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For my students and teachers.





Labour seems quite a simple category
 (Karl Marx, Grundrisse 1993 103).





Introduction

Student as Producer is a curricula for revolutionary teaching that emerged from inside an English university at the start of the twenty-first century. Grounded in a pedagogy derived from Marxist social theory, Student as Producer provides a practical and critical response to the on-going assault on higher education by the social power of Money and the State, with a focus on Police. This account of Student as Producer is set within a particular moment in time: between the student protests and urban riots that erupted in England in 2010–2011 and the 2017 General Election in the UK, when students and young people played a significant role in protesting against the politics of austerity and supporting the politics of Corbynism. This book explores the intellectual origins of Student as Producer, with particular reference to Walter Benjamin’s The Author as Producer (1934), and develops the concept of Student as Producer through an engagement with the work of major writers on revolutionary education: Jacques Ranciére, Paulo Freire and Paula Allman. Student as Producer’s revolutionary curriculum is framed around unlearning the law of labour as a critique of capitalist work and the institutions through which the law of labour is enforced, including the capitalist university. The critique proposes a new form of higher education institution, a co-operative university, as a moment of revolutionary transition towards communism: making a clear link between democracy and Marx’s law of value. This moment of revolutionary transition is consolidated by drawing on the power of Strike, not to defend labour but to move towards the abolition of capitalist work. And, finally, at the end of the book, a thought experiment about how such a university and its communist sociality would be defended: not by Police, but another form of Authority and, its derivative, Authorship. The theoretical frame for an alternative to Police is taken from the work of the Soviet legal theorist Evgeny Pashukanis (1891–1937) based on common purpose and social defence. Authority comes from a critique of authoritarianism recovered from Roman philosophy. Authorship is after Walter Benjamin’s The Author as Producer inflected with a dialectical twist.





1. Curricula

This book suggests a curricula, or course of action, for revolutionary teachers and students everywhere. Written from inside an English university and with a focus on higher education, the curricula is in solidarity with teachers and students and other workers in education who labour under the oppressive rule of capitalist work, the law of labour, and are seeking to change the world, i.e., abolish capitalism, rather than teach it. The name of the curricula is Student as Producer.

Student as Producer works across a number of dimensions. Student as Producer is concerned with teaching in the classroom but, more than that, it aims to create radical change at the level of the institution and to recover the idea of the university as a revolutionary political project. Student as Producer does not use the term co-producer. Co-production is favoured in public management systems involving service users in the provision of facilities, as well as students in their own education (McCulloch 2009). The concept of co-production does not challenge the social relations of capitalist production, affirming a system it appears to critique. Student as Producer involves students, but its real focus are the social relations of capitalist production and their revolutionary transformation. The overwhelming character of capitalist production turns the modern world into a labour camp, with waged work ‘a form of living death’ (Dinerstein and Neary 2002 11). This is why labour must be abolished, or unlearned.

Student as Producer emerged in a moment when higher education was being transformed in England and around the world into a financial machine: sometimes referred to as ‘academic capitalism’ (Slaughter and Rhoades 2009), set out here as the pressure on higher education institutions to succumb to the law of Money enforced by the power of the State and Police. This process is overwhelming the academic project that underpins the core activities of higher education: teaching and research; where critical intellectuality is being replaced by the brutal rationality of the law of Money. This rush to financialisation is not a new phenomenon, having been introduced in the UK during the first Thatcher government in the 1980s, as Monetarism, but has intensified in the recent period, following a right-wing political coup in 2010 under the coalition government, 2010–15 (Amsler and Cannan 2008, Shattock 2012, McGettigan 2013) and, since 2015, by Tory rule. Academic life is now dominated by the law of Money and its associated protocols: regular audits and other forms of performance management, with academics cast as self-entrepreneurs and students as consumers; all part of a process of income generation fuelled by speculation and debt.

Critiques of this on-going process have been written up in a wide range of academic papers, books and conferences, creating a whole new sub-discipline: Critical University Studies (Williams 2006, Newfield 2016, Naidoo 2018, Morrish 2019, Hall 2018). The problem has been well described, but there has been a gap between critical writing and practical action: between academics and activism. The course of action suggested in this book is not simply to connect academics to activists, but to consider ways in which critical theory and practice might be integrated in a manner that avoids ‘pseudo-concrete’ actions that sustain the capitalist project rather than undermine it (Kurz 2007, Adorno 1998). The intention to develop a critical, practical curricula is what underpins the question ‘how do revolutionary teachers teach?’

The project to abolish capitalism is energised by the fact that capitalism is in crisis and might be on the point of collapse. There is nothing new about capitalism in crisis. ‘Capital is Crisis’ (Endnotes 2011, After the Fall: Communiques from Occupied California 2010). What distinguishes this crisis from earlier crises, e.g., The Wall Street Crash in the 1930s or the ‘Oil Crisis’ in the 1970s, is that this time capitalism may have reached the limit of its own expansive capacity (Cleaver 2017, Kurz 2014); or, at the very least, its current mode of regulation, neoliberalism, has lost the ability to reproduce itself other than in ways that bring to the fore its powerfully destructive potentialities (Fleming 2019). So, for the moment, the idea of post-capitalism is getting increasing attention as a matter of urgent necessity (Mason 2015, Pitts and Dinerstein 2017a, Pitts and Dinerstein 2017b, Gilbert 2016).

The defining moment of this crisis was the economic crash of 2007–2008, where writers at the time were calling into question the neoliberal ideology on which this market-based model of social and political development is based (Haiven 2014, Hall 2018). The Global Slump (McNally 2014) appears to be far from over in a situation where ‘the catastrophic consequences are still unfolding’ (Hall et al 2013 8). The response by governments to the ‘Great Recession’ has been a series of austerity measures, including drastic cuts to public funding, layoffs of public sector workers, economic stimulus programmes, bank bailouts and, somewhat counter-intuitively, the intensification of privatisation policies, described as ‘austerity for ever’ (Corporate Europe 2011). These measures have been imposed through an increasingly militarised police force and state security systems (Roberts 2011, Neocleous 2014) in what might be characterised as a global civil war (Kurz 2013). This has led the Marxist historian Eric Hobsbawn to argue that we know the era of neoliberalism has come to an end but we do not know what it is to become. The intensification of market-based policies and privatisations has been particularly prevalent in the UK. In the recent period these policies have included higher education policy and practice, resulting in extraordinary levels of trauma and turbulence across the sector (McGettigan 2013, Brown 2013, Shattock 2012).

This crisis and its disastrous consequences have generated massive protests and resistance around the world, often connected to wider movements of struggle for housing, employment, the environment and against war and the Police-State (Harris 2011), as well as demonstrations in the UK (Bailey and Freedman 2011, Solomon and Palmieri 2011, Haiven 2014). At the heart of these protests have been students erupting in demonstrations and resistance even in places where student and political participation by young people was thought to be moribund.

