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WHAT IS WAGES FOR HOUSEWORK?

This pamphlet is edited by the Montreal Power of Women
 Collective. We are part of an international group of women
working around the perspective of wages for housework.
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INTRODUCTION

This is the first of a series of pamphlets that we plan to present
on the Wages for Housework perspective. The articles were written by
women in Italy in 1972, England in 1973, and the United States in 1974.
They represent the growing interest in this perspective around the world.
A1l three centre on the total revolutionary potential of the wages for
housework perspective, in contrast to the fragmented, disconrected approach
of previous feminist analyses that could only deal with one side of
women's expoitation.

For the first time, the various aspects of women's exploitation and
oppression : economic dependence, lack of social/political power,deformed
sexuality, passivity and lack of confidence - have been explained in
terms of a central feature in the lives of all women; the unwaged labour
that women universally perform in the home. Since the,lack of a wage
has been so powerful in shaping our feminity and in hiding our work,
we understand then, the power of the wage demand in demystifying our
femaleness and making visible our work.

A1l three articles discuss the wage demand as the beginning of our
struggle - a struggle against the capitalist division of labour, to
restructure social relations in a way more favourable to us and the
unity of the working class. They present the wage demand as the essential
first step without which there can be no struggle at all.

Firstly, demanding a wage for housework means that women refuse any
longer to perform silently , and for free, all the social services
necessary to the community that capital refuses to provide. Therefore
women's invisible work is made visible and recognised as socially
necessary . This work, once seen as work, is separated from our "female
nature", It becomes possible to refuse this work and to demand that
the State pay for it.

Secondly, wages for housework will eliminate women's economic
dependence on the man's wage. Once women thus come into a direct relation
to capital, they are then enabled to struggle directly against it,

Once the men who stand between women and capital , no longer benefit
from their exploitation, the power relationship between men and women
will be transformed. This can destroy one of the principal barriers
to class unity by eliminating divisions within tane working class
(between women and men) that have been created oy capital. Capital is
strong only as long as the working class is divided and weak,; - class
unity will mark a new stage of class struggle.

The Montreal Power Of Women Collective
January , 1975




WAGES FOR HOUSEWORK

by Giuliana Pompei

Work in the Home

When we began looking around ourselves, as women, one of the main things we
discovered was the home, the family structure as a place of specific exploitation
of our labour power. In our analysis we must give first place to this private
sphere, these domestic walls outside which Marxist class analysis == not to
mention the practical activity of the left political organizations in and out
of parliament =~ stops. Inside the home we have discovered our invisible
work, the enormous quantity of work that women are forced to perform every day
in order to produce and reproduce the labour force, the invisible =~ because
unpaid-—foundation upon which the whole pyramid of capitalist accumulation restse

This work, which consists of having children and taking care of them,
feeding a man, keeping him tidy and cheering him up after work, is never
presented as such. It is presented as a mission whose fulfillment enriches
the personality of the one who carries it out. A woman is a mother, a wife,

a daughter; she is loved only if she is willing to work without grumbling in
the service of others for hours and hours, Sundays, holidays, and nights.

This labour relationship is seen always, and only, in personal terms: it is

a personal affair between a woman and the man who has the right to appropriate
her labour. It is continually explained to the woman that her world is the
family and not society; within the family, therefore, she must express the
contradictions involved in the division of labour between men and women, which
society imposes on her. The housewife has always been excluded from working
class organisations~all she can do is look for individual solutionse

As as individual, for instance, she has to confront continual price in-
creases. When her man's wages are no longer enough for meat she substitutes
potato souffle-—which takes another hour of work, or she goes to markets and
butcher shops far from home to save a few pence on the housekeeping. Inflation
is a weapon used by the employers to cancel out wage increases won by the
workers., Women, isolated in their homes, have had to bear the main brunt of
inflation in terms of more work. Traditional labour movement organisations
must share the blame for this fact, which has been a grave source of wegkness
for the workers!' struggle itself.

The material bond that pins us to this work is our dependence on a man's
wage, This wage not only pays for many hours of his direct labour, but it also
commands other work —- that of the woman in the domestic factory —— which
revolves around that wage. The wealth created is distributed to women through
a man's wage, if at all., On this basis a stratifica?ion is created among women.
This is wrongly interpreted as a real class distinctlon{ whereby a womag's
class position -- working class or capitalist class -= 18 always det§rm1ned by
the man on whom she depends, as if the definition of class as det?rmlned by one's
position within specific relationships of production were not valid for women
as well as men.

True, the woman who can exchange her services for a bigger elice of the
income is greatly privileged: a nice house means less work. It means hot wa?e?;
1t means space to separate someone studying from someone elge watching telev?s1on
and both from the one who does the washing; it means the children don't get ill
from the damp, etc. If there is not enough money to pay a high rent (and they
are all high) it is the woman who has to work like med every day to put something
resembling a full meal on the table, to dress her children so they'dog't look
too different from the others when there are already so many other things that
set them apart, Even so, we say that a housewife is in herself always a



rolgtarizgaozhouﬁg Esz EOCial Stiﬁus Varies according to the income of the man
she depen 0 as ever thought that a slave was not a slave if he had
5 rich master who could guarantee him g higher standard of living than oth:r <

slaves o

The Second Jobs Work Outside the Hame

There are very many women who, to escape the curse of i
the isolation of their condition, decide topwork outside thenigzgugzewZ?%fs gﬁi
again their responsibility for the "invisible work" —— the continuance of a
patriarchal type of production relation -- reveals the true face of the "emanci=
pation of women through work." Only a part of this mass of housewives who
nchoose" double exploitation are taken into production, and then always at the
lowest levels; the rest are usually not even counted among the unemployed. Many
of those who work outside the home serve as nurses, secrezmtaries, servants; like
factory women, they get the worst and lowest-paid jobs. It costs capital
nothing to train us for these jobs and assure our ideological loyalty, since
the best school for servility is the family.

An outside job never takes away a woman's responsibilities as a housewife.
A1l women working in production know that they do their heaviest work at home,
as d they cammot defend themselves against this. For that matter, even against
outside work they manage to organise only slowly and with enormous difficulty,
because outside the factory or office there is another clock to punch: the child
to be fetched, the shopping and the washing to be done. Here capital has stepped
in to relieve us by inventing the system of part-time work., Through this system
capital, without too much bother, secures a double advantage for itself: on the
one hand, it mskes women serve as an underpaid reserve labour force; on the other
hand, it makes women serve as an unpaid domestic servant by leaving the institution
of the family intact or even reinforcede

In no case can the woman escape the production relationships determined by the
fact that she is a woman in a capitalist society. We are all brought up to be
able, as soon as the lack of other women makes it necessary, to carry on producing
workers at all costs and without protest. Some begin at the age of 12, some go
on imagining a bit longer —-- even +ill they finish their studies —- that they can
escape this fate. Some think they can refuse their role at an %ndividual leYel
and some accept to fully at once, only trying not to make too big a mistake in
choosing a "master:" a bad-choice will cost you your life.

Capitalist Organisation of Domestic Labour

The face that housework is done in a precapitalist or protogapitalist way in
no' way means that today it is not capitglist and Derfectl¥ ?unctlonal for a phase
of capitalist development in which average social product1v1py; more than facpory
productivity, is seen as centrale Being able to count on this enormous qgantlty
of unpaid labour —- just because it maintains the appearance of unproductive
labour, to the point of not even being called work.—— enormgusly lowersthe cost
for capital of producing that fundamental merchandise that is lapou; powers It
also means capitsl can freely manipulate the labour market to suit its ecyclic :
needs: in resbonse to labour agitation it 1) creates a form of gnegploxgent.whlch
goes uncontested because the woman expelled from socially organised prodgctlon
always has housework waiting for her and 2) castrates the workers! capacity for
struggle by cutting off or reducing the second family wage.

as housewives continue to function simultaneously
loited class and as an element for the containment
and control of tensions and conflicts. Prices rise and women face the firsd
consequences: sick people are inadequately cared fo? and women work to make up
for the shortage of medical facilities (pefore, during and after treatment);
neighborhoods turn into unlivable ghettoes and only umenfs work can mgke them
bearable, Only women can absorb the lack of schools, shops, green spaces and

e ——— Ty

This will go on as long
as a stratum of the most exp




Eégliﬁiés%xaggngﬁél without rebelling, Only they can mediate between society 4
and memb 17 of the family to see that the men don't dismantle the factories and

burn up fie nelgh?orhoodS, to see that the old just grumble and don't go mad

that chifdren don't end up under care and that starvation Wages go on feediné

the famiLye

Tre only thing that can make women accept all this is constand blackmail
imposed on them by gll means: this is the only way of being a woman, those who
rebel are goirg agalnst their"natural role." If one of us feels th;t she
can!t manage she 1s at once made to understand that this is a personal problem
which she must solve for herself,

Even the task of assuring the renewal of the labour force, quantitatively
and qualitatively, ii imposed on women within precise relationships of production.
For capital to & able to regulate the flow of workers it is necessary to deprive
women of confrol ove: their own bodies. This is done by material and ideological
instruments whose bisie conditions for operation are found within family structureo
The capitalist systén has always apid much attention to demographic policies as
instruments of devalopment, rewarding prolefic mothers when "eight million
bayonets" were requi?ed and sterilising Black women whan the uncontrolled growth
of the Black proletaviat might have led to explosive situations in the ghettoes,
Tt is well known that the only development policy which capitalism has to offer

the Third World is birth controle

Maternity is the most effective ideological instrument for controlling women;
it is the key by which their total adhesion to the system is obtained. By
exalting its ideological aspects and masking its social ones, the myth of mater-
nity as a mission continues to hide from women the reality of their condition.

The way women conceive and bear children is not at all mtural if compared with
developments in other sectors of science (space research, transplants, etCa)o

In 1975, painful childbirth and the dearth of effective contraceptives are signs
of the backwardness to which women are relegated in capitalist developmente

abour power will be reproduced in the
necessary quantity, but also that it will grow up with gualitative characteristics
suited to the development of the capitalist system. Children must be educateq,

at the most malleable age, for the division of labour: they must at once get.lt
clear in their heads that everyone must sell his or her labour power to survive,
and that there is no escape from this curse. The reprodgction of the ;ab9ur

force is neceasary for the continued effectiveness of capitalls blackmail in all
its forms, from division by job grading, to the exclusion of those who_are not
productive., Women get the worst of this blackmail — they.are always in the lowest
job grade, that of a housewife; they are the first to be fired, they have to look

after the rejects society encloses in ghettoess

Women guarantee not only that 1

the child at once learns to accept all this as natural;
this is the first step in an apprenticeship.which later con?inues at school, in
the propaganda of the mass media, etce It is meagt to prov1de.an gdaptable
labour force which will lend itself to the mechanisms of exploitation.

Through the mother,

In the acceptance of this division of the labour force between factory and
domestic production, in the acceptance of the separation of women from one
another and from other exploited people, lies one of the basic reasons for the

Weakness of working class organisationss

The most importent thing that women have been deprived of is the oppor tuni ty

o organise against their work., And the left has been partly responsible for this
isolation, this lack of opportunity to organise gwhi?h is the real source of women's
"inferiority"). It has found theoretical justifications for relegaFlng women's
problems t the level of a ''woman question,” in its view such questions are




Superstructural and thaz.s will be solved

gocial ?‘tm"t"sllrl'ii;ize?ldes’bi% says housework is
ewife as lncapable of s Syl

ggzsrevolution, .the left flas glven chzgii;’_tﬁzgzna;:azzzig e!:c. In the course of

to feed, keep tidy, and cheer up the revolutionaries, to o?‘]f-‘ventflhem Lhe

outlet m_thog‘b t?o many compl’cations, to bring up tfle new = il'n e

double exploitation as the oni; possible way to ema.ncipatiorglenera 198 Loraceont

The_Wage_Demand

On the basis of this a.na?}sis, we mist now define the scope and the

objectives for women's strugglyss which can fully express the revoluti
i : . . 2 ut
potential whi ch is maturing a; women find their position more and mo?'gnarV

unbearable.

We have already outlined 3 preliminary answer (in general terms and still to
be checked and refined): we've had encugh of this work which every day suffocates
us, deforms us and blocks all our relationships with outside reality, this work
that locks us in a woman's role. We rejcct this work and we reject this role.

We struggle for all objectives which wi:l -squce our hours of work, which will
give us a chance to meet, to organize aid ‘nerease our strength, which will
give us more freedom to start destroyls: our role in practice.

When we organige to achleve some objé‘-;-tj_ve, exwen a minimal one, we are
already in practice rejecting housework: s must go out, we must join with other
women, we must discover that our'personal" nroblems are everyone's problems and
that only together can we find the strength to deal with them.

- The cost —- which up to now we have borne entirely alond -- of runming this
somestic 1 _be unloaded onto_the, sysism,
R A R AR

165 abour power factory should all

e ——varn

e YL T

We want the g ¥ i ty, while we ourselves
2 ystem t ne costs of mabernity,

ge;cl‘de”and Plan it, bncaugeaszu?- Q';.jezck of having it imposed on us as a "aw of
ature" or ags g "variable quant:i_;: W within capitalist planninge

We Wwant the systen to build and pay for nurseries, kindergartens, canteens

and :
centrali sed cleaning and lamndry servicess etce

g the rent item from

We want f i
) > Lre i . removin i
¢ housing — vhich means no% OmY less work tnan we have

our already meagre 1y ~ ne 5t means
1dge brm. Tim~t =< 22 fam g 2o 2 .
to do today iy crder "ci make two Small rooms into a home for wlr'xole fam:s.lzg)t We
vant greenery, gardens and parks in every part of the city == which e S
Sperldlng two O» more hours a da:)’ taking the children out to breabh an playe

: ts to
vant lover prices — which means less work cooking, going to dgstent markets
Save a few benlsg, ete,

s ALL this 15 a Weze demand —— we want to capture a lleges Shcedoii{k%—_h:flﬂ
— 10 terms of houses, green spaces, free services, etice —= comparihi e
Mich ve manage to pay ourselves today out of a man's wagess And Sd e
Tegl wealth, this greater availability of goods and services Whlcgo‘;ideis -
-1° mndmum °°m15€-nsati:~)n for all the unpaid work we have on.our S R o’ —
‘ntend to enjoy: wiat we want is not to become mOTe productives _nove mof'e orpor=
Snd be exploited belter somewhere else, but to work less and ’0? aa
Wity for sociel anc political experiences v
vices: ,{s already essentially

Precisely because the fight for free social ser o e and the s P

& Wage demand sotd this s
» We see no contradiction between - ; eand
bftsed on a demand for direct wages for housework the work we are doing

80 on doing even if tomorrow we win our fight
Workload, %

for a reduction in hours and




will not be handed to us on a platter —-
at a high level of organisation, And the
conquest of our battleground and better ¢
our struggle. Can we bdgin to reject our
married and not having children —- when fo
income is still a man's wage?

y should be seen as g Victory: the
onditions in which to broaden and build
role -~ for example, by not getting

T many of us the only guarantee of

Can we start talking about educational standards
and children in this soclety, if even the bricks and
e:xist‘z

s relations between adults
mortar of nurseries do not

Can we have time for gutonomous politiical growth if domestic work continues

to eat up 12 hours or more a day and if we cannot get at least part of it done
outside the home?

The Wage Demand and the Strugele for Social Services

Once we have pointed out that the wage struggle does not contradict but
actually includes the fight for free social serviges, since these reduce our

hours of work, we at once cpme up against some congiderations suggested by the
immediate reality & women's condition,

1. The right to be paid for the work one does is something which immediatel:
affects all women, even those who don't figure inthe statisiics as housewives,
even those who are not wives or mothers: the girl living at home who studies or
works, but who i1s always expected to "give a hand" at home; the "independent!
woman with her own income who sooner or later is lumbered with the care of the
old, if nother else; the elderly woman who wears out the last years of her life
looking after the children of a younger woman who is thus'"freed!" for factory
work; the woman whose man is "understanding" and ready to help but always makes
it clear that by rights she ought to be doing the work, and so on.

2. The demnd for wages is a demand for independence. No matter IZIOW. nany

services we manage to win, no matter how much more free time we gain in this wayy
until we win our own incomes and thus bresk the bond of economic dgpendence on a

man —-- whether husband or father —— how can we form' the relationships we want, .
decide if we want to get married or not, to have child:_cen or not? How can we zontro
Qur own lives? How many women are unable to leave their husl‘aa.nd.s today and ge t
divofced tomorrow because, although they have worked all their lives, they canno

Support themselves and their children?

