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WOMEN AND WELFARE

We start from a perspective whiéh gees the condition of the
-housewife as the basic condition to which women have been con-
fined in the capitalist division of labor,both in the metropolis
and in the countrysife. As housewifes women must produce and re—
produce 1labor power for the factory and the office,thus perfor-
'ming a function which ig indespensavle for the reproduction of
capitalist relations and which is mone the less social for‘the
fact that it is performed in isolation and in a seémingly’prova—v'
tided fashion. Even when she does not enter the factory for a
gecond job the 1life of the housewife ig totally governed by the
factory,intended not only in its strictest sense as a building
"ﬁith brické and gates ,but in its largest sence as the capitalist
‘organisatton of work.That is, not only her life is commanded by
- the game glarm clock that sends ker husband to cllck in and her
children to school,but, more fundahentally, her uterus, her gexua-
" 1ity,her whole body are placed at the service of production,which
ig necesgarily production of workers ae well as production of

.commodi ties and profit.

From this-persvective we can see that 1if under capitalism the

hougewife ig Everywoman,the welfare mother is Bveryhousewife ,
l:

whichn is wny wetake the struggles of the welfare mothers in the

gixties as the spearhead of the Feminist Movement...lhrough their
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sfruggles fhe wel fare mothers have challenged the role womén
must perform in capitalist society,because in rwfusing their
motherhood as a natural given to be paid for with their 1ivéq
they have refused the alternatives capital forces upon women:

i.e. marriage or the factory ,unpaid work or extrawor’ k.

The struggles of the welfare mothers are crucial for us becéuse

in her relation to cociety and the State reappear magni fied and

thefefore clarified all the essen+*ial relations in which the

housewi fe finds hersgelf in capitaliem.This allows us to demi-
stify not only the caprtalist relations which bind wdomen in the
family and society,but also the programs which sections of the
Women's Mowement and the entire Left tradition have devised to
"liberate! women., We identify the wel fare mother with every house-

wife in that both are excluded from a wage relation,tnough both

-perform an economic and social function which is escential to -
capital in all its social articulations (factory ,ﬁffice,.schbol,

"hospitals etc) and are commanded in every minute of their 1ive§
Ey that social wage whicn capoital destines to the more powérful
sections of the working class. To say that the work.of the .

wel fare mother and the nousewife ig commanded by the wage relation
——though they tneméelves are unwaged-- means to say that tne.ﬁeed? ,l
of productivity and profit,i.e. the needs of the factory and the

1l abor market directly determine the quantity and quality of their

»wofk,that ig the quality and quantity of the lavbor power they must
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proddce.Alllover the world, women's sexuality,e.g. is bmmédié—.
teiy a moment of production, a moment of the wage relation.'Tﬁen'
labor market decides how many children they must—-or must no t—-
nroduce9( which is alwaye'in inverse proportion to the numbér-
of.immigrant workers thatva particular country can let in) «
Whether what has to be produced is an unskilled or a skilled -
worker,wnether more white than black workers have to be born,'>
and in general how many of both are needed is immediately refl e-
cted in tﬁé 1life of the housewife and wel fare mother.If Family.ff’
Plaﬁning barel& hides this immediate control over the producti?
vity of women's body,the sterilisation consténtly practiced

against the welfare mother,particularly when she is black,makes

this control brutally evident.Their uterus --our uterus—- is the

wheel that keeps capital moving,yﬂerefo}e our gsexuality has to

be strlctly controlled so that we do not create crisfs og-overgﬂﬁéamz
rv&~production,‘wn1ch are the onty ecological crigies--the only polhu— _

tion wapital worries about..

Thé fifet and most essential form of this control is the exclu- °
sion of both the hovecewi fe and the wel fare mother from the wage, -
which:de@rives them of the posgsibility of deciding whether toi
ha&e‘or not to have'children and therefore exercise a real qoﬁ=r .
trol over their own bodies. Moreover, being excluded from a‘wége

both the houcewi fe and the wel fare mother have to deﬁend : bn_an'"

alimohy, a charity,be this administered by the husband or by the




State. As éuch all society agrees in throwing both at the bot-

tom of the social ladder as individuals who are paragitic on the

weal th that either the individual worker,or the working class
as.a whole producem through their work. The anger which from
.time to time capital and the State is capable of organising‘
at the community level against the wel fare mother is an expression
: of this common agreement concerning her supposed parésitism¢lt
ié‘tne same anger which the husband feelg the "right" to'gxpfess
against{ﬁkﬂ the housewife management or "mismanagement" iof hig
income.In this context,one thing must-be clarified.The wage ?e-
lation for the wageless houcewife determines that she must re- -
produce labor pnwer not only in the form of a child,but also .