The student protests of 2010 in England, which form the starting point for this book, may have looked as if they had come out of nowhere, but students have long been recognised as ‘unruly subjects’ (Edelman-Boren 2001), as ‘a continually occurring, vital and global social phenomenon’ (2001 3) with student resistance and rebellion having a ‘profound impact on the political structures and the histories of many countries’ (20013). It may only be in the UK where students are not thought of as politically significant actors (Budgen 2011).

If the student protests had happened without warning, the urban riots of 2011, following shortly after, were not so unexpected: urban rioting is not uncommon and, as we shall see, has intensified in the UK since the 1970s. The urban riots in the late summer of 2011 started in Tottenham, following a protest at the police shooting of Mark Duggan, which resulted in his death, and spread across London and to cities throughout the country, between 6–11 of August, including Bristol, Liverpool, Manchester and Birmingham. Each disturbance followed a similar pattern of burning cars and buildings, taking goods from shops without paying, ‘looting’/ ‘free shopping’, with anger and protest directed against the police.

It is important to contextualise this very specific expression of resistance in the moment in which it occurred, and to resist its naturalisation as a political event in ways that undermine its sociological significance: the students are not ‘hooligans’ (Pearson 1983), nor are they an expression of another ‘moral panic’ (Cohen 1973, Bloom 2012), and the rioters are not simply ‘criminals’ (Cameron 2011); rather, both groups are kicking off against the poverty and boredom of student life in the middle of maybe the deepest crisis of capitalism, as part of a movement of resistance on-going around the world, in opposition to the ways in which the Police-State are responding to the crisis; it is within this context that their actions must be considered. The Police-State responds always and everywhere with savage violence to any threat to the law of Money (Neary 2015). The focus on Police in the book is through the science of Police; not Police Studies or Criminology, but the recovery of Police as a political category and theoretical device derived from political economy (Neocleous 2000). In this case the main activity of Police is not capturing criminals or solving crimes, but the imposition of poverty on populations through enforcing the law of labour (Neocleous 2000). The focus on Police will interrogate the police as a philosophy of the political through an exemplary ‘police logic’ (Ranciére 1999 34). The argument presented in this book is that a fundamental resistance to the Police-State means unlearning or undermining the law of labour as an aspect of class struggle for communism.

Joshua Clover makes the link for us between these two events: student protests and urban riot, in his book Riot-Strike-Riot: the New Era of Uprisings (2016) where he describes the student protests of 2010 and the urban riots in England that came immediately after them in 2011 as ‘a double riot’:


The shape of the double riot is clear enough. One riot arises from youth discovering that the routes that once promised a minimally secure formal integration into the economy are now foreclosed. The other arises from a racialised surplus population and the violent state management thereof. The holders of empty promissory notes, and the holders of nothing at all.

(Clover 2016 180).




For Clover the riot or street protest is based on his notion that the politics of consumption have come to replace the importance of the strike and the politics of production at a time when the world of work is collapsing. The project for Clover is to reveal the underlying processes out of which the double riot occurs, what Clover, after Marx, describes as ‘to bring forward the real movement’ of struggle and transformation (2016 180), not only as an empirical fact, but as a cogent and compelling theoretical account of riot in which: ‘A theory of riot is a theory of crisis’ (2016 1) so that a meaningful political response can be made. Cleaver’s approach assists unlearning the law of labour by situating political economy in the centre of his theoretical analysis, along with other sociological and philosophical inspirations, including value-form theory, postcolonialism and anarchism, as well as social and economic history. Clover’s point is that labour or capitalist work in an era of increasing automatisation is diminished, undermining the power of the strike, and that production has been replaced by the politics of distribution, hence the importance of riots as a form of free shopping. Riot prime is the moment when racialised and other surplus populations confront the Police-State as an emergent form of radical subjectivity. I will develop this analysis later in the book through a critical engagement with Clover’s riots and strikes, but for now, the point I want to stress is that labour is not simply a word that describes the activity of work; rather, labour is the concept for the generalised social relation that dominates human life, even when there is high unemployment and not enough waged work to go around.

Student as Producer has emerged at a time when the world of work is collapsing across the UK and around the planet, in a scenario that has been described as ‘the end of work’ (Rifkin 2004). The situation is particularly acute for young people, who are described as ‘the lost generation’ (Ainley and Allen 2010), or the ‘scarred generation’ (Morsy 2012) and ‘a generation at risk’ (ILO 2013); and, in relation to higher education, ‘students without a future’ (Mason 2012). In 2011 the rate of youth unemployment in the UK was 18 per cent, and is now recorded as 12.4 per cent, with the figures for black and ethnic youth between 7 and 11 per cent, roughly the same for male and females (Powell 2018, Statista 2018). With regard to graduate employment at the time of the riot, students in jobs at the top end of the pay range were experiencing some increases in starting salaries, but the Higher Education Careers Service Unit figures showed most salaries for graduates were under £20k, with £15k not uncommon, and with a marked difference between students graduating from the top and new universities. The statistics reveal that one out of three graduates were not in graduate jobs, and six out of ten art and design graduates were struggling to find work for which they were qualified. This extended to science graduates, half of which were in jobs that did not require scientific knowledge (Ainley and Allen 2013), creating a new category of employment: GRINGOS (Graduates in Non-Graduate Occupations) (Blenkinsop and Scurry 2007, 2011). This situation had a knock-on effect for less qualified young workers, pushing them down the job ladder into less well paid more insecure work, so that those without degree qualifications were four times more likely to be without work (Ainley and Allen 2013). Another issue is the rise of unpaid internships where graduates work for no pay in order to secure an entry into the job market. These figures about jobs and salaries now form part of the Key Information Statistics displayed by universities in England on their websites, encouraging students to regard the main purpose of higher education as seeking employment (Unistats – https://unistats.ac.uk/).

One result is that young people were staying in education for longer, with a delayed transition to adulthood. Ainley and Allen argue: ‘In the absence of work, education has little economic rationality. It functions instead as the main means of social control over youth by enhancing existing divisions amongst young people and replacing the social control formerly exercised in the workplace by wages’ (Ainley and Allen 2013).

Post riots, the situation for young people in England is worsening in terms of job prospects. In 2015 the Chartered Institute for Personal Development reported that 58.8 per cent of graduates were working in jobs that did not need a graduate qualification, with a ‘depressing mismatch between the rising graduate population and declining number of graduate jobs, with 31 per cent of students still not in work’ (2015 data published in 2016 graduate labour market statistics). In 2017 the figure is that nearly half, 49 per cent of employed graduates, are working in a non-graduate job (Office for National Statistics 2017).

While the lack of ‘good jobs’ or even ‘bullshit jobs’ (Graeber 2018) is demoralising and depressing for young people in a world in which work is the defining principle of social life, the problem for revolutionary teachers is not how to create more jobs, but rather to treat the nature of capitalist work itself as problematic (Weeks 2011). The revolutionary project’s challenge is to create new forms of human and natural activities not based on the value of capitalist money, but, rather, on forms of life-enhancing life. I will refer to this process as unlearning the law of labour, as the first lesson for revolutionary teachers to teach and to learn, forming the underlying pedagogic principle for Student as Producer.