3¢ The demand for wages has in itself g big ideologicgl impact. We are looking

at our work in a new Haye We have been 'baught to see th?'t Ry w:i‘l.{tls_i\n eI‘OI‘f)SiW
expression of our feminity, in which, we are told, our fm?s-b q;h lJ‘.‘yct tﬁaﬁ: we

== if fully expressed in giving others security and serentiys e fact B0 L0

Now see that work as a socially necessary activitys, ‘-'Jthh mu}sl eil:s) already a big
like the work our fathers, husbands,and sons do outside the zme ing that "naturally"
Step towards achieving an attitude of detachment, towards destroying

fixed role which society assigns us at birthe

Lhe Power of Women

i s for homen, we have in mind
When we put forward the perspective of mraf._,rzai e a:,L Beo -

certain high points of the class struggle in an but present also in England ——=

Phenomenon —- of vaster dimensions in the U..S- s o
°f a massive demand for income by whole working class chrea _be:gm:?cz)lg?tled’
lacks —— who in the ups and downs of the economic cycle have

at the lowest levels, and expelled and pushed aside from the productive process,
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;3%1-10 aSSistance.g 1ng this exclusion by a real assault on the agencies of ‘

There are 13 million Americans who ou
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1959 in the U.S., women without husbands an
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degree that these women strugeled they ceas
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noticed the new subversive role of women af

discovered that the "authority" of the family over young people was "decreasing!,

wnich 15 a twlsted way of saying that the family no longer stood betueen these
young people and their own interests and struggles.

ght to be getting social security

of public assistance rolls in 1958-

d with children to support have been
hout a job outside the home. To the
ed to perform their function of shock
orces of repression. The sociologists
ter the ghetto revolts: they finally

In Italy, in just this phase of capitalist attack on employment levels,
we have seen a series of struggles in the factory for a guaranteed wage (for
example: Zanussi, Candy, Oreal, Lagostina, and many others). The demand for a
guaranteed wage is even advanced, though secondarily, in the platform of the
engineering union. The wage demand has also emerged in some strata of the
working class which have been hit by restructuring and made redundant. In
the student movement the demand for wages, in the indirect form of refusal to
pay costs of acquiring skills, has been one of the focal points for mobili-
sation.

The most interesting data for analysis of the composition of the overall
female labour force in Italy are not so much the total numbers (at present
only 19% of women "work"; there are probably about 10 million housewives),
but rather the figures relating to mobility (according to ISTAT data for
1970 and 1971):

£8% of women without jobs have left work for family reasons; one million
women were fired or expelled from agriculture.

1,600,000 women have had a job in the last five years.

1,600,000 domestic: of whom the overwhelming majority are women.

workers

What conclusions can be drawn from these summary data?
1. That'the "housewife" has probably not always been exclusively a housewife.
That a large percentage of the more than 10 million housewives not only have
always done and continue to do their tinvisible" work, but on top of that Fhey
have done and continue to do a second job outside the home. A woman goes into
a factory and then leaves (either for "family reasons" or becguse the fgctory
closes), she does seasonal work (eg. female employment in agr19ultur§,'the foéd
industry, camning, etc.), she arranges in a thousand ways to fll} out the family
income. Even when she can no longer get out of the house.she brings thegs .
home where she does piece-work, makes a contract with a middle man and
the living death of home-work. . :
2. That ?n Ehe "housewife! we can see a figure representhg a whgie ?lb
stratum, who on the whole have already felt the burden of Lge dgu tehéiﬁ :
on her own back, and will probably be less andless w1lllnfh Ohgm:pand g
cyclic changes which today relegate her to th? ghetto °f_ 8 b E s doubil
tomorrow will again order her into the fact?rles and ?fflczswomen o
load. The current tendency towards increasing expulsion o

i i i near future. In view of this
dos not seem likely to reverse itself in theof ar TG e

fact it seems likely that the social figure ok ;

evVer-increasing SliZe of the female population 'I Cég bgoggbl%lsed:muc mox

readily by a demand for wages for the work she alrea o emﬁloyment

then by o penemic Teouert fo SUEICT t?e gomgzﬁisg iﬁg thend oprortunities
i ith a struggle to

Dbolicy—- to ally herself wi

towork.

capital has been forced by workers!

On the other hand, at a time when
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In Italy, in just this phase of capitalist attack on employment levels
we have seen a series of struggles in the factory for a guaranteed wage (fo;
example: Zanussi, Candy, Oreal, Lagostina, and many others). The demand for a
guaranteed wage is even advanced, though secondarily, in the platform of the
engineering union. The wage demand has also emerged in some strata of the
working class which have been hit by restructuring and made redundant. In
the student movement the demand for wages, in the indirect form of refusal to
pay costs of acquiring skills, has been one of the focal points for mobili-
sation.

The most interesting data for analysis of the composition of the overall
female labour force in Italy are not so much the total numbers (at present
only 19% of women "work'"; there are probably about 10 million housewives),
but rather the figures relating to mobility (according to ISTAT data for
1970 and 1971):
48% of women without jobs have left work for family reasons; one million
women were fired or expelled from agriculture.
1,600,000 women have had a job in the last five years.
1,600,000 domestic: of whom the overwhelming majority are women.
workers
What conclusions can be drawn from these summary data?
1. That'the "housewife! has probably not always been exclusively a housewife.
That a large percentage of the more than 10 million housewives not only have
always done and continue to do their n1invisible" work, but on top of that they
have done and continue to do a second job outside the home. A woman goes into
a factory and then leaves (either for "family reasons' or because the fgctory
closes), she does seasonal work (eg. female employment in agrigulture, the fo?d
. industry, camning, etc.), she arranges in a thousand ways to fll? out the family
f income. Even when she can no longer get out of the house she brings the factory
‘ home where she does piece-work, makes a contract with a middle man and accents
the living death of home-work. : .
2. That in the "housewife! we can see a figure representing a whole glass ;
stratum, who on the whole have already felt the burden of the double job regime

on her own back, and will probably be less andless willing to adapt herself to the

i i { hetto of the home and which
cyclic changes which today relegate her to the g ) : 5
tomorrow Wi§1 again order her into the factories and offices with a double work
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towork.

On the other hand, at a time when capital has been forced by workers'

a



struggles to respond in certain areas with infl
(drop 25 SOvesiionts, medioiloitch employment), the only way we see of

positively affirming the: workers! inberests is to make oapg

i apital :
possible cost for wnemployment ang expulsion:: give us g ggar:ntpag sl
pay us wages for housework, eed income and

ation or with "stagnationn 8

Of course, as a demand of marginal strata c
of this, in Italy there is Piccoli's pro
. posal for g ranteed wage f
made ?edundant by modernisation. These ”concessions%uzre two—facgg: gi zﬁgkii:
band they open an arena fo? widening struggle (for example, see the pressure
in th? U.S. for pgbllc assistance funds well beyond the simple anemployment
benefit), and on the other they are an attempt to create a velfare ghetto in

which to segregate certain strata of workers and set them against those in
employment.

apital has already taken account

This attempt can only be fought by linking the struggles of the unemployed,
students, women, and employed workers. Yes, a demand for income, but connected
with a drastic reduction in hours for all. When the struggle for a 20 hour
week becomes general, even if it is called a struggle for employment, then we'll
say okay, we don't see any contradiction between this and the rejection of work.
Then we will say —- as women —- that we intend to bring into that struggle
our specific interest in sharing w th men all the work and the "joys" of
maternity. Only on this material base can the destruction of feminine and
masculine roles, and of the institution of the family, become a concrete prospect.

It is precisely within the process of class reintegration that we see the
function of a militant feminist movement: because we see not only the division
between laborers and technicians, workers and students, white and Black workers,

but also the more profound and radical opposition of the sexes, as a formidable
weapon in the hands of capital for the'fragmentation and control of the working
class.

We assert that as long as men are set against women by their role as
instruments and immediate recipients of women's servile labour, as long as
women's unpaid labour works as a brake and a form of blackmail.on the capacity
for struggle of women and men, the system can be sure of a basic guarantee of
equilibrium and a wide margin for manoeuvre to reabsorb the conquests of the

working class.

Therefore a period of independent organisat?on of women, we can't telldfor
how long, it necessary: we need to win our identity, to deflpe theffoigs in
objectives of our struggle, to assure that these st?ugglgs will effec ive yhich
strike at these mechanisms of stabilisation and equilibrium of Fhe SX; em wtive
only we could discover as fundamentals because only we fgel their fu neision
force in a material way: the family, feminine and mascu}lne roELesi prgcii nsit;
To confirm what we have said we can observe the.wbo}ly ;ggg;gg%ggrigg_gsiié__52§?)
character which the anti—authoritaiiandtgﬁmeézalizgism ;gezgsgiizi Zﬁd tran;itory
has assumed in the student movement an e . L
because materially men get a lot of privilege; from th?se stigcgur:iﬁgﬁgeghgzihe
criticism on this plane cannot be radical; this ana1y51stcou 2 iled s
different theories of non-repressive education and al;o odsﬁ v: e
freedom. These theories did not come from women and 1ndeg 21 e
turned against them, pinning them more effectively to their role;

their essentially conservative character.
we have identified some of the most explosive

areas of contradiction: we have begun to struggle for wages for housework, to

dell a i tal is
i i i i p i fOI‘waI‘d By a Stage wh en capl
nd an lncome. This demand 1S belng 'El 2

In the condition of women today,

i i ingly massive reduction ]
gi:zgzige;g§g§$Zi§§nyof women's work. In itself this demand represents a step




ifying of th :
wards a reunl ',Y g : e WOI‘klng clasain:
:zruggles that will weigh massivel o
qorking class and capital,

The those who go on asking us &
o i ;
subordinate auxiliaries, of already d 3 them a5 allies, or worse, as

: i e
ot only have they failed to wnderstang thng OTganisations, ye must reply that
propose therough the feminist moVement, tyt i

the new forms of orglanisation and the o DOrtuni t3 : ¥ have represseq
political level and the ney cm—m wiuch are emerging from the
recent years. Students struggles in

It should be noted that the increasin
in this article by Pompei is only one sidegogngggilgﬁfgtpinwgginwgzggrred e
It in no way contradicts the efforts of capital in other areas of the v..rorld
to re-compose the working class with increased numbers of women who are then
paid lower wages than the men they replace. At different times and in different
places, capital attempts to extend its Power and weaken the working class in
differnet ways -- in this case by setting men and women in competition with
each other for jpbs. Our task becomes finding ways of increasing our own
power by uniting the entire working class. Pompei suggestsdemanding wages
for housework and linking it to a demand for a drastic reduction in the hours
of work for everyone. In this way, waged workers would have a common interest
with demands of the wageless for a wage . .~ .
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THE PERSPECTIVE OF WAGES FOR HOUSEWORK

The Power of Women Collective, London, England

housework, base our pPerspective on t

Ty € the unwaged condition of t i
Her ziilgttf?g és the_lowc.s.st common denominator for all women-hihgzﬁsiw'lie.
aliess "Se_ 3t e.t aﬁd lmprisoned, Black and white, working cla;s and l%id:él =
class, upported" and "unpupported", wnwaged and partially waged. We ngin

thin it, this fact has not been reflect

‘ - SO r - i ed

in the politics or the organ}satlonal pracetice of our movement. The perspective
of wages for housework does that for the first time. It aims at power for

women deS tI O y tl.elr de pendence n men and th y
eref to tro t ti
to . Q] ore deS 18] helr deS lny

We are not proposing, as others do, that the alternative to housework is
factory work. These are two aspects of forced labour which we have to do
because we need the money that capital gives us, either directly or through
men, in order to live. This money we can get only by working in the home or
out of it, but it is not payment for that work. It is just enough to subsist
on so that we can continue to do that work. When we demand wages for housework
what we are saying is that we need the money and we don't need the work. We
are nog proposing a productivity deal; we are not a trade union.

The question has come up that if we get paid for housework we will have
to do it thoroughly and put up with time and motion study men (or women).
The fact that so many wople raise this question shows that they see the struggle
against housework as different from the struggle against factory work. Or
maybe it is because they can't imagine that women could make as anti-capitalist
a struggle as men. For example, when factory workers demand a wage increase,
they know they'll be offered a productivity deal. Everybodv says: go for
more money and less work at the same time. That's what we as women propose

to do.

|

f The same principle applies to the question of where the money is to come

| from. We would never tell factory workers nd to demand more money becruse
capital will try to get it back from other workers. We say, as wage earners

say, let it come from profits.

the struggle for power. Does anyone
h to demand and win a wage for housework :

or women) knocks at the door, any
s he gets the

1: The struggle for liberation is
believe that if we are strong enogg (
that when the time and motion study men
of us will let him in? In a rent strike when the collector come
dor slammed in his face.

But we are not sold on one way of demand ing wages for housework. There

are many ways that the demand can be expressed._ If weto?ganis:safgieggiszaork.
our street and demand that the council pay for it, that 1s wag

ife which is not founded in

i nilisEl
there 18.ho Batl i ar e e no place where a struggle for

i for
! ness in the home and there -
13222; sag?setgsiade. The perspective of wage: i‘ortgouis;zzilénuncgzzr; ag:lented
i week, in the factory and In the C . : o
Yf?an:); zoﬁgizzewzgikits s’eemingly separate compartments 1S for the first time
e

Seen as a bo\,al Ly bhl’ Ol.,lgh the ers erl ve O FOI‘
i f Wages for hOuSework .
i p p % ¥
le we \Jant Control over our bodi eS. But this con trol 1S the powe
examp ) V ig to

. . .l
denlan trO. t T (0) th t dOeSn ¥ pollute our bOdleS, haUlng Chl (il'en
d blrth contr 1 ha W I‘ks, a

. when we want them without deoming us i

In fact,




the homes and being able to raise chil i 1

27 ncing eriots, 5 ohost bt o o e St et
haV1?g SRS legs trained to folloy the rhythm : grosexuallty’ wi thout
”What_about kA cbl}drg? we wantand can't afford? W S ol an assembly line.

gbor t1.on andtéberlllsatlon as we have been forced toedZ;engoyced to demand

and glvedus me, and we'll be in'a better position to csnt J(l)bs' Give us money
minds and our relatlonsglps,n (Enoman Min o 4 rol our b?dles, our
pe Done, P. 18, by Selma James) and Work or What is Not to

To demand money is to determin
with Marx that money is "universal ioEEZlgggizgﬁ Zﬁdtgﬁiztigggle.' b
knows as wel}lgs we do. In the context of demanding a wage v r?llng S
stronger position to get the work off our backs, and in ags%rzs e
t0 @ete?mﬁ.ne the terms on which this work is socialised. We dgeftPOSlnlon SR
cap}ta}lgm to ;ocialise housework as it has socialised féctor wgrk wigt it
soglgllslng chl}dcare. We 're fighting to socialise housewori on ou? teaz e
not in order totake another job outside the home. The free time we win ;ei;ngs

to us.

. The struggle for a wage for housework is the struggle to work less in

the factory as well as in the home. It isbecause so much of her work is
unwaged that the woman is in such a weal position in the factory. Women get
lower wages because for housework they get no wage: there are always women at
home desperate for a wage, however low. Women get lower wages because housework
saps their time and energy to fight for higher wages. Women get lower wages
because the men they work with think of them as their husbands do, as dependent,

incapable, ignorant --"housewives.'

Some people say that wo.
they should not get a wage.
productive in the Marxist sense.
this is the case. But our perspective of wag
tried to show, doesn't depend on whethe
We repeat: we are not looking for a pro

mych surplus value. Our struggle is based o
for power, on our need to undermine the power of men over us,

the power of capital over us, and over men and children.

We believe that women's work in the home is
Some of us are doing research to show that
es for housework, as we have

r or not women create surplus value.
duetivity deal -- as much wages for so

n our need for money, on our need
to undermine

11

men's work in the home is not productive and therefare




WIEN WAGES FOR HOUSEWORK

BECOMES A PERSPECTIVE &

by 8ilvia Federici

I«’l‘ ny timCS the dlf b ol es nd &
Ticulties (2 ipuiti i
a ar lbﬂé’,ul‘ules W} ich women expreSS in dichssing

r housewor) ; - sl
wages for housework stem from the reduction of wag

es for housework to a thing, a lump

i L :
: as a political perspective. The difference between
these two standpoints is enormous. To

of money, instead of viewing it

view wap 1 i
view wages for housework as a thing rather than

a perspective is to detach the end result of our struggle from the struggle itself

and to miss its significance in demystifying and subverting the role to which women
have been confined in capitalist society,
When we view wages for housework in this reductive way we start asking ourselves:
wvhat difference could some more money make to our lives? We might even agree that for
a lot of women who do not have any choice except for housework and marriage, it would
indeed make a lot of difference. But for those of us who seem to have other choices=-=
professional work, enlightened husband, communal way of life, gay relations or a combi-
nation of these--it would not make much of a difference at all. For us there are sup-
posedly other ways of achieving economic independence, and the last thing we want is to
get it by identifying ourselves as housewives, a fate which we all agree is, so t.
speak, worse than death. The problem with this position is that in our imagination we
usually add a bit of money to the shitty lives we have now and then ask: so what? on
the false premise that we could ever get that money without at the same time revolu-
tionising--in the process of struggling for it--all our family and social relations.
But if we take wéges for housework as a political perspective, we can see that strug=
gling for it is going to produce a revolution in our lives and in our social power as
women. Tt is also clear that if we think we do not need that money, it is because we
have accepted the particular forms of prostitution of body and mind by which we get
the money to hide that need. As I will try to show, not only is wages for houserezk
but it is the only revolutionary perspective from a

a revolutionary perspective,

feminist viewpoint and ultimately for the entire working class.