~inthe form of a man ,who is the immediate beneficiary and supervi-.

gor of her work. Here lies the main dffference between the houseé

7wife.and the welfare mother, which a difference in power.In the

very'mommnt in which she is deprived of the security provided by
a husband®s pay-check, the wel fare mother gains a relative in—
~dependence since a)she no longer depends on a man but directly 7}‘
on the Statejconsequently her strugele is no longer privatised

~and subject to emotional blackmail,but it is BkxeExxx more open,

more clear in its aim and waged directly against the State/s
she refuses that pértion of the housewife's labor which is de- .
" gtined to reproduce the man as labor power, thereby breaking the

gocial contract which ig implicit in the marriage rélation. Refuéai

which,as the representati-
ve of collective capital,is
the ul timate and real -bene-
ficiary of their work.




of marriage ig,in fact, a breach in a clause off a 1abor coni -
tract, from which the housewife has yvet been unable to escapee.
Thie is why the h ousewife is angry with the welfare mother
:sthis anger is the immediate expression of her envy at the fact
that she-—the housewife—- haeg not been able to refuse that por-

tion of her work and dispose of some money of her owm,

But both.;n the case of the housewife and the welfare nmother
Athe refugal to secially recognise their work as work carrles
with it a strict control over ° the money they spend.They have
no right to whatever money is in their hands becauge in the
eyes of society they do not work. ( As the left puts it,the
problem with the housewife is her “consumerism", which actually
means that she has no right to consume since she is not produ—
ctive, or not productive enough). In this respect both the
husband and the social worker perform the same function for

’ capital. Both make it sure that the money the woman spends is
not gpent in vain --i.e. on hersel f-—gince she has not earned 1t.
In the family the husband is the mistified form that capital’s
command ‘takes over the houcewi fe,it ig the mediated form in

which the State edlters the family ; while the social worker
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openly embodies the rule of the State.(Today social workers
-—as well as doctors mmRx, psychologists and teachers are the

arms of the State , as nevessary and powerful as the army and

.



the police}.This contradiction within the family,which is
expressed by the wagel ess and therefore dependent position

of the housgewife represente in a.microcosmos the contradiction
capital has created at every level within the working class
through the wage relation.Throwgh the wage capital recognises
ceratain sections of the clase as working class and others as
non-working proletariat,which are then etigmatised as parasitib

both on that wage and that work.welfarism is an essential agpect

of racisﬁJand gexigm and a reinforcement do both, since most
wélfare mothers are black and all--welfare mothers and housewi-
fes are females.lnie ie why,the wel fare mother has become the
expression of all the contradictions within the proletariat,

which are based on a hierarchy and del egation of power insti tutio-
nalised by capital through the wage--or lack of it-- to keep

the class dévided and at wmxx war againet itself,

Through their unwaged condition capital forces both the houéé;
wife and the welfare mother to perform a second function.iNot only
they have to provide unwaged work,but since their work is not
congidered wdrk, they can be forced to do extrawork at a very
cheap price--ve tnis th8F&Fkrial impositionby the State,as in
thé case of the welfare mother ( from wel fare to workfare)or the

indirect costri%%ggﬁegfbﬁigner prbces as in the case of the hou-
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gewi fe .(fhrougn tne organisation of inflation capital not

only attacks the wage level achieved by the gtrugeles in the
factorieg,but forces women to accept low paid shit work,gince
to dispose of a double wage is increacingly necessary for the

survival of the family).

Ironically, what in reality is the highest enslavement of
womeh,is and has been presented by the organisations of the
left--and now by sections of the women's movement—-as their
program for "women's liberation“.This is because the 1eft——méle
and female-- alwaye begins with itself in the sense that it
1odks for those sections of the working class that can be more
eagily organised since capital hasalready organised them. But
if Feminism has any validity,that valiéity ie pased on our‘be-
ginning withn clase needs,whicn must 1lead to tne destruction df

the capitalist organisation of tne class.we start from what women

need and not from wnat it might pe easier to get,

The struggles of tne welfare mothers in the gixties have marked
a radical break with a wnole socialist tradition wnich centeres
FURXEEAFZREXFX on tne ideoloey of work and productivity as a con-

dition botn of struggle and 1i¥e( socialism as the ¥fair wage“?
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i;e. tne ifair profit-). This is why, the left --01d and new--
has either bypassed the gtruggles of the welfare mothers,or has
conéeived them as the struggles of tne lumpen to whicn it
nas proposed the patn of fevelopment ,as it proposed it to

tne nousewife, under the form of industrialisation i.e. a seQ
.cond jéb. In the perspective of the 1left,the nousewife and the .
wélfare motners —-the third world in the metropolis-- are those
not ffom‘éapitalist relations nut from the absence of them,ahd
therefore have to pe orougnt into capitalism (have to be fur-

ther exploited ) in order to wage a gignificant struggle;