Student as Producer

The concept of Student as Producer first emerged at the University of Warwick in 2006, where I was working as a sociology lecturer as part of a project I directed: The Reinvention Centre for Undergraduate Research (Reinvention Centre 2007, Reinvention Centre 2010). The Reinvention Centre promoted the development of undergraduate research, in a process referred to as research-engaged teaching, as a core principle of curriculum development in higher education with the fundamental objective that undergraduates came to be regarded as actively part of the research mission of their universities where they were studying.

The idea of ‘Reinvention’ came from the title of a report: Reinventing Undergraduate Education: a Blueprint for America’s Research Universities, published by the Boyer Commission (1998), that was set up to improve the unsatisfactory student experience at North American research-intensive universities. The commission evolved out of the work of Ernest Boyer (1928–1995), the educationalist and teacher, who in a series of publications argued for a reconfiguration of the relationship between teaching and research, with teaching recognised as an important and fundamental part of academic life. Boyer provided a framework and a baseline on which to consider the relationship between teaching and research in the US and elsewhere. As he put it: ‘The most important obligation now confronting colleges and universities is to break out of the tired old teaching versus research debate and define in more creative ways what it means to be a scholar’ (Boyer 1998 xii).

Boyer formulated this debate with the creation of four categories of what he referred to as ‘scholarship’: the scholarship of discovery – research; the scholarship of integration – interdisciplinarity; the scholarship of engagement – knowledge applied to a wider community; and the scholarship of teaching – research and evaluation of one’s own teaching (Boyer 1990). The Boyer Commission, established in his name, set out to create its own charter for students in the form of an Academic Bill of Rights, which included the commitment for every university to provide ‘opportunities to learn through enquiry rather than simple transmission of knowledge’, together with a programme for institutional change that made research-based learning the standard experience, started in the first freshman year, developed throughout the programme and culminating in final year/capstone projects, in a context of interdisciplinarity and a strong academic community (1998 14–36).


This dysfunctionality between teacher and research, identified by Boyer, and the gap it creates between student and teacher, has been described as a form of ‘apartheid’ (Brew 2006 164). The relationship between teaching and research has profound implications not only for teaching and learning, but for the meaning and purpose as well as the structure and organisation of providers of higher education:


The relationship between teaching and research is intricately embedded within ideas about what universities do and what they are for. It is fundamental to what is understood as higher learning and to ideas about the nature of the academy. Understanding this relationship raises substantial questions about the roles and responsibilities of higher education institutions, about the nature of academic work, about the kinds of disciplinary knowledge that are developed and by whom, about the way teachers and students relate to each other, about how university spaces are arranged and used, indeed, it raises fundamental questions about the purposes of higher education.

(Brew 2006 3).



This close relationship between research and teaching as the defining issue of higher education was confirmed around the same time as the Boyer Commission was reporting by the Rectors of European Universities gathered in Bologna in 1988. These Rectors agreed the Magna Charta Universitatum, in which they set out the framework for an integrated system of European higher education, as part of a wider debate about the role of the university in contemporary society.

As they said in the preamble to the Charta: ‘the future of mankind depends largely on cultural, scientific and technical development; and that this is built up in centres of culture, knowledge and research as represented by true universities’.


The Charta set out some fundamental principles about the future of higher education in Europe, as well as outlining the means by which these fundamental principles could be achieved. Key to all of this was the issue of academic freedom for tutors and students and that central to the issue of academic freedom was the relationship between teaching and research.

The fundamental principles set out by the Charta were:


	To meet the needs of the world around it, research and teaching must be morally and intellectually independent of all political authority and economic power.

	Teaching and research in universities must be inseparable if their tuition is not to lag behind changing needs, the demands of society, and advances in scientific knowledge.



The Charta set out the means to realise these principles, including:


	To preserve freedom in research and teaching, the instruments appropriate to realise that freedom must be made available to all members of the university community.

	Each university must – with due allowance for particular circumstances – ensure that its students’ freedoms are safeguarded and that they enjoy conditions in which they can acquire the culture and training which it is their purpose to possess.



Clearly, there is more at stake than teaching students research skills. What is at issue is the recovery or the continuation of the university as a liberal-humanist institution, based on some notion of the ‘true university’ and the ‘public good’.





Germanic Higher Education

This idea of a liberal-humanist university based on a symbiotic relationship between teaching and research was not something that the signatories to the Charta and Boyer had invented, but was based on the model for higher education that had been established in the Germanic states in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The University of Berlin, created in 1810, is regarded as the epitome of this model, but the groundwork for this type of university had been established earlier at the universities of Halle and Gottingen. These universities’ teachings were based on a broad curriculum, ‘modern studies and a worldly orientation’ (Pritchard 1990 14), against ‘the narrowly prescribed curriculum of the medieval university’ (1990 14). Teaching and learning was to be practical and realistic, based on a reasoned, rational and ‘modern intellectual outlook’ (1990 15) supporting freedom of thought against dogmatic theology. At Halle this resulted in ‘the university pioneering original scientific research and assuming a role of academic leadership based on free enquiry’ (1990 15). Gottingen’s main contribution to the modern university, as Pritchard tells us, was the prominence given to the Department of Philosophy and Law with a downgrading of theology alongside an emphasis on personal education.

The University of Berlin was set up in an attempt by the Prussian state to recover some cultural and political prestige following the defeat of Napoleon in 1815. The University of Berlin has become the model for what is known as the Humboldtian University, named after Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767–1835), the philosopher and legal constitutionalist who held the post of Director of Education in Prussia during the period of the university’s inception. The philosophical basis for the founding of the University of Berlin was further enhanced by contributions made by the idealist philosophers Johann Fichte, Friedrich Schleiermacher, Friedrich Schelling, Henrich Steffens, Friedrich Schiller, Immanuel Kant and Georg Hegel (Pritchard 1990). At the University of Berlin the life of the mind was given prominence before empirical, vocational or utilitarian pursuits (Pritchard 1990). At the core of the curriculum lay the ‘unity of knowledge’ as a basis for the relationship between teaching and research, and between teachers and students. It was around this idea of ‘unity of knowledge’ that the infrastructure of the institution was based.

Humboldt (1810) argued:


It is furthermore a peculiarity of the institutions of higher learning that they treat higher learning always in terms of not yet completely solved problems, remaining at all times in a research mode [i.e., being engaged in an unceasing process of inquiry]. Schools, in contrast, treat only closed and settled bodies of knowledge. The relationship between teacher and learner is therefore completely different in higher learning from what it is in schools. At the higher level, the teacher is not there for the sake of the student, both have their justification in the service of scholarship.

(quoted in Elton 2001 44).