"A Labour of Love'

It is important to recognire that
speaking of the most pervasive manipula

trated against any

when we speak of housework we are not speaking

tion, the
of a job as other jobs, but we are ’
nce that capitalism has ever perpe

under capitalism every worker is manipulated and
The wage gives the im=

most subtle and mystified viole

section of the working class. True,

j ital i tified.
exploited and his/her relation to capital is totally mystd

aid, hence you and your boss are equal;

ressi 4 fair deal: you work and you get p .
B nad he work you do hides all the unpaid

rather than paying for t

But the wage at least recognizes that you are a w

while in reality the wage,
work that goes into profit. : orker, and
you can bargain and struggle around and against the terms and the quantity of that.wage,
the terms and the quantity of that work. To have a wage means to be part of a socxél

contract, and there is no doubt concerning its meaning: you work, not because you like
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7

exploited ag

S

~3
g
=
=)
s
43
o
¥

Today YOW are a posta
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‘ b : ‘ Qri L rS Aall that
woXK you nave to do anQ I.L W 'IH:-‘.C.“ or "{"li mone get.
j \‘ o >} 2} L oaey you Can t
But n the case of WUSework th t < - s
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l1es 1n ALY nas hOY.h ework een i mPOS ;. 1t
bee ed on women |7 v

been transiormed inte a natura) attribute of o

ir female physique and personality, an

: ag from the depth of our female character.
into a natural

internal need, an aspiration, supposeq: Y comi

Housework had to be transformeqd i
attribute rather than be recognised as
the beginning of capital’
was destined to be unwaged. Capital had to cop
1 0 co

a social contract because from
S schemes for women this work

RS R
and even fulfilling activityv & ke us t
g J L0 Mmake us accept our unwaged work., In its turn, the

C iti S W :
unwaged condition of housework has deen the most powerful weapon in reinforcing the

I ur +9 + + e 5 Gy 7
common assumption that housework is net work, thus preventing women from struggling

against it, except in the privatised kitchen=bedroom quarrel that all society agrees

to ridicule, thereby furthsr reducing the protagonist of a struggle. We are seen as
nagging bitches, not workers in struggie,

Yet just how natural it is to be a housewife is shown by the fact that it takes
at least twenty years of socialisation--day to day training, performed by an unwaged
mother-=to prepare a woman for this role, to convince her that children and husband
are the best she can expect from life. Even s0, it hardly succeeds. No matter how
well trained we are, few are the women who do not feel cheated when the wedding day
is over and they find themselves in front of a dirty sink. Many of us still have the
illusion that we marry for love. A lot of us recognise that we marry for money and
security; but it is tim
little, the work whi
"Enjoy your freedem whils you cen, buy whatever you want nows..

to make itclear that while the love or money involved is very

(0]
ot

h awaits us is enormcus. This is why older women always tell us

Q

' But unfortunately
1t is almost impossible to enjoy any freedom if from the earliest days of life you
are trained to be docile, subservient, dependent and most important to sacrifice

Jourself and even to get pleasure from it. If you don't like it, it is your prob=

lem, your failure, your guilt, your abnormality.
We must ssmit that capital has been very successful in hiding our work.
By denying housework a wage and

It has

Created a true masterpiece at the expense of women.
o : i i 3 tone
transforming it into an act of love, capital has killed many birds with one stone.

First of a11, it has got a hell of a lot of work almost for free, and it has made
=L () “ =2

Sure that women, far from struggling against it, would seek that work as the best
thing in 1ife (the magic words: "yes, darling, you are a real wman'). At the saz?e
time, it has disciplined the male worker also, by making lx_i_gawomar.x dependenttonf%}i_
¥ork and his wage, and trapped him in this discipl.ine by givu‘xg him a servant a e‘l
£ b the factory or the office. In fact, our role

and most of all loving, servants of the
rced to

he himself has done so much serving at

%S women is to be the unwaged but happy,
; g i s fo
Workin, class." i.e. those strata of the proletariat to which capital wa
e

S L e , o -
nvince us that it ig g natural, unavoidable




: 14
' b In the same Way as god created Eve
go did capital create the housewife to service ths maie w"r; hysicall

and sexually==to raisevﬁii children, mend his sock -
py the werk and the socizl rel e

tations (which are relasi
\which are relations of loneliness) that capital

to give pleasure to Adam,

ch up his ego when it is crushed

pnas reserved for him, It is precisely

ar arbination of physi i
N . 1ati cal
and sexual services that are ins : -

“e-e women must perform for capital that

Vo
ates the specific character of
create PeCl1Iic character of that vant which is the housewife
1Ch 185 tne housewile, that makes her

work so burdensome

not an accident that most

their first job. This is

ing scmebody at home who takes

go crazy afier a day spent on an assembly line

s is what she should be doing to be a true

And in this case toc, the poorer the family

and not simply because of the monetary situation.

the middle class and one for the proletarian

ths most unscphisticated machismo in the work=

the more his wife must be trained

ego at his expense==beating

re frustrated or overtired

a struggle~=but to go into a factory is it=
bossed around, the more he bosses around.

has to ilearn to wait in silence when he is

r when he is broken dewn and swears at the world, to

turn arcund in bed when he says "I'm toc tired tonight,' or when he goes so fast at

s one woman put it, he might as well make it with a mayonnaise jare

(Women have azlways found ways of fighting vack , or gstting back at them, but always
The problem, then, bescomes how to bring this

in an isclated and privatised waye.

3

kitchen and bedroom and inte the streets.)

This fraud that goes under the name of love and marriage affects all of us;
re not married, because once housework was totally naturalised and

even if we a :
ibuie, all of us as females are characterised

gs, then all women are expected to do them

3 ini atts
sexualised, once it became a feminine at
D
by it, If it is natural to do certain thin
omen who, due to their social position, could

and even like doing them-—even those w :
i» husbands can afford maids and shrinks

" + ~f 4t (the
escape some of that work or mest of it \ti

i znt We might t serve one man, but we are
relaxation and amusement We might not sserve 5

and other forms of ° e ; N
all in a servant relaticn with respect to the wnoie male world. is is why

called a female is such a putdown, such a degrading thing. :
matter with you?™ is something every man feels entitied to ask y?u, whether he is your
husband, or the man who takes YOur ticket, or your boss at work.)

{""Smile, honey, what's the
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wOLutlonary Perspective
If we start from this analysis
A wWe can See tha =) 5 j
| i Tevoy Q=i C
demand for wages for housework, T 1 - utionary implications of the
ork, L 15 the demang by whi

ch our nature ends and our

ru e g-:TS b LU t al £ (o}
gg e LI £gause Just CO w t J e r B. e th&t
st want wa €S ITor h_u}_SeWO.'..t{ means to I’efus
be work as

o refuse Precisely the female role that

ression of our tur "
the exp 1 our nature, and vherefsre, £

capital has invented for us,

To ask for wages for housework wili by itself undermi
S y i undermine the expectations society
: Y se e ti =
nas o 5& expectations=-the essence of our socialization==are all functional
wageless condition in In thi

to our wage.ess condition in the homs, Ip thls sense, it is

. : SeHSE, 1l 1s absurd to compare the
iy ER? A + s
struggle ci women for wages to the struggle of the msle workers in the fact f

121 ory for
The waced warkew < + N

more wages. The waged worker in Struggling for more wages challenges his social role
but remsins within it. When we struggle for wages we struggle unambiguously and directly

against our socizl role., In the same way there is a qua

litative difference between
the sfruggles of the waged worker and the struggles of the slave for a wage against

that slavery. It should t cllany 2 2t when t
that slav ery +l snou.a pe clear, howsver, thzt when we struggle for a wage we do not

s

gecause we have never been out of them, We

o

struggle to enter capitalist relations,

2

(o]
o
lg!i

struggle t capital’s plan for wemen, which is an essential moment of that
planned division of labour and social power within the working class, through which
capital has been able to maintain its power. Wages for housework, then, is a revolu=
tionary demand not becsuse by itself it destroys capital, but because it attacks capital
and forces it to restructure socisl relations in terms more favorable to us and conse=

quently more favorable tc the unity of the class. In fact, to demand wages for house=

work does not mean to say that if we are paid we will continue to do it. It means
precisely the opposite. To say that we wnat mcney for housework is the first step p
towards refusing to do it, because the demand for a wage makes our work visible, which @& ?
is the most indispensable condition to begin to struggle against it, both in its

immediate aspect as housework and in its mere insidious character as femininity.

; L sem! i e at is capital, i.e
Against any accusation of "econcmism' we should remember that money p. s 1o€o

it is the power to commend labour. Therefore to reappropriate that money which is the ‘

and grandmothers® labour==means at the same time

fruit of our labour==of our mothers' :
And we should not distrust |

wer to command fore labour from us.

to undermine capital's po : oy s
the power of the wage in demystifying our femaleness and making visible our w<'> o ,

i . of a v n so powerful in shaping this i
our femaleness as work==since the lack of a wage has bee : po ; o |
To demand wages for housework is to make it visible %
tions have all been distorted for a specific function, in a |

n thrown back at us as a model to which we should

role and hiding our worke.
Our minds, bodies and emo

Specific function, and then have bee S 2 |
: o be accepted as women in this societyo g

all conform if we want t

t k is
T hat ant wages for housework is to expose the fact that housewor "g
i v t of our cooking
:tal. that capital has made and m=kes money ou . |
already money for capital, e %

At the same time, 1t shows that we have cooked,

Smiling, fucking. i
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but because

: Our faces have become distorted from so much smiling,
our feelings have got lost from so much loving,

completely desexualised.

throughout the years not because it was easier for us than for anybody else
we did not have any other choice. :

our oversexualisation has left us

Wages for housework is only the beginning, but its message is clear: from now on

they have to pay us because as females we do not guarantee anything any longer. We want

to call work what is work so that eventually we might rediscover what is love and create

what will be our sexuality which we have never known. And from the viewpoint of work we

can ask not one wage but many wages, because we have been forced into many jobs at once.

We are housemaids, prostitutes, nurses, shrinks; this is the essence of the "heroic! spouse
who is celebrated on "Mother's Day'., We say: stop celebrating our exploitation, our
supposed heroism., From now on we want money for each moment of it, so that we can refuse
some of it and eventually all of it. In this respect nothing can be more effective than

to show that our female virtues have a calculable money value, until today only for
capital, increased iu the rnicasure that we were defeated; from now on against capital

for us in the measure we organise our power,

The Struggle for Social Services

This is the most radical perspective we can adopt because although we can ask for
everything, day care, equal pay, free laundromats, we will never achieve any real change
unless we attack our female role at its roots. Our struggle for social services, i.e.
for better working conditions, will always be frustrated if we do not first establish that
our work is work. Unless we struggle against the totality of it we will never achieve
victories with respect to any of its moments. We will fail in the struggle for the free
laundromats unless we first struggle against the fact that we cannot love except at the
price of endless work, which day after day cripples our bodies, our sexuality, our social
relations, unless we first escape the blackmail whereby our need to give and receive
affection is turned against us as a work duty for which we constantly feel resentful against
our husbands, children and friends, and guilty for that resentment. Getting a second
job does not change that role, as years and years of female work outside the house still
witness. The second job not only increases our exploitation, but simply reproduces our
role in different forms., Wherever we turn we can see that the jobs women perform are
mere extensions of the housewife condition in all its implications. That is not only we
rs, secretaries == all functions for which we are well

become nurses, maids, teache

trained in the home == but we are in the same bind that hinders our struggles in the

home: isolation, the fact that other people's lives depend on us, or the impossibility

i Wiy 143
to see where our work begins and ends, where our work ends and our desires begine

bringing coffee to your boss and chatting with him about his marital problems secre=
Is the fact that we have to worry about our
£ female vanity? (Until

d and had to be cons=

g laid off).

tarial work or is it a personal favour?
looks on the job a condition of work or is it the result o

recently hostesses in the United States were periodically weighe .
all women know =< for fear of bein

tantly on a diet == a torture that




As is often id =< i
said when the needs of the waged labour market require her presence

] ; 4
there A woman can do any job without losing her femininity"

s which simply means
that no matter what you do you are still a cunt,

A o ¥ :
s for the broposal of socialisation and collectivisation of housework, a couple
of examples will be sufficient to draw a lins

between these alternatives and our per=
spective, It i

S one thing to set up a day care the way we want it, and demand that the
State pay for it, It is quite another thing to deliver our children to the State and
ask the State to control them, discipline them, teach them to honour the American flag

not for five hours, but for fifteen or twenty=four hours. It is one thing to organise
communally the way we want to eat (by ourselves, in groups, etc.) and then ask the
State to pay for it, and it is the opposite thing to ask the State to organise our

meals. In one case we regain some control over our lives, in the other we extend the

State's control over us.

The Struggle Against Housework

Some women say: how is wages for housework going to change the attitudes of our

husbands towards us? Won't our husbands still expect the same duties as before and

ev en more than before once we are paid for them? But these women do not see that they
can expect so much from us precisely because we are not paid for our work, because they
assume that it is "a woman's thing" which does not cost us much effort. Men are able
to accept our services and take pleasure in them because they presume that housework is
easy for us, that we enjoy it because we do it for their love. They actually expect us
tc be grateful because by marrying us or living with us they have given us the opportu=
nity to express ourselves as women (i.e. to serve them), "You are lucky you have found
a man like me®, Only when men see our work as work == our love as work == and most

important our determination to refuse both, will they change their attitude towards

us. When hundreds and thousands of women are in the streets saying that endless
cleaning, being always emotionally available, fucking at command for fear of losing
our jobs is hard, hated work which wastes our lives, then they will be scared and feel
undermined as men. But this is the best thing that can happen from their own point of
view, because by exposing the way capital has kept us divided (capital has disciplined
them through us and us through them == each other, against each other), we = their
crutches, their slaves, their chains = open the process of their liberation. In

this sense wages for housework will be much more educational than trying to prove

; : o
that we can work as well as them, that we can do the same jobs. We leave this worth
escapes from her cppression not

- ey

while effort to the "career woman®, the womsl ¥
ty and struggle, but through the power of the master, the
And we don't have to prove that we can

through the power of uni

Power to oppress == usually other women. .
A lot of us broke that barrier a long time ago and

give us more power than the apronj if

th and had less time and energy to

"break the blue collar barrier®.

have discovered that the overalls did not

Possible even less, because now we had to wear bo
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struggle against them. The things we have to prove are our capacity to expose what we

are already doing, what capital is doing to us and our power in the struggle against it.

Unfortunately, many women == particularly single women == are afraid of the per=
spective of wages for housework because they are afraid of identifying even for a
second with the housewife. They know that this is the most powerless position in
society and so they do not want to realise that they are housewives too. This is
precisely their weakness, a weakness which is maintained and perpetuated through the
lack of self=identification., We want and have to say that we are all housewives, we
are all prostitutes and we are all gay, because until we recognise our slavery we can<
not recognise our struggle against it; because until we think we are something better,
something different than a housewife, we accept the logic of the master, which is a
logic of division, and for us the logic of slavery. We are all housewives because no
matter where we are they can always count on more work from us, more fear on our side,
to put forward our demands, and less pressure for money, since hopefully our minds
are directed elsewhere, to that man in our present or our future who will '"take care
of us',

And we also delude ourselves that we can escape housework. But how many of us,
in spite of working outside the house, have escaped it? And can we really so easily
disregard the idea of living with a man? What if we lose our jobs? What about aging
and losing even the minimal amount of power that youth (productivity) and attractive=
ness (female productivity) afford us today? And what about children? Will we ever
regret having chosen not to have them, not even having been able to realistically

ask that question? And can we afford gay relations? Are we willing to pay the

possible price of isolation and exclusion. Can we really afford relations with men?
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INTRODUCTION

The series ﬂgges“%oriﬂbusework Notebooks and Women in
Struggte emerge from the growing international network of
women's groups fighting for wages for housework. Circulating
documents, learning from each other'!s struggles, is a vital
part of "our:political growth. Above 2ll these documents are
an expression of our determination to organize a struggle
as women to resist Capitalls plan, bothin the home and
outside of the hone. PELLSR :

The international dimension of this notebook comes not
merely from the fact that groups from the U.S., Canada,
Italy and England are involved in its practical production
and content. Our strategy is international because Capital's
planning is international.

This is precisely the topic of the first document,
Speech at the International House, given by Selma James in
New York City. James focuses on the relation between the
condition of women working without a wage in the kitchens
of the Metropolis and the condition of the wageless in the
Third World. The connection is the refusal of a higher level
of capitalist exploitation, the alternative is the struggle
itself, the refusal to function for Capital wherever we are,
This is what James calls the new International, the Inter-
national of struggles, one influencing the other, in every
part of the world and in every sector of the working class,

This International of struggles is illustrated by the
circumstances at the origin of the second document, When
the Mute Speaks - the Work of Creating a Movement. This
is a transcript of a presentation by Selma James in Padova,
Italy at a time when the Italian women's movenent was
beginning to develop. The power that women had started to
organize in another country, in this case England, becane
immediately a point of reference, meant inmmediately nore
power for the women in Italy.

The third text, In Defense of Feminism - a London
Conference Report, by Priscilla Allen and Sylvine Schmidt,
analyzes the battle within the women's movement for a
revolutionary direction.

Wages for housework is our direction. It is an inter-
national political perspective. The texts we present here
explain our stategy and its implications. But our strategy
1s not only grounded in theoritical work. It 1s elear to us
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that women have already struggled for the same objectives.
TIn North America, for example, we have learned from the
struggle of Welfare Mothers. They have exposed the true
beneficiary of our forced labor in the home when they
confronted directly the State and when they demanded money
for the work they were already doing rather than jobs

and a double exploitation. ;

It is up to us to organize further our powefras wonen.

