeciclly with reference to

intellectuals. New Werld Papcrbacks.
History and Class Concicusness. Merlin Fress.

What is to be done?

For Marx especizlly for rcferences to contradiction
and conjuncturc.

Capitalist Relations of Preduction and the Sccially

Necessary Labcur Force.International Socialist Journal,
year 2, no.10, August 1965.
alsc ISJ, for the origins of Red Basism,

Productive Labour and Effcctive Demand, discussicn of
the problem of defining productivcness =nd useful
presentation of Marxian cconcmic categeories,.

The Development of Cspitolism in Russis the sort of work
nesded for the development of strategy !

The Communists and the Peace  Hamish Hamilton,
structural history of a capitalist cconomy.













	img001.pdf
	img002.pdf
	img003.pdf
	img004.pdf
	img005.pdf
	img006.pdf
	img007.pdf
	img008.pdf
	img009.pdf
	img010.pdf
	img011.pdf
	img012.pdf
	img013.pdf
	img014.pdf
	img015.pdf
	img016.pdf
	img017.pdf
	img018.pdf
	img019.pdf
	img020.pdf
	img021.pdf
	img022.pdf
	img023.pdf
	img024.pdf
	img025.pdf
	img026.pdf
	img027.pdf
	img028.pdf
	img029.pdf
	img030.pdf
	img031.pdf
	img032.pdf
	img033.pdf
	img034.pdf
	img035.pdf
	img036.pdf
	img037.pdf
	img038.pdf
	img039.pdf
	img040.pdf
	img041.pdf
	img042.pdf
	img043.pdf
	img044.pdf
	img045.pdf
	img046.pdf
	img047.pdf
	img048.pdf
	img049.pdf
	img050.pdf
	img051.pdf
	img052.pdf
	img053.pdf
	img054.pdf
	img055.pdf
	img056.pdf
	img057.pdf
	img058.pdf
	img059.pdf
	img060.pdf
	img061.pdf
	img062.pdf
	img063.pdf
	img064.pdf
	img065.pdf
	img066.pdf
	img067.pdf
	img068.pdf
	img069.pdf
	img070.pdf
	img071.pdf
	img072.pdf
	img073.pdf
	img074.pdf
	img075.pdf
	img076.pdf
	img077.pdf
	img078.pdf
	img079.pdf
	img080.pdf
	img081.pdf
	img082.pdf
	img083.pdf
	img084.pdf
	img085.pdf
	img086.pdf
	img087.pdf
	img088.pdf
	img089.pdf
	img090.pdf
	img091.pdf
	img092.pdf
	img093.pdf
	img094.pdf
	img095.pdf
	img096.pdf
	img097.pdf
	img098.pdf
	img099.pdf
	img100.pdf
	img101.pdf
	img102.pdf
	img103.pdf
	img104.pdf
	img105.pdf
	img106.pdf