In Humboldt’s model of what he referred to as ‘organic scholarship’ the simple transmission of knowledge through lectures would be abandoned, with teaching taking place solely in seminars. Students were to be directly involved in the speculative thinking of their tutors, in a Socratic dialogue and in close contact, without strictly planned courses and curricula. Students should work in research communities with time for thinking and without any practical obligations.

This approach was grounded in the philosophical ideal of absolute knowledge, encompassing both what philosophers like to call the real and ideal, the abstract as well as the concrete. Philosophy was seen as the most integrative subject ‘embracing all of knowledge in its organic wholeness’ (Pritchard 1990 42). This approach meant universities were required to teach a broad range of subjects, with the emphasis on philosophy reflected in the provision of Doctorates of Philosophy (PhD) for the most advanced research degrees.

This understanding of philosophy as the most integrative subject survives through the award of a Doctorate of Philosophy (PhD) as the most advanced higher education degree classification, across all academic disciplines.

However, this unity of knowledge was undermined by industrial and commercial science emphasising empirical, amoral, utilitarian and instrumental research. Alongside this was a preoccupation with interdisciplinarity, focusing on complexity and difference, rather than the idea of generic scholarship, and a more collective way of learning and teaching. Nevertheless, as Pritchard puts it: ‘A growth in our awareness of the complexity of knowledge does not exclude the possibility of an ultimate synthesis nor the possibility that unity does indeed exist’ (Pritchard 1990 44).

This pursuit of the unity of knowledge is more than an academic exercise, but is itself a political project to create a more democratic relationship between teacher and student, although this was not realised at the University of Berlin, nor universities which espouse its model. Pritchard suggests a more prosaic reason for combining research and teaching in one institution was as a money-saving device for the cash-strapped Prussian monarchy. Pritchard is concerned that: ‘the ideal cannot be sustained in a mass education system’ (Pritchard 1990 48). But is this really the case? Student as Producer claims that a democratic education system is not only possible but necessary and required, based on a more radical model than that established by liberal-humanist philosophers, European administrators or American educationalists.





The University and the State

A key issue involved in understanding what a more radical version of higher education could look like includes understanding the nature of the university and its relationship with the state.

The role of the state and its relationship to the university is central in terms of the development of the modern university. This was a matter of great intellectual and practical import for Humboldt as a legal constitutionalist. Then, as now, in the UK at least, it appears that the University is ‘constantly on the defensive against possible state demands that the university should demonstrate economic or practical “usefulness”’ (Pritchard 1990 53).

Humboldt framed this relationship in terms of academic freedom, not only between the students and their teachers, but in terms of the relationship between the university and the state. Humboldt’s point was that in guaranteeing the academic freedom of the university, the state itself is regenerated by the way in which the university promotes and preserves the culture of the nation; and, in so doing, establishes what he described as a ‘Culture State’, which included a genuinely cultured population who would be trained to act as independent and autonomous citizens. Humboldt’s model was overwhelmed by what he feared most: the rise of industrial capitalism and the subsumption of the ‘Culture State’ by the ‘Commercial State’ to which the university became increasingly tied through government and private sector research contracts, in a process where teaching became not only detached from research, but also came to be regarded as a subordinate and less profitable activity (Knoll and Siebert, 1967).

Humboldt set out his political philosophy in the book The Limits of State Action (1791). In this book Humboldt presents the basis for his commitment to an extreme laissez-faire philosophy (Burrow 1993). For Humboldt, political philosophy was based on ‘the proclamation of complete self-sovereignty of the individual’ or ‘extreme individualism’ (Knoll and Siebert 1967 17 and 19). The state was to have no positive role in the area of social welfare, but was a necessary evil whose main purpose is to protect its members from external threats; every effort by the state to interfere in the private affairs of the citizens was to be ‘absolutely condemned’ (Humboldt 1993 16). For Humboldt the state was not to have any influence on education, which was to be a private rather than a public affair: public education was to lie wholly outside the limits within which the state should exercise its effectiveness (Humboldt 1993). Humboldt had to temper his thoughts on public education while working for the Ministry of Education in Prussia, but he did not wholly abandon his reservations about the state and, with regard to his university reform, devised a model with considerable autonomy (Knoll and Siebert 1967).

The University of Berlin, founded in 1810 by idealist philosophers, exemplified this trend so much so that the university was seen to embody the spirit or life of the Prussian nation (Lyotard 2005), privileging moral and ethical speculation as well as providing ‘functionally useful knowledge’ (Delanty 2001 34), while remaining autonomous from the rest of society as a sort of ‘social utopia’ (Delanty 2001 33). Knowledge finds its validity in a model of self-governance or freedom, where knowledge is not the subject but in the service of the subject so that ‘it allows morality to become reality’ (Lyotard 2005 36). In the Prussian political reality of the time, this culminates in Hegel, one of the university’s founding philosophers, producing his theory of the state, providing a justification for the Prussian monarchy and a system of authoritarian governance (Kay and Mott 1982).

Student as Producer is against this liberal idealist model of higher education: the point is to invert Hegel’s philosophy by grounding knowledge in a new form of political association based on class struggle: bringing the capitalist state and the ideology on which it is based down to earth (Neary 2016).

To the extent to which these Germanic universities trained state officials and bureaucrats, acting on behalf of the state, this training was described as Police Science, based on an administrative concept of Police: ‘Police is concerned with maintaining the total wealth and substance of the state’s internal structure and increasing it’ (Wellmon 2015 158). These universities had their own form of ‘academic police’, which extended to scrutinising the content of lectures, academic publications and student behaviour to maintain the reputation of the institution (Wellmon 2015).

The relationship between the state and the university is key to the framing of this book, not in terms of supporting an idea of liberal-humanist state, but acknowledging the modern state as the capitalist state described not in instrumental or functionalist terms (Miliband 1973, Poulantzas 2013) but recognising the state as a form of the capital relation, between labour and capital (Clarke 1991a), that emerges out of a process of class struggle (Holloway and Picciotto 1977). From this analysis the state is not able to provide a solution to the contradictions of capitalist society as it is itself derived from out of those contradictions. Or, to put it another way, ‘the state is not simply a tool of capital, it is an arena of class struggle’ (Clarke 1991a 195).

A key part of this analysis is the relationship between the state and money, not regarded in this analysis as discrete aspects of the political economy of the capitalist world, but complementary forms of the capital relation, providing the logic and substance for the development of capitalist society (Clarke 1988). If the state is the political form of the capital relation, then money encompasses capital’s economic form. Marx explains the domineering and determining role of money in the first chapters of Capital Volume 1, where the accumulation of money as the economic form of capital becomes the logic for social development. For Marx, money is not merely a means of exchange, unit of account and store of value, as it is for economists, but Money-Capital is the supreme form of social power (Clarke 1988 13–14) with its own supernatural transformatory powers. The basis for an appreciation of the social power of money lies in understanding the law of labour.