Nicole Cox .
New York City, 1975
Wages for Housework Collective

Selma James, Priscilla Allen and Sylvine Schmidt are members
of the Power of Women Collective in England.



SPEECH AT THE INTERNATIONAL. HOUSE

I think that'I will have to define Marxist-feminism
not by one sentence, but by everything that I plan to say -
tonight. I want to speak about the new International, and
I want to make clear that when I speak about an International,
I speak not about an organization which calls itself an
International, but about the link of struggles which are taking
place all over the world. I think that one of the basic
problems, if not the basic problemn that we face today, 1s
that these struggles which are continuously going on in
every part of the world and increasingly with every section
of the population which is exploited and oppressed by a
ruling class, are not linked to each other - are not seen
as linked to each other, are not seen therefore as affecting
each other. . : j- :

I think a classic example of what I am speaking about,
before I begin to speak about women, is the relationship
of the island of Guadeloupe with the labor market in Paris.
- In Guadeloupe - which is a West-Indian island which is owned
by the French - there has been a struggle going on for some
years among the sugar workers, among the plantation workers,
In Paris, some of the West-Indians who come from the French
islands are immigrant workers. If you see the garbage
disposal trucks pass, you see the workers on them and they
are black people, many of them: they are Senegalese, they are
not West-Indian. Go to the post offices and the white collar
jobs, and you see that West-Indians are there - and thelr
position in the labor market in Paris s a direct result
of the struggle in Guadeloupe. And the imnmigration into Paris
of West-Indians is a way the French government has used to
keep a 1id on that struggle or to give that struggle a
safety valve so that it cannot expand and increase. Yet
when you are in Paris, you can be quite unaware of the struggles
that are geing .on-in Guadeloupe, and you can be quilte unaware
that that struggle in Guadeloupe is giving a power to the
West-Indian worker in Paris which he and she would not ordine
arily have. In my view THAT IS AN INTERNATIONAL. It 1s
not an organization, it is not the first International or
the second International, but it is THE International, THE
International of the working class expressing itself and one
struggle influencing another struggle in a place very far
removed . g

It is in that sense I will be speaking about an interna-
tional. We have another kind of international, or rather
another facet of that international - it's the international
which is forning itself by the increasing growth and develop-
ment of women's movements in most parts of the :-world. It is
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not our fault, those of us who are Marxist-feninists, that that
international has been spoken abcut by the ruling class in its
newspapers and i1ts media as a group of people who want to be
let into the power structure. That is not our fault. We feel
very much that we are an expression and part of that working
class struggle and the contacts that we make and the links

that we make in our struggles are also part of that working
class international. aAnd that's what I will be speaking about
tonight.

Now I want to speak about where that feminist novement
has come from, not in terms of the country it has come fron,
but what section of the working class is expressing itself
when a wonmen's novenent is formed. As far as we are concerneq,
the basic position of women in this society - that is; in
the metropolis (and I would like to nake a distinction
between the metropolis and what is called the underdeveloped
world) - is the position of the housewife in the home, 1in
the nuclear fanily. People have noted that it is' a position
of isolated labor, and that is certainly true. But what is
most distinctive about it 1s that is is labor which at
the end of the week, we do not get paid for in wages - which
neans .that the person in the home who receives a wage has
.aipower over the person who does-not receive a wage. We know
the situation where one section of an exploited population
is utilized against another section of an exzploited population,
The word we use for that, ordinarily, is a colony. That 1is
what a colony is: it is where power is delegated from one
authority to be passed on to those who are the least powerful
in the society; it means to be identified by soneone outside
of yourself; it means to do labor which is forced, which you
have not determined the character of, nor the conditions of;
it means that you are fighting always, you at the botton, who

- are being deternined and identified, always to identify
yourself against those who have a power to identify you.

What I an saying, then, is that the nuclear fanily in
the metropolis is a classic colonial situation. Now sone-
times the reason that it doesn't appear to be that, is that
it is not geographically renoved from those who have absolute
power. Certainly - (I live in England) - the ruling class
in England which delegates the power to the man over me because
he has a wage and I do not, is on the spot. If I werc living
in the West Indies - and when I lived in the West Indies -
the power that was delegated to the nan over me was not there
but in London. But the character of the hierarchy of which
I ar a recipient at the bottom of the pile is exactly the
sare. And the fact that geographically we are separated in
the one case¢, and we are not separated in the other, does
not change the nature of the fundanental relationship. The
British - I don't know very much about French irmperialisnm -
were absolute nasters of the delegation of power, of authority
to others, and they have not ceased to be nasters; as a natter
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of fact, they have taught the United States how to do it even
more efficiently because they do it now under the guise of inde-
pendence. The colonial relationship however, the delegation

of power over &thers to others, remains. ;

Now there is another link between the position of...I
want to make clear here...l know always that in the women's
movement, there are parallels made between the black struggle in
the United States and the women's struggle, and I don't want
to denigrate those parallels, but I want to make clear that I
am not speaking about parallels. I am speaking about a way of
ruling and a way of governing which is characteristic not of the
way whites govern blacks or the way men and the white power
structure govern wonmen, but of the way Capital rules.

To make it absolutely clear, what I an saying, and to
remove it from the fact that I an using the black struggle as
a parallel for the wonen's struggle is: within a facbry, that
kind of colonial relationship also operates whether the workers
are all white, or all black, or all male or all female or a
mixture of all. The fact, for example, that you have an
assembly line — I don't know what the retes of pay are here
but I will give you an English equivalent - that on the assenbly
line you get ten shillings an hour, and if you are a very skilllgd
worker, you get twenty shillings an hour; and the fact that
being skilled you are able to take breaks in between your work,
and take sone pride in the work that you do, is also an
hierarchical structure. On top of that there is the foreman, 8
and on top of that there is the supervisor, and on top of that
there is the manager. Usually to the level of supervisor -
I am speaking abomt a British factory - they will be working
class people; they are not members of the ruling class, they
are nembers of the working class which the employer - this
particular employer or the capitalist class in general - has
‘given sone power to oversee the work of other working class
people - so that the hierarchical structure, and the delegation
of one power over the other, and the imposition of the will
of one person on the will of another, is the characteristic fea-
ture of capitalist society.

Another classic example of that, just to make sure that
there is no mistake in what I am saying, is the function, for
examnple, that middle class people play in relation to working
elass people. They perform ruling functions: they are doctors
to get you well so that you can go back to work very aquickly -
they are not concerned about why you are ill, they are concerned
that you should not be; they are lawyers; they are professional
people of all sorts. They thenselves have no power except as
1t is vested in them by people who actually have power, so the
relationship in the home is not a unique relationship, but .

a characteristic relationship of an oppressive and exploitive
capitalist society. What is unique about it is that when
the whole society is governed by a wage relation, there is
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a wonan in the home who, because she does not receive
a wage, 1s assumed not to be working. Now that is
a very unique situation because in the other colonies,
where they receive wages, they know bloody well they

- . are working and they are struggle against that work
all the time. The wonman is struggling agalnot that work but
at the noment she struggles against it,tshe is also feeling
extrenely guilty about struggling against it because it doesn't
look to her as if it is forced labor because the people on whon
she is working and for whom ®he 1s working are people whon she
loves..,.dnd that puts her in a dilemma which exploited people
ordinarily are not placed 1in.

Now. in a sense, the woman is not unique as a wageless
"person. There have been other wageless people and continued
to be other wageless people in the capitalist society who are
working ( I an not speaking now about the unenployed - I will
be talking about these later.) -There is, first of all, the
classic examnple of the slave, the slave who was not unpaid
obviously: he and she would have starved to death 1% they were
. unpaid. Tnhe slave was paid a little bit, in kind, in food,
and in sheltsr and some clothing. But the slare was not waged.
But because ( I an mpeaking now about new world slavery, obyiously
I an not speaking about ancient slavery) - but because that
slave was operating in a society which was doninated by the
. wage relation, that.a slave was producing what Marzists call
¢7'surplus valiue.. Now, it's not for me to go into tonight the
~whole guestion of what surplus value is. But surplus value is
. fundamentally, without giving a very detailed definition, sur-
plus value is theé robbing of your labor by capital so that
~ .capital can command nore labor. It is the labor of the slave
(which allowed...) that capital had robbed from him and fron
her, which allowed canital to extend its rule all over Europe
and finally into other parts of the world. 8o that you work,
they take a lot from you, they give you a little back, either
in wages or in the sase of the slave, in a little bit of
clothing, ~ 1little bii of food and a little bit of shelter.
And the,; accurulate what they have taken fron you which gives
them an additional powerto go:..nd .enslave other people.

The 9ther classic exanple of people who do not have wages
but who. 1iving in a capitalist society which is dominated by
waged labor. are also producing and helping the capitalists
to further accumulate wealth to dominate you with. is the
peasaat, And there are many economnists today, 1 thini quite-,
a few peonle in the audience may know about then, who are
continually speaking about the fact that neither the house-
wife nor the peasant is. productive; that is, they do not produce
that surplis value - that powcr, that capac1ty of cap;tal
to accumilate and to exploit other people. To ne it
is an impossible idea. and the .conclusion of that appdrently
theorclical argument is that they do not see either the
housewrife cr the peasant as nerbers of tha working class.
Thoreforc, they divide the world between workers on the one
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hand, who.are usually white, amle and over thirty, and
peasants on the other, who I assume - I think they always

assumne - are nale as. they always speak about alaves being !
nen: it is a strange idea. and then of. cour:e, if there is roon
in the paragraph they will mention the women. Until we formed

a movement, there was no room in the paragraph - so that not only
do they not see the way capital doninates the world but they do -
not sée the forces which are fightirg dgainst that domination

as having some relation to each other, and as having sone commnon
interest, and as having - what:I said before - an influence, one
on the other, in the struggles that take place. g E

Now, the wageless position of: the wonen does relate to.
sone degree to the position of these other wageless people;
one of the things which ensures that the woman will d: the
kind of labor that she does in the home at a very low
technological level, is that she doesn't have a wage. And
let's first estaplish what this technological level is. It
is perfectly clear that if you go into a film and you see in
the filn the nost modern American kitchen, which it is
assuned that every woman has (and of course she hasn't), that
that has nothing whatever to do with.the level of productiv-"
ity in the society - that that is not a result or her :
high level of productivity, but is a result of somebody
else's. If you look at a refrigerator, at a washing nachine,’
at hot and cold running water;, at how a house is set up,
it is perfectly clear that it has nothing in comnon with a
highly industrialized conplex anywhere in the netropolis.

It is an offshoot of that productivity, but it is itself

not very productive. It is nineteenth-century tachnolcgy.

I think that we women have to begin to understand that we
have been treated very badly and left out even of the narginal
fruits of a developed capitalist society, £nd the reason
they can buy us off with that is because they don't pay

us by the hour. Because if they'd pay us by the hour they
would be falling over thenselves to see that we got our job
done in a hurry. But because they don't pay us by the hour,"
except to the degree that they want to sellus 4, B, C, and
nmake a profit on the sale, they couldn't care less if we
were washing on scrubbing boards.

Now sonmething sinilar - not the same, but something simi-
lar - is true, for example, of the peasantry in the third ’
world. If you are able to pay somrebody at a very low wage,
at bare subsistence, then also the inpetus for you as a
capitalist - to make that labor nore productive - does not exist.
Do you follow? A classic exanple is the sugar plantation
in the West Indies. (My references on the third world
will on the whole be the West Indies because I have
lived there for a numnber of years and was involved in the
struggle there. It doesn't nean I know nothing about other
places but I would much prefer to speak fron ny own ezpsrience
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_than what I have read in a book; I hope you accept that. I
“don't say that the whole of the third world can be seen 1n the
West Indies. that is not the implication of what I am saying,
but I would rather speak from experience.) The sugar plan-

tation in the West Indies., have been worked by men, women
and children. I mean the children of the sugar workers

have traditionally been illiterate, in the West Indies; i
mean they go to school for some part of the year but as soon
as the cane-cutting season begins, they have to work., Some
of the things that they do is that they pick the canes when
they fall from the wagons and then put them back on. they

do something for some pay because it takes the whole family
working in order for the family to survive. That went on
for a long time. until the sugar workers began to demand
bonuses. and they began to demand some pay between crop
seasons - that is, for six months of the year they are 1living
on credit. £nd as soon as the struggle began, there was an
immediate invention - or maybe they had invented 1t long
ago, but_they didn't bother to use it - of cane cutting
Zﬁaching/ so that now when you go to Trinidad, you see ten
people woriing the machine, and an hundred people standing
outside watching them because they have no work, They

are compietely uvnemployed.

So when, in the case of women, they don't give you
a wage at all, your productivity does not rise hardly at
all, except to the degree that you have money to buy
modern appliances. In the case of the peasant or in the
case of the waged worker on the line in what is called
the third worl!s. when that wage is low there is also
no need to make any investment in labor savings because the
only reason that you make a labor-saving investment is that
you save PAID LABOUR. It's not labor that you, save. It's
PAID labor that you save. So it was the struggle that
brought in the machine and it is also the struggle that
naturally brought in the unemployment and we will sece later
what these unemployed are thinking about and what kind of
struggle they =22 waging now. So the relationship between
this question of the wage and productivity is a very clear
one, It is clear in the case of the woman with no wage,
it is clear in the case of the peasant or waged worker on
the line with a low wage, and we can make exactly the same
parallel between the waged worker who has a higher wage
(not a decent wage! because that, I am afraid, does not
exist in a capitalist society and cannot exist because
the "wage! impiies that it is most indecent, that for
every worker that wage is related to the level of DRO— -
ductivity. £&nd the woman in the home in a sense gets
the worst of *hat bargain.

Now that. I want to make clear, divides us frcm those
people who spaak abont the peasantry or the housewife working
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in PRE~-CAPITALIST relations, In THAT, lMr. Engels and all
of them are talking nonsense. It is impossible once the
wage relation is established internationally for anybody

to be involved in pre-capitalist relations. The mode of
production, the level of productivity, can be low but it cannot
be pre-capitalist. Nothing can be pre-capitalist because
what capital is, implies, states, and underlines is that
we, we capitalists, make everything capitalist as soon as
we possibly can. We want that absolutely clear. This
business of somebody being pre-capitalist and this being
post-capitalist, and this being advanced capitalism, and
this being monopoly’ capitalism, I don't understand all
these words. CAPITALISM IS CAPITALISM. SOME OF US GET

NO WAGE, SOME OF US GET A LOW WAGE, SOME OF US GET A LITTLE
HIGHZR WAGE THAN THAT, AND SOME OF US DON"T GET ANY WAGE

AT ALL, AND ALL OF US WANT MONEY. THAT'S CAPITALISHM.

Now I don't want to imply - I want to make clear - that
the development of capitalism in the third world has had
some very serious consequences, not only for the men of
the third world but for the women of the third world. And
I want to speak about what that wage relation implies for
the family. There is a lot of talk about® the fact that in
the third world you have overwhelmingly what is called
by anthropologists generally the extended family where as
in the metropolis, you tend always to have the nuclear
family. You are all graduate students and I don't think I
have to explain those terms. Why is it that you have
an extended family in the third world and you have a nuclear
family in the advanced world? I don't know too much about
what the anthropologists and sociologists give as a reason,
but Marxism has a reason, and this reason 1is waged labor.
The basic relation which capital has with a man or a woman
who is working for a wage is that that worker is completely
and absolutely at the disposal of capital and without any
kind »f protection except the one that she and he makes 1n a
struggle that they will eventually make, any kind of pro-
tection frcom family and from kinships.

And this is very interesting to note - and I hope some
third world men as well as women will think about this -
that one of the fundamental facts about the situation
in Zimbawe - I don't know if you know about the Zimbawe,
but you kncw about Ian Smith - I mean I don't know what
is printed in the American press - I know they are
rather selective - but you know that there was a struggle
between the overwhelmingly African majority and the tiny
white ninorityivhe: was originally Rhodesia. One of the
fundamental faccs “bout the struggle in Zimbawe, which has
never been exposed, which I learned quite by accident be-
cause I am ignorant - I should have known it perhaps some

. other way - is that previous to white domination, the land
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was worked by the women. And the mén didn't do too much. Now
that is not my business. That is their business and the womsn

would have sorted that out in time. But the fact of the
matter is that if the land was worked by the women, the
women had a certain power in spite of the domination of men
in other spheres of life. And when they took the land away
from the people-and this -happened.to the highly white islands
in Kenya as well as ‘in other countries in Africa-when they
took that land away,. they took away with it the power of
the female. They also, in the process, took away the power
of the male in front of imperialism, in front of the
invading capitalist system.  Because there was nothing

on which he then could depend and he had then to turn into
a waged laborer, i

Now the situation...(pause)...I don't want to go into
every situation in every single country; I mean, I can't - I
don't even know it, and there is certainly no time if I
did - but in general the situation is,: that the respon-
sibility of the male must then be to .the new productive
apparatus which they build for you. They don't only take
the land away. they then recruit you to work on it, and they
have a special job usually for the women: it is in the i
kitchen. Now, some women were in the kitchen previously,.
but most women were in the fields, and we are not talking
about capitalist production when we speak about women being
in the fields; I am not suggesting that it is a good way
to 1live - I know there is a better way to live and that's
not to work at all - but if you have to work, it is better

., at least that it is your land and you can to some degree

dictate the terms of that labor, especially if you have

a power by working it. But when .that land is removed, the
men are put on it to work and :the women are taken to serve
those people, to see after their children, and the respon-
sibility for the other members of the society are cut,

Now this is very important: the question of the aging
which is such a problem, in the metropolis is a cuestion:
of wage labor because the aging are no longer able to earn
2 wage. It was not on the whole a problem in a traditional
society, in a society of the extended family, because your
level of productivity did not have to be high in order for
you to be considered a serious member and a valuable member
of society. There were functions you could perform.



= § =

Now I want to go into the question of another function
which both third world men and women play, and that most
particularly women in the metropolis .play, and which has been
pointed out among othera by lMargaret Benston, who has
written an article called "The Political Economy of Women's
Liberation." And that function is the function of an
industrial reserve army. Now that's a liarxist term, and
Marx used it to describe the fact that one of the important
factors of capitalist rule was that you had a whole set
of people who were not themselves working but who were- :
at the disposal of capital to work at any time. And’ that
meant that you could shift prodauction from one. area to
another, but it also meant that there was a continuing pres-
sure on those who were employed to accept the conditions
and thc wage which capital wished to impose. I mean thé
classic situation is that a fellow says, "I don't want to
work for a dollar sixty an hour," which is the national
minimum, "I want two dollars and fifty instead." 4nd the
employer says, "Listen kid, there are hundreds of people
waiting outside for your job." And that was the situation
of the working class in the United States, for example,
in the thirties. That's the classic line, everybody knew
that line, everybody talked about that line, because there
were an hundred people walting outside the gate.

But capital being international today, is not merely
dependent on the hundreds of people walting outside the gates
in your particular city, or in your particular neighborhoods
they know that there are millions of people waiting outside
the gate in the whole of the third world. And the function
of workers who are unemployed in the third world is pre-
cisely to be an industrial reserve army for the metropolis,
And I have a number of cuttings with me here this evening,
if anybody wants to check them:later: it 1s perfectly
clear that European capital since the war would not have
been able to move without immigration from underdeveloped
areas, not only in the.third world, but also from Europe
itself; Southern Italy is a classic example, Yugoslavia is
another one, Spain and Portugal are other areas; North
Africa - you can see North Africa in any factory in Paris; -

.and the West Indies, Pakistan, and India are all over
Britain; the whole of the textile industry or a lot of the
textile industry is supported by Pakistani and Indian labor.
West-Indians...they say that if West-Indians left London, the
public transportation system would collapse and that is not
an exaggeration. The same is true of the National Health
Service and a whole set of other areas of the British pro-
duction. Yeah, health is also producing, it's producing
workers, 1t's an industry.

And women in the home are also part of that industrial
reserve army. In 1940 and '41l, when the war began im this
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country and the United States was getting ready to involve
1tself in the war in Europe and in the East, a whole series
of articles appeared. (I don't know why I found them; I
think it was my sister who was reading the magazines, and
they were around the house and I picked them up). They dis-
covered that women had a marvelous capacity with their
fingers, I mean they made sone marvelous religious thing
.about it practically, that women had a capacity to do small
things at work which was absolutely marvelous, because
there was "something" in the fingers - a terrific propa-
-ganda which in 1945 disappeared completely. 4£nd in 1945,
in 1946, 1947, "True Romances" and all the rest carried
articles which I read avidly because I was a teenager and
thought that was really how to learn about life, and nobody
told me there was another way, and I did learn a great deal.
Every story was about the fact that there was this conflict
over this marvelous man and one woman was &a career woman
and the other woman only wanted a home and family, and you
know who got the man - it was the woman who wore curlers
and wore makeup and only wanted a2 home and family. &nd it
was perfectly obvious that there was an onslaught on women,

_not only to ‘get them the hell out of the factories - because

that they get by sucking them, by firing them - but to make
it look like it was a marvelous thing that they were doing.
I mean-it was really splendid - they were sending you back
home where you were really going to find yourself. This
marvelous capacity in your fingers had somehow evaporated.

Exactly the same thing was reversed when the Korean war
began and the propaganda again came out about this marvelous
capacity. And they were manipulating women as an industrial
reserve army in this country. Now I am sure they were doing
it in other places; I am just trying to give you some idea
of the methods they utilize and the propaganda that they
unloose on us when they have a plan for us which they want
to carry out and which they want to convince us is the
absolute best thing for us to do. I mean, part of the
idea...is not merely that they impose something on you,
but they make it look like it's: "Kid, we got you in mindi"

Now the question is, then, what does one industrial

" reserve army in the metropolis have to do with another indus-

trial reserve army in the third world? It has to do with
a struggle that we both are making. That is really the
connection. In 1970 there was a rebellion in Trinidad.
There were four forces that were really involved. There
were the unemployed in the cities, who began the struggle;
there were the employed in the oil industry, the highest-
piad: workers, who were looking to see if they should get
involved; there were the sugar workers in the country who
had gotten tired of living not only in underdevelopment
in %tern s of wages, but.in underdevelopment in terms
of -being separated from all that a city could offer; and
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there was the army, which was the working class performing
a particular function for capital there. And these forces
came together, and there was a“rebellion, which was not
defeated; it did not succeed - I think'and I hear on good
advice it will burst ‘out again soon, and we are only
waiting for the event.  But it was perfectly clear from
that rebellion what had been clear from a number of
rebellions that had taken place in Caracas, for example,

and in other parts of the third world, where people from
the country had come into the cities and:they said, '"Look,
we are going to starve to death in the country, and in

the city we can starve to death and see color television

at the same time, and we'd rap@er be there." And in Caracas,
you can see the hills with the  towns and every once in a while
they get very fed up with being up there, and not involving
themselves with the wealth which Rockefeller's exploitation
of the oil makes possible for some sections of the
population in Caracas. --snd it 1s pretty clear that

in Caracas, and in Trinidad, and in whole areas of the third
world, the unemployed when they make a rebellion are not
making a rebellion so that they could be employed. They
are not interested in finding another and higher level

of productivity for capitalism. 4s-a matter of fact,

~ they are not interested; they are refusing that productive
“role which they performed previously, which was to stand

at the gate either inmediately or five tl:ousand miles away
waiting for that fellow to get fed up with his job so that
they can take his place at the machine.

ind that is what is happening to women too; we have a
particular experience in Britain - which in the discussion
period perhaps you would like me to speak about - about
trying to get some money for wonen who work in the hone.
We there are fighting a struggle, in one forn, for wages
fer housework. &nd it is pretty clear that these women
want the noney because they wish to have the power to
refuse the job which capital is offering them. That is,
they do not want to have ‘to go out and to work and take
another job in addition to the one they are ‘doing home in
order to have some little -independence., in order to have
some little power, in order to be able to negotiate
with the men who have used the power of the wage over them
. a1l this time. And when sections-of the population no
. longer wish to play the function of an industrial reserve

‘srarmy for which they have been so to speak reserved, the

first response of capital is that we better not have so
many children. e i

Now I want to make clear that I am for marvelous birth
control, and I am for the right of abortion without any
strings attached and without any nmoney attached - it must
be free and on demand for any woman who wants it. But I

*shanty
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am also for the right to have children which at the nonment,
and for some time, has been denied us.. We cannot have
the children we want because we don't have the mnoney to
put bread in their mouth and we don't have the  nmoney to
maintain them when we want to do.something else. "In other
words, for a woman to have a child is a disaster, in the
sense that she is completely economically dependént:either
-.directly on the state, or on the state through a man. She
must stop whatever she is doing and see after that child
because nobody else is about to do it., I am for the right
_to. have’ children as against what capital proposes, which
is to eliminate certain sections of the population which they
feel are either too expansive or unsafe. Now there is an
article which I'd like to refer to (I haven't quoted to
you tonight; I hope you understand how sympathetic I am
to you, but this one is too beautiful to niss.) ‘The Finan-
cial Times is the equivalent of the Wall Street Journal.
They don't write it for us so they tell the truth. This
one is called (it's March 27, 1973)...it's by a man called
Joe Rogalli and it's called "When Family Planning Becomes
Quality Control." They don't put articles 1like this in
the Daily Mirror.

Now do you know who Dr. William Shockley is? Is he
known here? He is a man who has a plan for...he has gra-
dation of intelligence and it's-somehow related to race,
strangely enough! And Dr. William Shockley is a man whon
liberals usually don't like; they just don't like him to
say things that they assumed all the time. I mean the
concept of intelligence is, by its nature, racist as far
as I am concerned. That there is a higher and lower forn
of life in relation to whether or not you can pass a test,
you can't get more racist than that, except to add color
and sex. Anyway, Mr. J. Rogallil discusses the question;
he doésn't say all that's involved, he doesn't say that
this industrial reserve arny is getting restless, but you
can gather it and he has a plan,

"It is my belief," says Mr. Rogalli, "that in the
not-very-distant future, men and women just like these
/that is, prine ministers, etc./will.find themselves
considering the really fundamental issue in population
studies in industrialized countries, which is whether an
acknowledged government-backed ethic should be made to re-
duce the number of pregnancles occurring in certain types
of families. The person who has said this out loud, in the
most provocative possible manner, is, of course, Dr,., William
Shocltley. He is the Omerican Nobel Prize winner who caused
such a furor in Britain recently. I share the distaste
of those who focus on the unpleasant racial implications of
what-he has written /he doesn't like it too muchi/. I was
also taken aback by his 'thinking exercise' proposed as
follows: 'There would be a bonus for those willing to be
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sterilized. Payers of income taxes would get nothing.
bonuses for all others regardless of .sex, race or welfare
status would depend on best scientific estimate of heredi-
tary factors in disadvantages such as diabet~s, epilepsy,
heroin addition /and now...dig that...he!/ arthritis, etc.®
AL suspect that if the proposal were to stop right there,
the support for Dr. Shockley would be greater than many
liberals would think. The next sentence is the worst

/he doesn't like this at alli/: ‘st a bonus rate of a thou-
sand dollars for each point below 100 IQ, 30.000 dollars put
in trust for a 70 IQ moron potentially capable of pro-
ducing 20 children might return 250,000 dollars to tax
“payers in reduced cost of mental retardation care. Ten

’: percent of the bonus in spot cash might put our national talent

\

for entrepreneurship into action.' Liberals who find all Q

this too horrible to contenplate should however pause

to consider that partly as a result of one of their very own
favorite campaigns, we already have a policy not unlike the
one outlined in the first of the paragraphs guoted above,
The distance from the second paragraph's philosophy is

less than rqny people realize. This is because we have what
is called 'a domiciliary family planning service' /he is
talking about England/ In some cities it has been a matter
of pride for many years. Sir Keith /—hat's Sir Keith Joseph,
Minister of Social Serv1ces7 recalled yesterday how expen-
diture on this service was trebled two years ago. Pro-
vided that the women are willing the doctors and health
workers who offer -the service visit homes and offer advice
and equipment. - Those helped are either too i1ll or handicapped
to go out. /_nd I might add, to nake a struggle/...Or they
are too poor, have large families and suffer from husbands
who will not hear of such a thing. 4nd they go out and

one of the district nurses says, 'Mrs. Green had her fifth
baby at twenty, living in welfare accomnodation. hex hus-
band is unenployed nost of the- time, they have one child in
care. She is now established on oral contraception.! "

In Jamaica they have ads that run every hour (I am
not talking about Jamaica, New York, I am talking about the
one that has Kingston as its capital and Montego Bay as the
enslavement of the Jamaican population in the tourist
industry). They have ads that run every hour and the
ads go sonething like this: "I amn golng to marry Willian
on such a date," and another womnan says, "Oh yes? That 1s N
very nice.,!" '"And-you know, William and I are really
going to plan our future. We are not going to have children
until we can afford them." Now in Jamaica and in Kingston
and in the rest, that neans never. That means the end
of the Jamaican population any shade lower than brown.
Now that, in plain parlors, is genocide. And that is
what they plan to do with our dildren - THOSE WE WANT. Because
we, the wonen's movement, (and the wonen's movement is an
expression of this) are refusing to play the functicn of an
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b industrial reserve arny and are refusing to play the function
“t~—— . _____of-an-exploited labor on the assembly line, because we have

children, so that we nust take a lower pay outside tue hone
because we have no wage in -the home, Sso we must Le satls-
fied with anything that they give us when we go ocut tou work.
That is their response. When they do not have nachines with
which to exploit you workers, they wish to see that you
workers are not born.. . Now it seems to ne, that it is
perfectly clear to me that the women's novenent is not near-
ly a parallél with the third-world, but that the struggle
that we are naking for control of our uterus and for noney
to live in spite of the fact that we are not exploited at
the highest level that capital has in nind for us, S
directly and intinately linked with the struggle in the third
world for exactly the same objectives. Whether that struggle
is being carried out in the third world by men cr Dy wonen
is to some degree, but only to some degree, irrelevant.

The problems of the wonen in the third world. tho type
of exploitation of the women in the third world, I have
not spoken about tonight except in passing. Trey w:ll do
that and they will do that nuch -more satisfactor_ ly than 105
but I want to make it clear that the very existence of
our nmovement gives power to the women in the third world
which they would not have except that we existed. Tnore
is talk about the fact we are white and niddie clasc. Many
of us are. That is not, as far as. I an concerned, an attack
except as it is an attack on capital. If we, who are white

‘ and niddle class have refused the little baubles that they
SR have offered us so they could enslave us better. aund have
decided that we would link our fate to the revoiutblinaxy
forces in the world, I do not see that as a cause {cr con-
~ .plaints fron anybody. But in addition to that. whetaer
- We are white and middle class or black and -working class or
any combination of any of those factors, we-are cetcrmined that
the unwaged labor that we do in the home, which is an exploi-
tation for the benefit of ‘the ruling class, we will nct do
any. longer. And in‘that sense whatever we nmay say i:n
passigg and whatever variety of views may arise from the
wonen‘'s novenent, we are an action, and an action which
is uitinately revolutionary. That that, it seems to ne,
is my idea of what Marxist-feminism is, and my idea of where
this new International which will be built which will
destroy capitalisn, sone of the places it will core fron.

I want nmerely to add one thing. I have not snoken
about the traditional meaning of the people whd are tra-
ditionally called the working class, those who aie white,
nale and over thirty. And I an not writing then ¢ff. not
at all; we are extremely dependent on the s*ruggle that

~ they will make. But what I an saying is this: the idea
that you will have a revolution 'or a revolutionary srnrcuggle
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in one part of where capitalisn is exploiting us all and that
it can be a success is a nonsense and has proved to be wrong.

The revolution will take place when it is nmade by all
those who are exploited by capitalisn in whatever part of
the world and in whatever state of capitalistic develop-
nent. Because it is ny view that whether you are exploited
by a big nmachine cr by a little one, it does not deternine
what kind of a struggle you -can naké. Once the big nachine
exists in the world and once that big nachine is the con-
gloneration of the wealth which has been stolen fron you,
then the goal is to get that big nachine back. And the
ways that you can struggle for it, although deternined
to some degree by the situation in which you find yourselves,
will always be related, very closely related. to the struggles
that others are making elsewhere.

I think I'd like to leave it at that.

Selma James

New York City, April 17 1973
Columbia University Infernational
House
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WHEN THE IiUTE SPEAKS: The Work of Creating a Hovelient

Introduction
In Junc 1971 the women's novenrtent in Itxiy was just

getting off the ground. . Some individuals fron varlious groups

in and near Milan asked ne, because I.was fron England,

which had had almost two years of practice of 2 novenent,

to have @ conversation with them. The conversation

.lasted two afternoons. The first afternoon was discon-

tinued becsuuse everyone present wished to attend a
demonstration in support of the sit-in at the Miliaa
University Faculty of architecture. of a group of working
class Tanilies who had been evicted fron their hones.
They. along with the students, had had to batile with the
police to stay in the university. 4 child had been
killed in the battle.

Ti.e seccnd afternoon was recorded and later transcribed
by the Milan women who wanted a final script for Tiranslation.
It was edited by a nunber of hqnds, translated ani cir-

culated in Italy.

Almost two years passed. In that tine cextalrs points
have been clarified and developed within the mov ne in
Italy and elsewhere, as a result of theoretical woik and
day-to-day practice. For example, the lirmitations for

acticn of the snall group and the need for orgqnjz tion
within the wonen's novement along the lines of specific
pOliulCQl tendencies has made itself felt. This 5 been
the response to the needs of activity and at the sapnc tine

the need to combat the co-optive process not cnly fron outside
but from within the novement itself. What has not yet been
elaboraied is the section on the honosexuality of ilhe divi-
sion of labor,

The worien‘*s novenent has had to emphasize hoi: w
estranged from each other, pitted in rivalry agairsi each
othexr . ex¥pressing our contempt for ourselves in cur con-
tenwt {or each other. While accepting this as facv, I
wantcd Lo emphasize that the opposite is gslso i 2 yenen
are driven together away fron nen, and the 1nsb1 9 reWation
pervadcs the social if not the sexual relationships of wonen
in capitvalist society. For the honosexual relaticn is as
pervasive as the division of labour itself, and is an
eneny within against that division. I believe only through
the : ccrporation of this reality into our vicw ci the
strusedic can the Gay novenent lose its exotic. ne: al and
peripucral appearance, and be seen instead as a St
struggle of class.,

Padova, 28 January 1973
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: thought the best way to be of use to ycu is to give

you some ides of the problems you are undoubtedly going to face
in forming a novenent and the relation of a revoluticaary
wonen's nmovement to organizations that call themselves
revolutionary,

If we nake the assunption, as we did yesterday, that
fundanentally the position of women fron the birth of capital
has been based on the separation of the hon: - the fanily -
fron direct production which were united in previous
societies; then our novement is for the purpcse of destroying
the separation between those who are directly precductive
(that is, in general, nan) and those who are indirectly
productive (that is, wonen): between production and educa-
‘tion, that is, between the generations, between ourselves
anda those whe are older than we are and those whe are
younger.