The Law of Labour: Generic and Generative

This book is grounded in the history of student protests and urban riots through a particular understanding of the concept of labour, elaborated by Karl Marx in his labour theory of value, most fully in Capital (1990) and The Grundrisse (1993). Remember Student as Producer is unlearning the law of labour, but how does the revolutionary teacher consider labour? For a start, according to Marx in The Grundrisse, labour is not simply work that people do; but is, rather, a generic word that describes all work in capitalist society in general. The ubiquitous nature of capitalist work and the fact that labour can refer to all kinds of work, paid and unpaid, means that the concept readily naturalises itself. The concept of labour in capitalist society describes not only in general terms all aspects of work, but is also used to describe each specific work activity. Marx refers to these specific types of work activities, e.g., butcher, baker candlestick maker, as concrete labour and the general concept of work as abstract labour. Labour, then, for Marx is a generic concept, or abstraction, but it is also something real: in that sense we can refer to the concept of labour as a real abstraction, not something that exists in the mind as an ideal or thought abstraction, but the determining logic of capitalist social life. It is only in capitalist society where such an idea is possible, where labour becomes the organising principle for the whole of capitalist society (Cleaver 2000). Labour in this sense is unique to capitalist society. As Marx puts it in The Grundrisse:


Indifference towards any specific kind of labour presupposes a very developed totality of real kinds of labour, of which no single one is any longer predominant. As a rule, the most general abstractions arise only in the midst of the richest possible concrete development, where one thing appears as common to many, to all. Then it ceases to be thinkable in a particular form alone. On the other side, this abstraction of labour as such is not merely the mental product of a concrete totality of labours. Indifference towards specific labours corresponds to a form of society in which individuals can with ease transfer from one labour to another, and where the specific kind is a matter of chance for them, hence of indifference. Not only the category, labour, but labour in reality has here become the means of creating wealth in general, and has ceased to be organically linked with particular individuals in any specific form. Such a state of affairs is at its most developed in the most modern form of existence of bourgeois society…Here, then, for the first time, the point of departure of modern economics, namely the abstraction of the category ‘labour’, ‘labour as such’, labour pure and simple, becomes true in practice. The simplest abstraction, then, which modern economics places at the head of its discussions, and which expresses an immeasurably ancient relation valid in all forms of society, nevertheless achieves practical truth as an abstraction only as a category of the most modern society.

(Marx, Grundrisse 1993 193)



This law of labour, for Marx, is not benign. Labour is the unavoidable organising principle of capitalist society, imposing a particular way of life, or rather absolute law enforced by the social power of the Police-State and money, poverty and wages, in order to create a particular form of wealth, capitalist value, where people and the planet are the resource not the project. The notion of real abstraction and its contradictory consequences will be considered in detail later in the book, specifically in relation to Marx’s labour theory of value, and how the law of labour can be unlearned so that people and the planet are the project and not the resource. This unlearning means the creation of new forms of social institutions through which new forms of human activity and social wealth not driven by the law of labour can be learned as a moment of revolutionary transition.

The significance of this approach can be demonstrated by setting the theory and practice of Student as Producer against a book that deals with the student protests of 2010 , Student Revolt: Voices of the Austerity Generation, written by Matt Myers, based on interview recollections of people involved in the protest. Like many historians Myers takes history for granted, as a movement in time, rather than a particular form of time in a very particular society that includes present time and concrete history (Neary 2017a, Postone 1993). Paul Mason, who writes an introduction to the book, characterises Marxist theory as the remit of ‘grey beards and leather jackets’ (Mason in Myers 2017 xi). For Mason the working class are no longer the subjects of revolution, but have been replaced by a new generation of protesters, described by Mason as ‘part of a wider global social phenomenon, which moved to different rules compared to the old proletariat and the old intelligentsia’. This has been, for Mason, a revolt of the so-called networked individuals, ‘the new sociological type called into being by the information society and assumed, until now, to be immune to protest and addicted to selfishness’ (Mason 2017 xv). Myers’ history is not devoid of all conceptual framing, he uses the notion of ‘generation’ from Karl Mannheim’s The Problem of Generations (1952) and, more specifically, ‘the austerity generation’ and ‘the Millbank generation’ (Myers 2017 27), linked as an ‘emotional community’ (2017 27) or a student movement that acts as ‘a transitional social community… organised…to assert their rights collectively in a unity greater than the sum of its parts’ (2017 28).

Student as Producer makes use of the concept of generation, not as in cohorts of the population, but by using generation as a prefigurative idea: that which is generative or genetic. Student as Producer grounds the process of generation in Marx’s theory of labour, as the groundwork on which capitalist civilisation is based, and which must be undermined if a new form of social life is to be established, not based on the law of Money but by unleashing the law of life.

Student as Producer makes its own claims on history, with particular reference to the student protests of 1968, when students, together with workers and trade unionists in Paris and around the world, kicked off, demanding an end to the boredom and poverty of everyday life (Lefebvre 1969, Debord 1984). I have described this historical moment and its legacy as a ‘pedagogy of excess’ (Neary and Hagyard 2010). What I mean here by excess is, as Ross (2002) describes it, the really transforming aspect of the ‘68 protest’ was that the participants did not perform the roles that had been accorded to them by sociologists, journalists, historians and politicians, i.e., those who defined the events of May 1968 as a ‘student protest’. The significant point, argues Ross, is that the students refused to act as students: ‘In the so called “student action” students never acted as students but as revealers of a general crisis, of bearers of a power of rupture putting into question the regime, State, society’ (Blanchot 1998 quoted in Ross 2002 25). This refusal to act as students was compounded by the students’ refusal to speak about student issues, choosing only to speak about ‘common affairs’ raising the protest to the level of society. As Badiou maintains, the events of 1968 were ‘something that arrives in excess, beyond all calculation…that proposes an entirely new system of thought’ and which ‘led infinitely farther than their [the students’] education…would have allowed them to foresee; an event in the sense of real participation…altering the course of their lives’ (Badiou 1998 quoted in Ross 2002 26, author’s emphasis).





The Author as Producer


The slogan for the revolutionary teaching practice developed in this book is Student as Producer. Student as Producer is ripped off from the title of a paper written by Walter Benjamin called The Author as Producer, to be presented to the Committee for Anti-Fascists in Berlin in 1934. Writing during the aftermath of World War One and the rise of the Nazi party in Germany and in the shadow of another forthcoming European war, Benjamin sought an answer to the basic question of how do radical intellectuals act in a time of crisis. Benjamin’s solution was by finding ways in which objects-victims of what is claimed by oppressors as their history become subjects-protagonists of their own history, not simply by participating in creative practices, but by revolutionising the process of production and the meaning and the nature of history itself: refunctioning production and operativism so as to ‘contribute constructively’ to social life (Gough 2002 73).

Benjamin was a ‘Maverick Marxist’ (Lowy 2005, Arendt 1999, Leslie 2000), part of a group of intellectuals who sought to extend Marx’s critique of political economy out of the factory and the labour movement into all areas of social life (Eiland and Jennings 2014). Benjamin is very much influenced by the work of Bertolt Brecht and the Russian Constructivists: a group of artists after the Russian Revolution for whom the artist is producer (Gough 2002, Gough 2005, Palmier 2006).

In this book I want to bring Benjamin back to life – not as in David Kishik’s 2015 book The Manhattan Project, where he imagines Benjamin did not commit suicide on the French/Spanish border but escaped to live in New York, but by refunctioning his revolutionary sensibility through a reappraisal of Marx’s law of value, with a strong link to Russian Constructivist politics and practice. In TheAuthor as Producer, Benjamin was focusing on the creative arts, literature and painting as well as journalism, but in other related work he focused on the life of students with specific ideas about how to connect research and teaching in higher education to develop radical and disruptive modes of knowledge production (Benjamin 1931, Charles 2016) The work of Benjamin will be a recurring theme in the book. Benjamin is not a ghost that haunts this book, but a story board on which to develop a curriculum for unlearning the law of labour.




Benjamin on Higher Education

Walter Benjamin wrote extensively and critically about education, including higher education, recognising the limits of the university curriculum and how the role of universities as progressive institutions might be recovered. Writing The Life of Students in 1914–15 (Bullock and Jennings 2004) he suggests how students can contribute to the function of the university as the essence of criticality, i.e., ‘to disclose the immanent state of perfection and make it absolute, to make it visible and dominant in the present’ (2004 37). This is not possible, he argues, by writing an empirical account of events or about institutions and their practices. It is achievable, he maintains, by grasping the life of the university and its students as a ‘metaphysical structure’ (2004 37), as an ‘idea of the university’, understood in its entirety as a ‘system as a whole’ (2004 38), framed, indeed, as ‘the highest metaphysical state of history’ (2004 37). Benjamin understands the system as a whole as ‘the conscious unity of student life’ (2004 38), which he explains as ‘the will to submit to a principle, to identify completely with an idea’ (2004 38) based, in this case, on a notion of generalised scholarship and ‘community of learning’ (2004 38), culminating in the more expansive and non-empirical ‘unity in the idea of knowledge’ (2004 38). For Benjamin this community of learning and unity in the idea of knowledge can be further enhanced by students connecting with radical and progressive aesthetic movements of the period, something they had, up until that time, avoided. Benjamin notes that insofar as the university has become an organ of the state such idealist thinking becomes unacceptable. The German university had become overwhelmed by vocationalism, individuality and service to the state. He writes: ‘The perversion of the creative spirit into the vocational spirit, which we see at work everywhere, has taken possession of the universities as a whole and has isolated them from the nonofficial, creative life of the mind’ (2004 41-2).

So much so that, for Benjamin, ‘The uncritical and spineless acquiescence in this situation is an essential feature of student life’ (2004 39). And that, ‘The secret tyranny of vocational training…poisons the essence of creative life’ (2004 43). This is exemplified for Benjamin in the way that German universities operate against the Humboldtian principles on which they were established:


The most striking and painful aspect of the university is the mechanical reaction of the students as they listen to a lecture. Only a genuinely academic and sophisticated culture of conversation could compensate for this level of receptivity. And, of course, the seminars are worlds away from such a thing, since they too, mainly rely on the lecture format, and it makes little difference whether the speakers are teachers or students. The organisation of the university has ceased to be grounded in the productivity of its students, as its founders had envisaged. They thought of students as teachers and learners at the same time; as teachers, because productivity implies complete autonomy, with their minds fixed on science instead of on their instructor’s personality. But where office and profession are the ideas that govern student life, there can be no true learning. There can no longer be any question of a devotion to a form of knowledge that, it is feared, might lead them astray from the path of bourgeois security. (Benjamin 2004 42)



Benjamin’s solution is for the student to become ‘an active producer, philosopher, and teacher all in one, and all these things should be part of his deepest and most essential nature’ (2004 42). This should not operate by reference to any specific scientific principle, but provide the basis for ‘the community of the university’ (2004 43) which for him is ‘a life more deeply conceived’ (2004 43). He concludes:


This is what would prevent the degeneration of study into the heaping up of information. The task of students is to rally round the university, which itself would be in a position to impart the systematic state of knowledge, together with the cautious and precise but daring applications of new methodologies. Students who conceived their role in this way would greatly resemble the amorphous waves of the populace that surround the prince’s palace, which serves as the space for an unceasing spiritual revolution – a point from which new questions would be incubated, in a more ambitious, less clear, less precise way, but perhaps with greater profundity than the traditional scientific questions. The creativity of students might then enable us to regard them as the great transformers whose task is to seize upon new ideas, which spring up sooner in art and society than in the university, and mould them into scientific shape under the guidance of their philosophical approach.

(2004 43).



Elsewhere in his writings (1932/1999) he makes the point about the significance between research and teaching more explicit, not in terms of developing more scholastic practice but in a way that would ‘establish rigorous new forms: not the pernicious spectrum of critical methods…to make way for more enterprising researchers…[and] …less banal, more considered learning’. By which he means ‘we should not look to research for a revival in teaching; instead, it is more important to strive with a certain intransigence for an…improvement in research to emerge from teaching’ (1932/1999 419).

And, for this to be done in such a way that ‘a rearrangement of the subject matter would give rise to entirely new forms of knowledge’ (1932/1999 420).

As Mathew Charles (2016) puts it:


Benjamin gives the outlines of a practice of teaching-led research here: it does not ground teaching on the expertise of established research, nor attempt to turn students into producers of research on an imitative model of the ‘master’ teacher (producing more ‘masters’ within a system of higher education that has no place for them), but rather opens up the expertise of the academic’s own research to the lived experience and interests of the emerging generation. As Benjamin suggests, in the era of mass systems of higher education, there is the possibility that the new strata of students can function as agents in the educational process in a way that posits them not as ‘creators’ or ‘reproducers’ of scholarly knowledge but its deformers and destroyers.



And so how to make this work? How can students become deformers and destroyers, and what can be built in place of the system of master teachers?




Student as Producer Conference

The first appearance of the slogan Student as Producer was as the title for a conference organised by the Reinvention Centre in 2007, in what might have been the first UK event that featured academic and student research. The conference included papers from academics and students from the University of Warwick and Oxford Brookes University, on a range of different topics, as well as colleagues and students from other universities across the UK and other international speakers as well as students from a sixth-form college. The conference also saw the launch of an online electronic journal featuring student research that has now developed to become: Reinvention – An International Journal of Student Research [https://warwick.ac.uk/fac/cross_fac/iatl/reinvention/].

The two keynote speakers at the conference were Steve Fuller, Professor of Sociology at Warwick, and Eric Newstadt, a graduate student and former Chair of the National Graduate Caucus of the Canadian Federation of Students in Canada 2004–6. The themes for their talks were two core issues for the topic of revolutionary teaching: democracy and the law of value. Both of these terms, democracy and the law of value, and their relationship define the critical intellectual space within which this book is written.