Then we begin to see that the nuelear family, which the
antarcpolcgists nystify uc some strange and accidental pheno-
nenon, is nerely the unit that capital needs to proluce
wor'zers and to service workers, That means that first of all
labour power is the creation of the woman: that is ths comno-
dity she produces. The reason, then, that there are acnes
for the aged and hospitals for the sick is that the nuclear
farily has no place in it for anyone who is not being trained
to work or actually working. So that the nucleax ramlly is
a nobile unit and can be shoved wherever the nan is needed
in production. Then we can see that it 1is inpossikle to
hatve & wonmen's novenent which integrates into the society,
which can ccn-eive for itself of the liberation of wonen
being found in this society, because we objectivaly are
concerned with the destruction of every institution. not
only the destruction of the institution of tie fanily and
the institution of the factory. which are mutually lnter-
dependent. Every institution in the society. school
hospital. orphan asylum, old age hone, 1s éixectly related

“to our position in the family and the separation of the hone,
the community, from the directly: productive centre.

Because we do not have any inheritance c¢f revolutionary
history that we know about, we'have to begin fromn the ground
up, 4rd we have suffered because of this lack. Iim.not
saying, however, that we have no revolutionary histcry: I'm
szying Lhat because we have becn deprived of Rnowing spout
1t, it appears that we start from scratch. Cne way in which
this lack was brought homne to us in Englanc was the relation
between the Women's Liberation moverent and the 'political
wenen in tre novenent. (By '"political" I new=n the wcnsn whose
first contact with politics was through the white nalz left
and often whose first loyalty remains there,; -lnere zavo-
lutionary ideas were not present, that vacuun is fii
the ideas of the ruling class. Since there are not
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volunes of Capital devoted to an analysis of the subvcrsive
nature of woren's labor, or their historical equivalent, it has
been easier to impose upon us the secondhand and outnoded
politics of the old left, this tine via wonen. I wan% to

1ist some of the things these wonen did (and do) bccause they
give us a very hard tine.

First of all they cane into the women's novenent primar-
ily to recruit for their political organisations; they cane
to use us,

Second, they believed that the novenent was for the purpose
of raising the "political consciousness" of woren to the level
of men, and did not understand that the reason that the nove-
ment was historically necessary was that the political level
of nen was low, low enough to call into existeace a woumen's
novenent.

The third thing was that they conceived of the working
class as being white, nale and over thirty and being only
in the advanced world. They believed the struggle uwas only
in direct production, which was the view that the tradition-
2l left had had of the whole of the third world. #sccording
to this view, only the people who worked in factories could
nake the revolution, and so they thought that housewives had
no social power. Wonen, we say, cone fron a situation of
underdevelopnent; the house ir in no way a representation
of nodern technology and of nodern social relations - developed
capitalist relations, and developed capitalist techhology.

‘So that their position in relation to wonen was directly

connected with their position in relation to the third world:
the area of development nust doninate the area of under-
developnent. It was an inperialist view of the class
struggle, a reflection in the mirror of struggle ol capital-
ist relations,

; The next point they put forward, somnetines hidden and
sonetimes open, was that the working. class issue - bearing
in nind their definition of .the working class - was the "wider
isue," the ''general issue." I earlier nade thc point that
211 the institutions of society are dependent on the separa-
tion of the horne fror direct production; one can sc¢e fron
this that the fenale issue is the widest issue because that
is every working class issue. That is particularly true

in a country where wormen nake up 30% or 40% of tuc waged
labour force, where they are in direct production as well

as in product.on in the hone. One can see in a situation
like that that women forn the link between the varicus
institutions of the society and therefore are a key to a
generalised struggle leading to their destruction.

Finally, what characterisos théée wonen, and aat
pakes i1t possible for then to have these anti-feninict
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views and behaviour, is that they refuse to exanine their

own position as women in the political organisations of which
they are nerbers; or if they do, to connect these organisa-
tions' "chauvinist" practices with structural political
weakness, with their i1 mperialist approach to the class struggle.
To be racist about women need not call into question, it

seens to themn, any other aspect of your politics.

The imnediate result of these '"political' women putting
forward these ideas and behaving in this way was destructive
to the formation of the movenent because it denied the via-
bility of the movement and the necessity for its autonony
in the class struggle. This resulted in a reaction by nany
niddle class wonen in particular: refusing to have anything
to do with class. It is the responsibility of those of uws who
are Marxist feninists to put forward our views in the novement
to prevent it from beconing a rnovenent which is fighting to
nake capital nore advanced rather than to destroy it. The
danger is always that niddle class women will translate women's
liberation into a liberation movenent for sone-niddle class
wonen. "Political" wonen, in excluding middle class women
(that is, except for thenselves), from the struggle of class
except as ballast, reinforce this tendency. We have evi-
dence that in England capital wants to integrate a lot of
middle class wonen: by lowering wages and by shortening the
training period, a lot of jobs are mnade avallable to women
(engineering for instance)¥*. We are not knocking ourselves
out to build a novement so that a few women can get better
jobs and capital can reorganise itself more efficiently through
then at the expense of the rest of us.

While we fight for abortion, we nust bear in nind what
it neans for different classes of people. For instance;, --
we can neasure the social wealth of the working class not
by whether working class women can have abortions but by
the freedon to have or not to have children. It is because
we are deprived of being able to have children when we wish
(for a complex of social, econonic and political reasons),
that we have to fight to have abortions.

We have sone very specific tasks to perforn in relation to
laying the theoretical foundations for a movenent, which

*The Minister for Education in Britain has recently built
this reorganization of ferale labour power nore firnly
into the education systern.
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by the way, have not been laid anywhere - notlip GhoRUnS o,
not in England.¥* We have a lot of ideas and a lot of
theoretical foundations are still to be laid.

The first thing to work on seriously in the countries
we happen to live in is the econonic functions that women
have perforned in relation to that econonry. It varies sone-
what from place to place. . In .oy view, the fundanental
labour of women for capitalist society is the production
of labomr power in the home. They are always saying that
we don't produce cornedities and therefore we cannot de
revolutionary or at least anything but peripheral to the
revolutionary process - we have a very big corriodity on which
the whole of capitalist society is based.

The second thingz along with the economic work thal has to
be done is®the historical work. No question that if we
look for it, we'll find the struggle of the working class to
prevent the fragmentation of the conmuhity. to prevent
the State from taking over the functions‘previously perforned
in the home: education, nursing, etc. We have evidence
that in 1860-70 the working class .of the East End of London -
which was a great centre of the werking class in Engiand -
fought bitterly against .compulsory education, to keep theixr
children out of schools - against having to be taken to the
hospital (apart from the fact that hospitals were so bad you
_died if you went there.) These were struggles to protect
their own people, to Tefuse to have the fanily pared down
to the nuclear fanily, totally vulnerable to what capital
wanted. And we'll also find tremendous actiity by wonen
acting in groups, #&cting autononously in every inportant
rebellion and revolutionary situation.

‘Why did women geét the vote in England? . I believe it
was to prevent a roverient which was already there fron
growing and noving into well beyond suffrage, in a pcst-world
war, post-Russian Revclution epoch. We have to find the
evidence.

*¥%¥Since this was written, with the publication of The Power
of VWomen-and the Subversion of the Community by Ii. Dalla ;
Costa and nyself (Falling Wall Press, Bristol, England 1972),"
the bare bones of a theoretical franework were laid. Since
then there is 2 growing body of 1literature which centres on
the strategy sumned up in the demand Wages BHDr Housework, €.Ze.s
"Wonen, the Unions and Work or what is not to be dons'" by
nyself. and other papers and pamnphlets by the Power of Wonmen
Collective. England, and Lotta Fenminista, Italy. Papers

and pamphlets are now in preparation in North aAnerica also
which take this strategy as their starting point.




- 21 -

Dealing with women we have to. throw out the definition
that we have inherited of what a struggle is., In ny experience
I know of individual wonen in.individual.hones waging i e
dual strugsles which were in every sense a total social
struggle, except that they waged it alone: in the U.S. the
struggles of individual-wonen against their nhusbands, fa-
mily, neighbours for the right to divorce. They fought alone
but at a certain stage they made it socially acceptable.

There is an example of social struggles which take an indivi-
dual forn. .

I wanted to relate this last point of our history to
the kind of specific problems that you all may have to face
- in conparison with the kind of problems that we have to
face in England. In England what we have to do is to destroy
sociology. to destroy psychology, psychiatry and poychoanalysis,
to destroy the progressive educators,. because they are the
theoriticians of the Welfare State, they are the theoriticilans
of policy to manipulate nen, wonen and children. OF gourse
the first of these are the econornists, there is no ques-
tion about this: we have absolutely to destroy then.

By welfare state I mean very specifically the health
service and social workers, Social Security. etc., the doctors
who, when you go to him to tell him that you hre having a
nervous breakdown because you can't stand any longer being
in the house, gives you a tranguilizer. They are’the people
who study us very carefully to tell capital exactly how
little they can give us in order to avoid a struggie;
to,.distract us from our objectives. to use our energy in
struggle to attain their objectives. This is really what
their function is. That is the theory of the modern State.
The U.S. is full of it, absolutely full of it, and hAas
been for years. Lenin has said that the State is the bodies
of arrned nen, you know, the police and the army; but in ny
view today, the State in the U.S. and increasingly everywhere,
is also the bodies of unarmed men and women who plan you
econonically, socially, politically, educationally and sexually;
who core to tell you - if you are refusing to accept the
society or to 'participate" in the exploitation of the society -
their function is to say, "You are not nornal and we will
fix you up so that you will be nornal, that is, you will com-
forn, and accept all the exploitation that we wish to put
upon you." Probably there is as much money ziven to that as
there is to arnms.

I don't know to what degree sociology, psychology,
psychoanalysis - :I an sure the econonists - and other so-
called social scientists, how pervasive they are in Italy.
What is pervasive in Italy is the Catholic Church; that 1is
perfectly obvious. That's your eneny and those are the people
you have to destroy, and what I was saylng about history I ¢
think can be useful'in the destruction of the Catholic Church.
(I don't nean physical destruction - that will come down
when the rest cones down - but theoretically you have to
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destroy theilr position and practically you have to chgl—
lénge then.) It seems to ne that if you begin to get in touch
with working class Catholic women, you will undoubtedly‘
uncover many areas of struggle that they are waging against
the church at the same time that they go and light candles -
I an not saying they are not religious - I assune and we
must assume that they are rejecting the hold that the church
has had over them and specifically the exploitation that the
church has always put upon women - you know: the fundanental
principle on which the churches operate is that the highest
aspiration for a woman is to be able to endure suffering.

I an now naking another point: what we have to be care-
ful about is alienating women who are Catholic from coning ;
into the novement, and the best way .is to give them back thelr
own struggle. I assune that this struggle is going on because
of ny experience in Spain; I lived for six rnonths in 1958
anong very religious peasant people, and the women told ne
that when the nuns came round to see them and told then: "You
mist not use contraceptives," the wonen kissed the cross and
then kissed the sister's hand and then said, "Sister, when
the church buys ny children shoes, I will not use contracep-
tives. Until then I have to." Now if you tell women what they
are doing and present their own activity on an individual or
connunity level as "the social revolution,'" which it un-
doubtedly is, then you draw ;them out and you help clarify
their own struggles with then, which is what you purpose
always 1s in studying history.

Women are invisible; we rnust think of ourselves as

having been invisible for nany centuries, that these are all

kinds of struggles which we have waged and are waging which

nobody has recorded, which nobody has elevated to the ‘level

| of politics or social ‘revolution. Discovering what wonen are

sactually doing is the same thing that we are doing when we
write history; we are giving to women, to ourselves, our ;
2| | " iown history. The old left's idea (at least in England and the

- U.S.) is that people have to understand that they are ex-

- . ploited; the radical -groups said they had to tell workers that
they are exploited!. Now we don't have to tell wonmen that we
are exploited and oppressed - every woman knows that. The
important thing is to tell her: "Listen, thereis something
we can do about it. The proof is that this is what we have done
in the past, and this is what we are doing now, and this is
what we can do." That peans that you have to write history
so that every wonan can understand it - and this is nwuch
nore difficult than doing the research; it presunes a link
between what has happened, what is happening, and what we can
nake happen that intellectuals of either sex have rarely been

able to make. 4 novenent can perhaps succeed where individuals
or even organisations failed. - ¢

This sums up very briéflvahat I feel we nust all be ddxg -

RN SRV B EL
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and what I hope I'll be doing. That does not nean that there
are not nany, nany other things to do, but I'm now talking
about the theoretical franework which nust be laid.

I want now to speak about our experience with the kind
of organisation which is useful for the kind of work that we
want to do. Now I'm not talking about the theoretical work
but the practical work.

We have found, and I don't know if this would be true
of you, that we function best in the small group - and we
function best without nen; that there are nany things no
wonan will say in front of a nan especially if she has a
relationship with hin; that these small groups nust really
be founded on the very particular experience that women have
had - that is, the discovery of the fact that the uterus
has been fundanental in our social and personal relations,
our whole psychological nakeup and the work that we do, our
whole relation to this capitalist society. The people that
we are has been deternined by the fact that we were born with
2 uterus, the only instrunent that can reproduce a worker.

When we talk in the snall group - talking on the basis
of the individual experiences, experiences of the nenbers
of the group - what we are really doing is discovering how
the uterus has been the foundation of all our relations, I
repeat, the work that we do, our total relation to society;
we are discovering in other words the power structure that
is related to the uterus.

The snall group is the only place where this experience
can energe, and it is the only place therefore where a re-
definition of politics can emerge - you know, you are doing
the historical work and the econonic work, but at the sanme
tinme you rust be finding out exactly what is the experience
of wonen - what is it? - and you begin with yourselves. You
are that experience, it is not sonething outside of yourself,

The other function that the small group perforns is that
it begins to discipline wonen like nme to keep their mouths
shut and let other women &peak.

Now, since most of the people who are in the liberation
novenent in England are niddle class, I believe that a funda-
mental position that we rust begin to take is that we, nlddle-
class wonen, refuse to be integrated into this society. The
first flowering of the ‘Black novenent was a.novenent to
integrate; then at a certain stage its revolutionary essence
asserted itself; it said, "We don't want to integrate into
this society, we want to destroy it." And this orientation
is very important in our novenent. I think that in refusing the
kind of co-option that capital wants to nake of our novenent
(especially because its composition tends to be niddle class),
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our orientation as "political" women nust be: middle-class
wénen refuse to integrate, refuse to become part of the capil-
talist power structure, the white male power structure,

That neans in practice that those wonen who are sociologists
and econonists and psychologists and lecturers and teachers
must begin to destroy the institutional structures into which
they have been incorporated fron the inside. With working class
women it is much nore complicated than that, and we nust

see ourselves as a movenent of women in two ways in relation

to the working class womeng

First of all, I helieve that where housewlves are con-
cerned, we can nake an appeal to then as a women's liberation
movenent to get community organisations forned - connunity
organisations are struggles of women. You will know. I
have heard what you did here, telling wonmen whose fanilies
were on the point of eviction: '"We women have done enough
free labour in the house that we have no need To pay any
rent." This I think is wonderful. As I said yesterday, our
next question in England will be inflation, the other side
‘of wages.* :

The second point that we nust bear in nind is that it
is very unlikely - I may be wrong, this is what I think now,
I nay change 1y nind tomorrow - but ny experience is that the
working class wonan, especially the black woman, although she
_w111 forn autonomous organisations, is not likely to forn
* organisations outside her class; that is, where there is
a tenants'! movenent against eviction or against rent iself,
what she is likely to do is to form a wonen's group within
the tenants'! novement. rather than leave the working class
man to join with niddle class women,** :

But we nust be very self-conscious about the work that
we are doing, Because if we are doing our work on history, and
we are doing our work of recording the  actual rebeilion of
wonen and the work on the economic relations of wonen to
society; and if we are disrupting and protesting against beauty

*¥Stricly speaking, it was not. It was a struggle to keep and
increase the Family Allowance, the pittance which wonen get

for bearing children and have gotten since 1945 when the British
State replanned the quantity and quality of labour power to

be reproduced. It was, however, in the climate of rising prices
that pade the Fanily Allowance issue so urgent to wonen, The
question of independent noney for women, especially for those
who are fulltire housewives, is undoubtedly the key to every
issue which wonen face, This is dealt with in literature already
referred to on page 3., footnote 2, '

%*%¥Recent experience in the campaign to keep and increase Famlly
Allowance(gee abo7e )has somewhat altered this view. We could
see possibilities of all housewives seeing their comnon interest
as dependents of men to join to fight for a wage for housework.
See espec., '"Wages for Housework,'" by Gmliana Porpeil, Power

of Wonen Codllective, London. 5
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contests and if we are rewriting fairytales - as some women

in England are doing - and helping to organise connunity ac-
‘tions of wonen, then we are helping womnen who are not in the
novenent and who night even think that our movement has nothing
to do with then. We are nonetheless influencing then to take

an autononous position within the working class movenent. (The
existence of the wonen's novenent has already meant a new level
of power for every woman. The last thing the ruling class

will want to happen is for this new power Lﬁot enough but
-sonething/ to be identified with the existence of a movement
and the Troots of that novement's existence be traced to nass
action by wonen. So these are the connections we should be
making, obviously.)