The title of Steve Fuller’s presentation was Can Universities Retain their Edge as Knowledge Production is Democratised? In this talk Fuller acknowledged that universities have always been in the business of reproducing the structures of knowledge and power in society. However, as these structures have become more democratised, universities are set to become victims of their own success. In other words, as more people acquire academic training, a competitive advantage increasingly accrues to those who use traditionally non-academic means of producing knowledge that nevertheless manage to reach large numbers of people. Fuller argued that projects like the Reinvention Centre are ideally poised to make the case that these skills are as integral to the curriculum as ordinary literacy and numeracy. However, he cautioned that the ultimate challenge facing universities as they broaden their skills base in this fashion is whether they can retain control over intellectual standards, since most of the knowledge is happening outside academic settings, often in a self-organising fashion. If universities are to do more than merely follow market trends, the question of standards will have to loom large. However, the constituency of universities provides a unique opportunity for academics and students to collaborate in the production of knowledge.

Writing in a book published around the same time, The Sociology of Intellectual Life (2009), Fuller discusses how science might be democratised, favouring the institutional process invented by Humboldt at the University of Berlin, where academics through their teaching function ‘redistribute the advantage that new knowledge initially accrues to its producers’, but this can only take place with a strong commitment to the academic freedom of students and academics ‘to inquire freely in each other’s’ company’ (Fuller 2009 164).

The title of Eric Newstadt’s keynote was Devaluing the Value-Form: Pulling on the Roots of Everyday Life to Get Beyond the Neoliberal University. Newstadt argued that the last few decades have witnessed the emergence of a new kind of university, the neoliberal university. Grounding his argument in Marxist terms, he pointed out that the neoliberal university reflects the myriad ways in which the logic and extension of the value-form works, where knowledge is cast as a collection of measurable and interchangeable variables that can be almost mechanistically produced. Newstadt maintained that the work and rhythms inside the neoliberal university are intimately tied to the emergence and operation of a globalised and finance-based capitalism. Newstadt argued that in order to get beyond the neoliberal university it is important to understand the political economic structures that underpin and support neoliberalism, which, for Newstadt, crystallised around understanding the real nature and character of the value-form: ‘the veil behind which Capital becomes ever more extensive and deeply embedded’. Newstadt argued that because ‘the logic of value is absurd’ there are plenty of opportunities for creating schemes to parody this absurdity and for developing strategies that can be effective in creating the opportunities for solidarity and for helping individuals deal with the pain associated with neoliberal policies in universities and elsewhere. In Newstadt’s terms, Student as Producer might be seen as a parody, undermining the neoliberal university, based on the absurd logic of its own financialised principles.

Newstadt (2013) developed these arguments in his PhD on The Value of Quality: Capital, Class and Quality Assessment in the Re-Making of Higher Education in the United States, The United Kingdom and Ontario. The main point of this thesis is that a quality assurance regime ‘neither measures nor helps to produce anything that could meaningfully be described as being of “high quality”’. Rather quality assurance is effective in helping to reproduce commercially orientated but hardly ground-breaking research and a more ‘flexploitable’ labour force. In other words, ‘systems of Quality Assurance were developed to evaluate the exchange value of new knowledge and graduates within the context of neoliberal capitalism’ (Newstadt 2013 ii).




The Value of Democracy

These keynotes provide a strong conceptual framing for the theoretical debate that sustains this book, between democracy and a critique of the law of value, out of which could emerge the basis for revolutionary teaching.

There is a strong relationship between the issues of democracy and communism. Marx was a democrat before he was a communist, although his move towards communism is consistent with his democratic ideals (Rubel 1962). The clear distinction between the two categories is that the former is considered as a political revolution in what might be described as ‘the dictatorship of the proletariat’ premised on the capture of the state, while the latter is a social revolution requiring the abolition of all social classes and political power as the basis for a fully human rather than political society (Rubel 1962).

Democracy, for Rubel, is not an end in itself, but part of the struggle against authoritarian and absolutist societies, a form of ‘political self-education’ (Rubel 1962 89) that underpins the transformation of the whole society; or ‘an association in which the free development of each [individual] is the condition for the free development of all’, quoting from The Communist Manifesto. How then to recover the basis for this kind of political self-education arranged around a development of the relationship between democracy and a critique of the law of value? In this book, Student as Producer and the co-operative university will be suggested as just such a form of political self-education.

The relationship between democracy and the law of value can be considered with regard to the debate between reform and revolution. This debate is reflected most acutely in the dispute between Rosa Luxemburg (1871–1919) and Eduard Bernstein (1850–1932) in Germany in the early years of the twentieth century. Bernstein favoured the social democratic model where the state would enable capital to reform leading eventually to socialism. Luxemburg was for the revolution, to be led by the working class. This debate is developed by Miliband and Liebman (1985), who argue in favour of a ‘revolutionary reformism’ as a model for social development. The revolutionary teacher of Student as Producer advocates a version of revolutionary reformism, which recognises the state as a capitalist state derived out of the capital relation, understood as a site of class struggle (Holloway and Picciotto 1977). The conflictual factors in the capital relation are labour and capital, but what distinguishes Student as Producer from orthodox Marxism is not a critique of capitalism from the perspective of labour but rather is based on a negative critique of labour, following the work of Moishe Postone, as part of Critical Theory and the Critique of Labour (Neary 2017a). The question of labour in a book about capitalist production is key and will be revisited in places throughout the text. The logic of Student as Producer’s critique of labour is that it focuses not on how to capture the state; but, rather, how to dissolve the social relations of capitalist production in real time. This will involve, as Marx argued in the Critique of the Gotha Programme (1875/1966), a transitional period made up of revolutionary ideas and practices, e.g., co-operatives, which will be discussed at the end of the book, including a thought experiment for how this new revolutionary society might be defended.




Student as Producer, Lincoln, England

I was appointed the Dean of Teaching and Learning at the University of Lincoln in 2007. I came to Lincoln with the intention of establishing a model of curriculum development based on the concept of research-engaged teaching that had been established by the Reinvention Centre at Warwick and Oxford Brookes universities. The University of Lincoln was already committed to this approach, so there was much on-going work in this area that could be developed. In my position as a senior manager and working closely and collaboratively with academics and students as well as administrators, estates and other professional services staff we developed a model for curriculum development that was accepted by the university in 2010 as the organising principle for teaching and learning across all subjects and all levels, to be rolled out across the university over the next 5 years, and beyond. The project was supported with external funding from the main government institution to support university teaching, the Higher Education Academy, as well as gaining the support of other academics in other institutions in the UK and around the world. The title for this new project was Student as Producer.