Finally I come to my last point. There is in the U.S. -

a novenent of women - I don't think it is very large, but it
is growing - of wonen.who have been in the liberation novenent
for two or three years and who have discovered that every-
relation with a nan is a conpronise with capital. They have
decided therefore that they are going to becone '"political
lesbians'", not necessarily because they find women nore
attractive than nen, but because at least with wornen this
compronise is not necessary. If we Marxist-feninists are
functioning properly in the novenent, we will be able to
understand what a novement is as opposed to an organisation
and we'll be able to understand therefore that these politieal
lesbians are absolutely vital to a moverent, because they
have gone to the ultimate position in one vital area. I be-~
lieve absolutely with them that in any relation between a
nan and a wonan, a wonan nust compromnise herself. However, there
are nillions of wonmen like ne who at the monent are willing
to anke the compromise. But in order for the novecent to pro-
gress and drive forward, there have to be sore wonen always
painting out to the rest of us that this society cannot
liberate us. We will be able to form for instance a new kind
of cornune, we will have a cooperative, we will have nursery
_schools and we will incorporate nen into the hone to sone
degree, and achieve all kinds of desires that all women have
in order not to drive the logi¢ of the position to the end,
to try to envisage A structure Within the society that will
itself be liberating. These women by their very existence -
say, "No such structure can be created." The power structure
can only be destroyed; it is not a "problen!" that can be
solved. And this is in defence of those women because there
are going to be nany attacks upon then.

! It is in defence of these worien that we begin to build
a movenent because, on the one side we will have the political
lesbians (I hope in England we will, because they are fun-
damental to a movement): on the other side we'll have the
civil rights wing of niddle class women who will struggle for
abortion, birth control (and by the way, I'nm not saying that
only middle class wonen will struggle for these or only a
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civil rights issue is involved), the kind of civil rights
demands which lead to capital being less backward but which
do not necessarily lead to its destruction - that is also
part of the movement. And it is only from day to day and not
by any political theory (which as I say we desperately need),
but doing the work that has to be done. that we'!ll be able to
work out any particular point what our relationships are

to other wings of the novenent.

I also see the Gay Liberation Movenent, the novenent of
homosexuals, as an absolutely vital part of the liberation
of the whole of society, and closely linked with wonen's
liberation. It is our job not only to defend gay sisters
and brothers but to make the attack on capital that the ‘life
it mgkes us lead, while it elevates heterosexuality to a
religion, at the same tinme in practice nakes it impossible
for men and women to be in touch with each other physically
or emotionally - it undernines heterosexuality axcept as a
sexual, econonic and social discipline. We cannot have pro-
foundly intinate relations with men - that is one of the things
we are complaining about.

What I believe we should be saying is that you have
a situation in this society where you have a division of
labour between nen and worien. For instance, you have 1,000
wormen ‘working in a factory, they spend eight or nine hours
with the women who work next to them, they spend three or
four hours with their husbands not counting when they are
sleeping. They are nore intimate with the women they work
~next .to - they know when -they have their period, how they
are feeling and what their husbands do .to then - nore than the
men- they sleep with - and that is a lesbian relationship.
This is what we have to face: capital undermines heterosex-
uality on any other than its own power-structured basis.
fhe division of labour divides the history of exploitation
of one sex from that of the other; it drives women to each
other and away from men. We are torn by the contradidion
between the idealisation and worship of hetsrosexuality and
the naster-servant nature of our relations with men. The
Gay novement. oppressed by the heterosexual relation, under-
nines it, undernines the division of labour which lies at
AibENeEE eyalen L Cpenes L o= eyl Tor A IRAIVIC IR -ty Tioe of
sexual identity. ;

So that the division between the women's movement and
the Gay nmovement is more ideological than actual. We both
ain to subvert the sexual division of labour. The only way

b1 in which most of us wonen are not lesbians is that we do not
il i participate in the actual sexual act with other women, But

! if we compare the relationships among women on the one hand
: and between nen on the other - the sexual act between wonmen
is-a logical consummgtion of a social relationship based on
the honosexual structure of exploitation. Capital undernines
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heterosexuality even while it is fundamental to 1ts structure,
We turn to lesblanism revolted by how we are reduced ln our
relations with men., We are filled with guilt when we acknow-
ledge sexually where our intimacy and political ties, deter-
mined by our history, must lie. Yet when we transcend in

this way the conditioning that marks the boundary between

our feelings and our bodies, between our social affinities
and our sexual- ones, we move beyond necessity and into

new discovery of the human social and sexual potential,*

What I have been trying to say, then, is that we are
confronted with a dilemma that we have to deal with continually:
on the one hand women, not men but women, in the wonen's
movenent, who have political positions which divorce feminism
from politics - for that also is a political position; on
the other hand, these women, in the name of "politics,",
undernine feninism which is the basis of our political
positions, and bhe only basis of an autononous novenent.

Our major responsibility, it seemns to me - I anm open to dis-
agreerent because my nind is not made up absolutely on any-
thing (except that we have to be free); we are only at the
beginning - it seems to me our major loyalty nust be to the
women's novenent and its autonorny, for one reason: because
the whole of society has an hostile attitude to the movement,
even those who clain to be anticapitalist. When the nute
speaks for the first time, someone tries to put words into
her nouth. Now this is what the women's novement is: this 1s &
the invisible and the nute who for the first tine opens her
nouth, speaks, acts, and beconres visible. Our major respon-
sibility at the moment, which may be a responsibility that
shifts and changes, is to see that this novement gets off

the ground; that the women who have never spoken, even if

we think that what is coning out of theilr mouths is nonsense
(and by the way it will be nuch less nonsense than we may
think because if we always give serious thought to the things
women say, we'll be able to understand and make connections
with that cannot be understood and connected in any other
way), ‘that when they speak nobody is to tell them what to
say.

*Nothing said here implies that homosexual or bisexual people

in any way pr€igure community personality or relationships.
Until we are free, that is, until 1)sexuallty is disengaged fron
power - until women'!s sexuality is no longer part of our

work; and until 2)our personalities are no longer fragmented

in labour which divides our minds from our bodies and one

sex fronm another, we will be circunscribed in our sexual
expression., Only a capitalist society can reduce sexuality

to a quantified physical function. Only a comnrnunist socliety

can destroy that calculating ledger mentality of hunan functions
and capacities, and assert the social nature of all that is
human .
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We will discuss anong ourselves but nobody fron outside _
and particularly no member, nale or ferale, of an:outside
politicd group, can core apd tell us: "You.have a wrong
political line." What we have to tell,then is: "You never
have had any political line on this subject, at least none
that distinguished you fron the ruling class, and this has
distorted all of your politics up to now. We will

work out our political line anong ourselves. 1In short,
fuck off." ' :

Selna Janes
13 June 1971
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IN DEFENCE OF FEMINISH

rreface

The report which follows was written and distributed
in duplicated form early in 1973 after the National
Women's Cunference of November, 1972, in Acton (Londoen).
If it were only a report of what occurred there, its
interest would be merely histurical. But it is not that.
It is a pulitical repurt, a selection of significant
events with an interpretativn of them against a back-
ground of previous and related svents. It records a major
confrontation within the movement, whiose reverberations are
still ringing in our ears. In short, it makes a good
introduction tv the present stage of the women's movemsnt.

This is not to say there haven't been changes in the
women's movement since 1972, Svme of the changes that have
vccurred will be noticed in footnotes tu the original text,.
This preface will deal with developments of larger and
more general significance.

A movement, because it is brovadly based and spon-
taneous in character, cannot be confined in a permanent
program or set of demands. Its vitality rests un its
ability to give expression tu a widespread revolt against
a condition of lifse. A shared condition of life. The
women's movement grew out of the shared constraints of
women's lives and the continual revolt of women against
them. It grew out of the shared sense of an historical
opportunity tn make a successful, united struggle against
them., That opportunity was prepared not only by ths
struggles of women in home, factory, office, in whatever
workplace, but also by the successes of the black
movement.,

Like any living organism, a movement gruows and
changes, has experiences and learns, makes mistakes and
corrects them. It has. periods of activity and of rest,
of clarity and confusion, of ebb and flow. It can have
aberrations and momentary fads and it can make astounding
rbcoveries from these,

A movement is also by its nature a contradictory
organism, The fact of its existence is a contradictory
fact, as sach of us in the -movement is a contradiction.
We are the creatures of the System, and we are fighting
the System. The System made us and uwe made the movement
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struggle and gave the Radical Feminists an idevlogical base
for constructing separatist politics. The writers of the
report held that no such split was feminist or revolutionary,
As Marxists we saw the women's movement as an independent

and autonomous expression of women in the class struggle.

But the group w2 represented was small. The brunt uof attacks
on our position fell on vne woman. From the volume of
"replies to" and attacks on Selma James as an individual, one
would not think it was the women's movement that oppused
"star-making" or the identification of ideas with particular
women.,

That situation has changed. In March, 1973 a group of
women gathered tv ciscuss the revoluticnary feminist politics
presented in The rowe:s of Women and the Subversivn of the
Community% We wanted tuo explore the perspective nf wages
for housewnrk and the kinds of actions that would flow from
it. Because the housewife, whether employed in a second ,
waged job or not, is the index tu the condition of all
women, because her dependency and explvitation are at the
heart of women's low level of power to direct our oun lives,
we hold that our social role and svcial work, as housewife,
are the key tH our struggle as women. Whatever our personal
triumphs or apportunities, in an important sense uve are all
housewives; those who huld power define us in that uay.

lle called our group the Power of Women Collective. In
liarch, 1974 the first issue of our journal, Power of llomegn
was published; other issues have followed. "We have also
published a document on the nurses' struggle, a pamphlet
called "Living Through the Crisis", two pamphlets on
wages for hnuseunck, as well as this report. Nor have our
activities been cunfined to writing, publishing and distribe
uting nur materials (though other groups in varinus countries
have taken them up, tranclated and published them).

We ars alsu an action group. We have been involved
in the struggles of women like the nurses, women in
Ireland, and the Asian wemen uf Imperial Typeuriters;
we have sponsared or spoken at many meetings of women; and
we are preparing a macket stall in London for dissemination
of our ideas and organisation within a given community. All
this has taken the time and energies of many devoted women,
women whose ranks are elways open to other women who want
to join the struggle., :

It should be caid that since Acton, many of the ideas
we struggled for have gained general currency. Nuow, every
woman concsrned with the issue of aburtion alsu recoagnises
the importance of the right to have children. No woman
involved in trades uniuons credits them with a higher
consciousness in struggle ‘han women possess. And it is
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now commonplace, from U.N. documents to left analyses,;
for women's work in the home to be considered a vital pa
of the working day. Women entering the movement today
find it, in these respects, on a higher level puolitical
than it had reached in 1972.

In an important sense, the Bower of lucmen Collective
also grew sut of the London Conference of 1972, If ue had beon

able tu sce then what has since developed for s, the-* DAl S TRl
cunfldent vptimism of the last three- paragraphs of the ‘;Q:Q
report w:uld have been sounded with trumpets.;— : Comsdl oAt
ST Pl o
Priscilla Allen - . v‘laéf;
December, 1974 AR e el
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* by Mariaroea Dalla Costa and Selma James, Falling ™all
tress, 79 Richmond Rd., Brlstul 6. (35p + 4p pustege) SoLT
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IN DEFENCE OF FEMINISH

A London Cunfersncé Report

"iithin the women's movement, therefore, we reject buth
class struggle as subordinate to feminism and feminism as
subordinate to class struggle. Class struggle and feminism
are for us one and the same thing, feminism expressing the
rebellion of that sectivn of the class without wvhom the
class struggle cannut be generalised, brvadened and
deepened." .

from the Statement uf the Interpativnal Feminist Collective

Introduction

The draft of this report was shown to a few vomen for
their comments, and one vor two, though they agreed with mueh
of it, were against its circulation. They felt that there was
some bitterness at the conference which was better left
alone than stirred to life. Also that to present so
controversial a view of the conference might be seen as
sectarian.

That there was bhitterness at the cunference the
report attempts tu account for politically. But we had other
reasuons for acting against the advice of our initial readers
in circulating the report.

First, it has not been the habit of the women's
movement to sueep feelings under the carpet.

Secand, many women in the movement, we amung them, have
complained strongly from time to time that women whu are
neither liberals nor members of the male left have to shut
their mouths for the sake of avoiding contrwvversy, for the
sake of "sisterhood as it is not uncommonly defined. The
price of our peace is being subjected tu politics which we
had hoped to escape by leaving the male left, We feel the
conference liberated us from this restraint and that
sisterhood, like charity, begins at home.

Third, we as a movement are in the habit of shying
away from articulating political controversy, especially with
those we love, women Or men. But if we are unable cven
within the movement and among those clusest to us tu articu-
late firm pulitical pusitions, then we ara not prepared for
the new situation in Britain, This situation demands more
than articulation uof political controversy in words.
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Increasingly the State in Britain is more repressive, the
class .confrontations bolder and vaster. If we arse unable

to discover and invent a political practice which is both
effective acainst the State and feminist, we can become
politically irrelevant, even helpful to that State, "and
drive women back intuo the arms uof the male left. This is
what' is happening to some degree in the united States where
a massive mavement could not find an autonomous mode of
thought and actiuon which was anti-capitalist and anti-sexist
as une totality.

!le urate the report to help that process uf discovery
and invention, and for another clusely connected reason. That
reason is thiss we, as a movement, do not take vurselves
serivusly ennuch. In Lundon on November 3-5, 1972 tuo
thousand peinwnle from Britain and a number of uother countries,
not only Eurvpean, gathered to discuss the conditiosn of
women and, as women, what we cuuld do about it that nobody
else could, that nubody else had ever been able or uanted
to. That is a major political event., The report tries to give
a context tu that event and tu describe it as a mument in the
pruocess of our development as women and as a movement.

The point of view is one which sees wemen and their
movement as objectively part of the class struggle, and which
is trying subjectively to ensure that the line betuesn women
"in" the muvement and "out" of it, from the most to the least
powerful among us, is continuous and unbrokem - a lifeline.

If it had been a report for the Guardian (a baurgeois
liberal paper), it would be a different report. Svan after
the conference the Red livle (a Trotskyist neuspaper
published a different kind of report tou (even though the
conference had decided that no report should appear except
within the movement). It was written by two women from the
male left and therefure suffered from the limitations of
its source, limitations which this report will try to de-
fine and illustrate.

‘Ihich brings us tuo aur final point. rerinags thg readgr
will be surprised that we have spent suo much time discussing
the left. e are working in a long traditian: that af
disentangling our struggle as women from the meshes of the
left., Remember Beverly Jones!' respunse to the SDS in 1967,
Marge riercy's "Grand Coulie Dam" of 1969, and Rubin
Morgan's goodbye tou the "counter-left, the counterfeit left"
in 1870. Wany of us have noped that not tuu many morse stat e~
ments of that sort would have to be made. But for tais
conference the Radical Feminist wrote : "Absent physically
(the left) remain directors with their female representatives"
and " they have made the !lamen's [ovement, to a large exteqt,
a branch 5f the male left". The difference betueen the Radical
Feminists and us is that uve take that charge serivusly enough
to wrest the movement from the leftfs hands.
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It must have struck vthers besides vurselves that at the
conference the organisations of "the left" could not be
distinguished one from the other. To conclude that they are
all sexist merely is to state a truth which hides a bicger
truth. Of course they are sexist. At present, every
organisation in which both men and women work together cannot
avoid being dominated by men. This is why ue don't allow
men in our movement, and we have never heard anuther reasuon
given. But the question is: are they against what we are
against? The Black left is. And the uhite left?

“le are in a tradition in a srofounder sense. As the
revolution advances, the snemies of the class seem to bs
buried deener and deeper within it. The co-opticn of the
Social Dembcracy, an srganisation built step by step by
class actinn, announced itself in 1914 when it supported the
imperialist var. The sixty years since 1914 have seen many
other organs and institutions created by the class co~upted,
and other hands trace how sven shop stewards nau play, at
best, an ambigubus role in the struggle.

To see.the left tioday as being "on the nther side"
-however fine individuals among them, especially but not
only working class uomen- tv see it as being not cnly against
us but nnt against what should be vur common enemies, this
too is part of a tradition. lihen we speak so much Hf women
in left nrganisatiom it is because we are deeply cuncerned
about the co-sption of vur movement, absut the mediation
they can offer tu our enemies.