From the beginning, it was made very clear that Student as Producer was not simply a new teaching and learning initiative to, in the managerialist language of the time, ‘enhance the student experience’; but that Student as Producer sought to recover the university as a radical political project, with its roots in the student movement of May 1968, and with very clear references to its Marxist antecedents. This was set out in the User Guide Manual for Student as Producer for all university staff and students:


Research-engaged teaching is not new, but is grounded in the intellectual history and tradition of the modern university. In a period when the meaning and purpose of higher education is far from clear, some academics maintain that higher education is being defined by government policy in ways that undermine the academic project. The research-engaged teaching and learning initiative is an attempt to restate the purpose of higher education by seeking to reconnect the core activities of universities, research and teaching, in a way that consolidates and substantiates the values of academic life.

The core values of academic life are exemplified by the type of students that are produced at Lincoln. Student as Producer refers to the objects and resources and processes that students create and invent, but it also refers to the ways in which students are the creators of their own social world, as subjects rather than objects of history (Benjamin 1934). This capacity for student subjectivity is found in the human attributes of creativity and desire (Lefebvre 1991), so that students can recognise themselves in a world of their own design (Debord 1970).

(User Guide 2012)



Student as Producer was implemented across the university through a number of infrastructural platforms: making use of the quality assurance bureaucratic processes, institutional support for teaching and learning, and the design of teaching and learning spaces and technology (Neary et al 2010). What underpinned all of this was a theoretical framework based on Marxist social theory, running counter to the dominant managerialist discourse that pervades higher education, following Newstadt, as a sort of parody. It was not necessary to be a revolutionary Marxist to be engaged with Student as Producer, indeed the project encouraged critical debate, but this was the framework within which teaching and learning at Lincoln was now to be conceived against the mainstream managerialist discourses, ‘managementese’ (Docherty 2015 54), that had overwhelmed university life.

The main instruments through which Student as Producer was implemented were the quality assurance processes: the bureaucratic processes and protocols by which universities ensure the quality of their degree programmes. When academics were designing new courses they were challenged and invited, Student as Producer was not compulsory, to engage with the core principles of Student as Producer that had been agreed across the university. At the heart of the principles was the extent to which undergraduate research forms a key component of the teaching programme at all levels and how much are students involved in the design and delivery of the programme. Academics were encouraged to consider issues of space and spatiality with regard to the teaching rooms in which they were working as well as the wider ‘learning landscapes’ environment beyond the institution (Neary et al 2015). The principles encouraged academics to consider how they would make use of the emerging digital technologies to facilitate the production of undergraduate research, as well as supporting the more subversive aspects of computer ‘hacking’ to find ways by which students could build the new technologies rather than just using them (Lockwood and Winn 2013). And, wrapped around all of this, was a support structure for academic teaching. The most radical expression of this was the creation of a Teaching Academy, designed as an informal network of support for teachers, lying outside the mainstream provision, but supported by the university.

It is important to note that none of this was compulsory; academics were invited and encouraged to engage with Student as Producer. The reason for this was to avoid Student as Producer becoming another manager-led initiative, but also to encourage critical debate and an attitude of dissensus, so the project would not go stale and so that we could all learn from each other’s teaching practice and theory. This desire to generate a critical debate has been supported by the large number of publications that have been produced by colleagues and students involved with Student as Producer at Lincoln, giving the project academic credibility as well as a strong theoretical and conceptual framework through which to develop the work.

Student as Producer has been well received across the institution and was taken up by other universities who adapted the model in their own way, usually without the Marxist inclinations. This whole institutional approach was well received by government external quality reviewers, the Quality Assurance Agency, who awarded Student as Producer their highest commendations. A core purpose of Student as Producer was to radicalise the mainstream (Neary 2013).

Student as Producer did not transform the neoliberal university – it was recuperated within the capitalist university, but the project remains unfinished, and has yet to be established in more radical forms (Neary and Saunders 2016). This book does not include an extensive review of the project, which can be found elsewhere (Neary et al 2015, Neary and Saunders 2015). The purpose of this book is to reveal the conceptual and theoretical approaches that have been developed by Student as Producer, and to understand the historical and political context out of which it emerged, as well as showing the direction in which it is now moving, so that we can develop a set of principles and practices to answer the question ‘how do revolutionary teachers teach?’ In order to attempt to answer that question the book will be set out as the following series of chapters.




Chapter 2 Protest, Pedagogy and Police

This chapter contextualises Student as Producer as a moment of resistance to the assault on higher education and the politics of austerity. The chapter makes a link between the protests of 2010 and 2011 as ‘a double riot’ (Clover 2016), in response to ‘a double crisis’, by which I mean the economic crisis and the crisis of the university (the Edu-Factory Collective 2009). Written from the standpoint of my own position within this movement of protest, I am responding to the problem identified by Myers (2017), when he argues that ‘Much of theorisation of 2010 came from outside the movement – from journalists and writers – rather than being retrospective intellectual production from inside’ (Myers 2017 22). Along the way, I raise the question of what it is to be a Marxist working in higher education today. This chapter deals with the role and nature of Police in relation to the riots (Bloom 2012); as the instrument of a repressive state and function of the way in which the repressive state is policed at a time of crisis (Hall et al 2013); as the imposition of labour and poverty and the avoidance of communism (Neocleous 2000), and as the antidote to a type of institutional democracy that seeks to prevent the emergence of revolutionary subjectivity (Ranciére 1999). The debate about Police is extended at the very end of the book, in the afterword, to consider a form of social security that is appropriate to communism: not-Police which I call Authority and Authorship. The not-Police are derived from the writings of the Russian legal theorist Evgeny Pashukanis (1891–1937), as well as a critical engagement with modern interpretations of Roman political philosophy.




Chapter 3 Student as Producer and the Labour Debate

This chapter takes a closer look at the work of Walter Benjamin and, in particular, his paper The Author as Producer (1934). It pays particular attention to his engagement with Marx and Marxism and how this has been scrutinised in parts of the Benjamin literature: by TJ Clark (2003), Esther Leslie (2000) and Hannah Arendt (2007). Following these accounts of Benjamin and Marx, I conclude, after Wiggershaus (2007) among others, that Benjamin’s approach was not dialectical enough, particularly with regard to his celebration of the proletariat as the revolutionary subject. I set out a dialectical account of labour through the work of Moishe Postone (1993). I will focus in this book on the writings of Moishe Postone as he exemplifies a particular approach to Marx’s labour theory of value that has come to be known as the new reading of Marx (2017). This more dialectical account allows me to identity the way in which labour works as a form of social mediation in the development of capitalist social relations, and that this is the matter that needs to be fundamentally addressed in order that the social relations of capitalist production can be dissolved and revolutionised through a form of revolutionary teaching. I will do this with reference to a key voice in the debate about critical theory and the law of labour, Theodor Adorno (1903–69), whose own experiences of teaching university students during the student protests in 1968 in Germany, and his unwillingness to support direct political protests, avoiding protests against capitalism that merely reflect capitalism’s instrumental attitude as quasi/pseudo-concrete solutions, has much to teach the revolutionary teacher.
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