One specific and vbvious example is tihe Cuommunist
Party, whuse international record on the "woman question"
as on every guestion) does nut bear examining. The power
of vur movement gives Cr¥ women the courage fight the men in
their vrganisation on this question. They will succeed
in making the party adjust its line on women, the better to
influence nur movement and gain mure viomen members. ("Grandma
vhat big teeth ysu havel" "The better tu eat ysu with, my
dear".) (1)
So it is that a struggle fur power between vivsmen and
men brought about by vur movement's autonomy becomes a
means, ironically, of creating a greater threat ts our
autonsmy. But there we see a clear example of a tradition of
co—-uptinn and attack on co-option that describes the
condition of sur life, of our movement, of our struggle.

"Jle hope that sisters. will consider the report, 'le hope
too that when they are involved in action, they vuill not
put that action aside to discuss the repurt. (One reason
why this rensrt is su late is that we have been invalved in
actions.) "le hupe some people will be very angry. But ue
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hope others, angry uor not, will find it useful in sorting ovut
their own politics and taking them serivusly enougn to
organise tu fight like hell for them. The last sentence of
this report is meant tu point to a new beginning which, ovuing
to historical circumstances to some degree peculiar .to
Britain, it has devolved on our movement tu spearhead.

The Backaoruund

No single mass event provided a general background far
the London I'~%ional Conference of fomen's Liberation in
1972, as had for the national cunference in iianchester the
previnus spring. The Manchester conference had reflected
the high level of struggle that the mining community had
reached in its strike, uhen it succeeded in ignuring a threat
by the State tu remove its livelihood. The militant actions
of this cummunity opened the way for a frser and wider
expressinn of revolt in all sections of the exploaited
population. It opened up pussibilities of struggle. The
minino strike vias directly responsible for tihe pamphl et
introduced at iianchester, Momen, the Unions and “ork, Or.
vhat is not to be done, which, all acree, has changed the
character of discussion and actions in the women's movement.
The excitement it generated in [anchester was due ta a
new appreciation of the impurtance and paver of women's
strugoles and of their centrality in the class struggle.

After the mining community, the dockers tisk 9n the
State, and the lsno campaign waged by tie Night Cleaners of
London, mostly women, burst intu a strike. The tnreat of
vivlence pused by lo,ovo workers cunverging un the
Saltley cnal depot tu support the mining commupnity became
actual viuvlence during the strike of the duackers. The reaction
to this growing violence was repression on the part of :
the State: and nn the part of the unions and, tn a certain
extent, the left it was disavoual. The unians discuuraged,
denied, and uhere they could not deny, condenned the violent
acts of their members in defence of their struggle. The Statse
had already rounded up eight people in the Stuke Newlng§un
area of London tn use as scapegvats and warnings to working
class militancy. The established left cave Fhe Stuke :
Newington Eicht virtually no support vhile it cnndemneq in
its press "violence and terrorism". The trial of the Eight,
which included four women, was going on at the time of the
London conference. All of these factors, witnin the cont ext
of hign uneaployment with inflation, confraonted the ;
continuino strugole of the class. All these were aperating
on our minds at the London conference unether we articulated

them or not.

We did not leave the Fourth National Conference with
the same unmixed enthusiasm we felt on the way back from

e
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from Manchester, even if it was a demonstration of vur growing
forces (nearly 2000 women were nresent), even if the creche
run by men and the social without men proved again to be
great successes. This cunference was more oriented towards
actinon and mass vrganisation, vhich meant also it vas more
than any previous conference an arena for thevritical debate
on the npulitics of the movement. After years of idevlogical
drift, a recognition of the need for theoritical clarity in
the movement bespeaks a new stage of its development. On the
brink of new and different struggles, women wanted naturally
a firmly based perspective.

There viere tuo possibilities: to discuss a political
perspective beginning with women's struggle and our movement
in particular or beginning sutside nf the movement anc
incorpurating nurselves into an already uorked-vut male-
sriented perspective. To do the former is tihe most difficult
task a movemecnt of women can set itself; it is to posit its
own power and its vwn revolutivnary perspective against all
the male- cC>rInated. groups with dozens if not hundreds of
years 9f history behind them. In- terms of this conference ue
failed. lhich is tu say that the conference became an arena
dominated by the ideolugy uof the organised left.”

Since iianchester, the llomen's Liberatiun fivvement has seen
its potential g» beyund the specific struggles for free
abortinn and contraceptivon. The six demands published in
omen, the Uninns and i#lork have been the impetus for the
political heightening of the women's movement, but also,
because the''general struggle" was under the hegeminy uf:tihe
vrganisec left, wnich had already established its "revolution-
ary" strategy, the demands aroused violent reaction from them
- CP, faoist or Trotskyist.

Since the six denands presented at fmanchester were
so much discussed, they deserve full gqusatation here.

1. VWE DEMAND THE RIGHT TO WGRK LESS. A shorter work week for
all. "lhy shnuld anybody work more than 2e hours a vieek?
Housewives are hesitant tu ask men afteor a week of at least
40 grindine hours tu see after their own children and their
oun underviear. Yet vomen. do just that, for themselves and

for men. ‘“lhen women are threatened with redundancies,

the struggle must be for a shorter vork week. (fiaybe men will
take our lead for a change.

2. WE DERMAND A GUARANTEED INCOHE FOR WOMEN AND FOR MEN
WNORKING OR NOT WORKING, MARRIED OR NOT. If we raise kids,
we have a right tu a living wage. The ruling class has
glorified motherhood only when there is a pay packet to
suppert it. e work fer the capitelist class, Let them
pay us, or else we can go tu the facturies and put our
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children in their fathers' daps. Let!s see if they can
make Fuord cars and change nappises at the same time, WE
DEMAND WAGES FOR HOUSEWORK. All housekeepers are entitled
to wages (men too).

3, It is in this context that WE DEMAND CONTROL CF OUR
BODIES. If even birth control were free, would that be
control? And if we could have free abortions on demand,
is that control? What about the children we want and
cannot afford? We are fuorced tu demand abortion and
sterilisatiun a: we have been forced tu demand jobs. Give
Us money and give us time, and we'll be in a better pusitiun
to contrnl our bodies, vur minds and our relationships.
Free birth contrul, free abortion for whosver wants them
(including wur sisters from abroad who are denied this
right ~ sistechoud is international). WE DEMAND THE RIGHT
TO HAVE OR NOT TO HAVE CHILDREN. 5

- But childbearing is not the only function of our buodies
that capi“al controls. At work we make them do what they
don't want tu duo : repeated jerks un an assembly 1iqe,
constant sitting ur standing, breathing fumes and dirt.
Work is often painful and dangervus. It is aluays
uncomfortatle and tiring. After work your body is oo numb
for you to feel it.as something you can enjoy. For thls .
reason it cannot develup sexually. Our physical fpollng is
further destroyed by the limited kinds of sexuality :;d =i
the shallow relationships this suciety promotes, and by the :
scarcity of times and places where we can make love. Our bodi es
becuome a tivl for production and reproduction and nctaing alsea,

4, WE DEWMAND EQUAL PAY FOR ALL. There is a rate for girls
and a rcte for boys, and a rate for women and a_  Te for- men,
a rate fur "skilled" and a rate for "unskillec® end a rate
in the North and a rate in the South. thoever works deserves
a minimum wage, and that minimum must‘be the rate of the

highest grade.

5. WE-DENAND AN END TO RRICE RISES, including tax, r?“t{
food and clothing. There is a hattle.brewing Un:huu51ng,
As ususl, with tenants! struggles, women are going to be

at tha hoart; they are the nnes who will refuse the rent
collector when he knocks on the door in a rent strike, But
our intervention can help guarantee that the women Till lezd
it. inctead of being confined to making the tea in the bac
f the hall while men make speeches in frunt.

6. W DEWMAND FREE COMMUNITY CONTROLLE® NURSERIES AND CHILD
CARE. e are entitled tu a social existence without having

to take anuother job out of our homes. . Mothers tos have a :
right to work less. Young children as well a3 women are impr S=-
oned in their homes. But we don't want them to gu to a State
institution instead. Children, women and men must be able to
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learn from each other and break the ghetto existence tn which
they are each confined. We will then begin to destroy the
State's authority vver our children and vur pussession of
them,

In the same way as children are to be wrested from the
State, so vld pevple and the mentally and physically ALl
must come back tu the community's care. iWle need time and we
need money to destroy the prisons in which our children, our
grandparents and our sick people are confined,

* * *

The earliest version of these demands was first
discussad in one workshup at Manchester and revised there,
When the discussion was reported in the full sessiuin, an
even larger (3no  women) second workshup on the demands
resulted. In full session again the conference decided that
the first day of the next conference should be devited to
the six demands. This spontansuus.response came from
women who on the whole had n» experience in left urcanisations.
Many of them were in the Claimants Union, whuse denund for
a guaranteed income and wages fur housework had alrecdy
organised wamen to confront the State. Or they were like the
women of the "Taugh and Tender Cullective", vhiose response to
the pamphlet is described in their booklet, A rlzn for

"Activn. (2)

£ "The group of us uwuriting have read the pamphlecte "Women,
the Unians and “lork, or what is. not to be done" by Selma

James and "Women and the Subversivn of the Cummunity® by flaria-
rusa Dalla Costa *. For us the pamphlets started hucge
discussions and meetings and sorted out a lot uof idezs. It was
a good appoartunity for us to get together more. But still

our ideas were ton theoritical, tou vague and viwnlly. The

idea of this pamphlet is that we are trying tv get an overall
picture of the situativn, Not only the condition of women

in our svciety, but how this system contruls all of us and
what this means,-and how we as women can fight it .... Our
emphasis is on acticn and organisation. Having understwvod

and agreed with Mariarvsa's description of the housewife's .
fundamental roule in capitalist sociasty and taken Selma's

puint that we don't have to'go to worK tov be part of the
working class and that Trade Unions are nut and naver can be
the pivuial peint of 'revolutionary conscivusness®; we nou
know what perhaps we have been leaning towards in the past
two yeczrs; that we can and should be organised in the
community we live in, around the things which oppress us most,
financially, emotionally, psychologically."

women of the political organisations (CP,IS, ING) werse
left behind by a movement which had qone beynnd their idevlogi cal

‘
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control. They had expected the women's movement to be subsi-
diary to the "general struggle", to be confined to "women's
problems" such as contraception and abortion and in a purely
ideological struggle against sexism. They were the first to
ask for further discussion. Soon after Manchester thay

* recovered from their surprise and prepared to do battle.

For the left the issue was singular. It was not any
one demand which cut to the quick, but that we should be
so presumptuocus as to premise demands based on the movement's
autonomy from them and from the unions., For if this were
permitted, then they were out of a job: there was no need for
them as vanquard parties, which represent the "generalisation
of the struggle" and are the "political" counterpart of what
the unions represented to the class "economically". This issue
never clearly emerged at the conference. Yet by their presence
in every discussion of the demands during the eight months
between the conferences, by the literature they wrote for the
London conference, by their attempt to isolate the demands -
from the movement by speaking of them as one individual's, they
were able to control or at least sidetrack meetings before and
during the conference and by attrition wear down-the confident
enthusiasm that Manchester had sparked. Such behaviour has
always been characteristic of the "vanguard". At London they
expected that a vote on the demands would be taken which would
finally dispose of them. A large part of the literature of
theycopference must, we think, be read in this light.

Eonference Literature

The movement has always refused the initiative of actions
offered by the organised left. Where the left dominates,is in

ideological debate, holding back action by insisting onm theori- .-

tical discussion and thus preventing an autonomous move forward
on a national and co-ordinated level. For that reason
conferences like this one are not representative of lgcal
groups in Nomen's Liberation and their autonomous actlons: §
The conference overflowed with publications full of theoriti-
cal debate. Access to publication is a power that women's
sections of male-dominated groups derive from them. (The
question of why women cling to men for power is larger and has
been continually discussed in the movement. ) Thg Ma01s?

women, because they refused to accept the feminist basis of
the movement, had been expelled at Skegness (the second
national conference) where they had brought men and where.
they had come in control of the then-existing Women's Natieonal
Co-ordination Committee. However, they were present at the
London conference with a 50-page document (A reply to the
Reactionary Selma James") and an open letter.whlch thaey
circulated proclaiming that they were not taking part and

that they would not take part until the movement acknowl edged
the correctness of their political line. They also preseqted

a resolution in the last session of the conference, but in
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speaking for it their spokeswoman gave her political

identity  away; the middle-class women there, she said, were
concerned only with their "bloody orgasms". When its failure
became obvious, they saved face by withdrawing the resolution,

The penetration of the left has not always been so
blatant - or so inept. Other groups, though giving their
first loyalty to male-dominated left organisations and
participating in Women's Liberation on carefully defined
and independent grounds, espouse the idea of an autonomous
women's movement and at conferences or other large mesestings
act as part of it. Whatever differences they have, inherited
from the political line of the male organisation, these
groups (and we can include the flaoists here) have an
@ssential similarity when it comes to the"woman question®
Because their political line is essentially reformist,
whatever the bombast of their rhetoric, the left women have
found allies among liberal women, whose feminism finds
expression in egalitarian sentiments or lobbying in
Parliament Square, who have a distaste for revolutionar
theory -or struggle (but not for its rhetoric apparentlyg,
and some of whom consider themselves "apolitical'". Although
they are integral to Women's Liberation as women from the
various male groups are not, together their liberalism
forms a crust against the eruption of revolutionary ideas. In
the literature of debate and in the workshop reports, you
could hardly tell one from another in: their basic approach.
Whether they attacked the pamphlet for its "primary concern
with sexism" or for its "primary concern with capitalism”
(and they did both), their own views on women, on unions and
on work were notably alike. Using the topics of their debate
against the six demands, we can summarise their positions.

The Demands as Demands

Both the Leicester statement which asserted that demands
"distort".and an insigned Libertarian "Reply to Selma James"
which rejected demands because they "restrict thought by tying
it down to something too immediate and specific", chose to
attack the six demands, which had been brought to the
movement for discussion, without mention of the four
demands that had been foisted on the movement earlier
without any discussicn and without any vote by the member-
ship. (The four demands were: egual pay, equal education and
job opportunities; 24-hour nurseries, and free contraception
and abortion on demand.) Or perhaps their sudden opposition
to demands as such was a recognition of the newness of the six,
In this they differed from the writers in Red Rag who saw
the first, second and fifth demand as new, but identified
the third, fourth and six with the old four demands (as they
wondered why the demand for equal education and job oppor-
tunities had been left out of the six). Equating three of the
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six with three of the four was quite wrong, of course, for the
scope and content of the demands were different. For exampley
the demand for egual pay for women bears little resemblance

to the demand for"equal pay for all". The latter attacks all
disparate rates, for regions, skills and age as well as for
sex, and in doing so attacks the objectification of human
beings which is the heart of capitalist wage relations. (3)
But paradoxically most of those cr.tics or "repliers"

were too busy explicating Lenin to notice a detail of this
sort. In the process they demonstrated that they knew

nothing of the nature and use of demands, little if anything
of actual struggle, and still less about the real conditions
of- most women. They were joined by a chorus from the left,

who had been responsible for the four demands, who called

the six demands "divisive" of the women®s movement. (one
recalls that this was the charge levelled at the whole women's
movement - by men - at its beginning.) They were against the
six demands. What they were for emerged as they stated their
own positions on unions, work and wages.

The Unions

On the subject of Trade Unions there was almost
universal agreement among the repliers. Though not one
denies the redord of the unions in regard to women especially,
they conclude nevertheless that women must join trade unions
to "democratise" them and to rid them of sexism. Instead
of seeing unions as a historical creation of the working
class co-opted like the Labour Party, they see the unions as
identical with workers - from which one can only infer their
low opinion of the working class., For if trade unions are
admittedly reformist .and if they express the spontaneous
aspirations of the class, then the class must be seen
fundamentally reformist. (Cf. Marx®s atatement that the working
class is revolutionary or it is nothing.) For a woman to
join a trade union means, of course, that she must join the
ranks of waged labor, and for most women, at the lowest, most
sweated rark. Obviously their cpinion of womer is even lowsr
than their opinion of the rest of the class. For low as they
say the class is in its "consciousness" of its revolutionary
tasks, women can only learn and participate in this low
consciousness through the trade unions. Indeed they speak
frankly of the "backwardness" of housewives. A telling verbal
exchangeo illuminated this attitude in one of the workshops on
the six demands. In answer to a laft woman who had been
describing the backward attitudes of "ordinary" houseswives,
a Black woman asked, "Who the hell is this ordinary woman?
And what makes you so special?! {

We must interject here that many women who opposed the
pamphlet's analysis of unions, however, did so on an entirsely
different basis. Workers, male and female, continually take
action agzinst their unions, but only the ruling class seaems
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to articulate this when they say with increasing freguency:
the unions have lost control over their workers. However
those who traditionally attack unions attack from the right.
To express the actions of the class by attacking in words
what workers attack in action (and also in words if you are
there to listen) is new in Britain, frightening - and vital.

Work

The only people in Britain who are as worried as the
ﬁapitalist class about workers! rejection of work are those
dominated by the ideology of the organised left. This concern
is demonstrated by the writers in Red Rag. Speaking about
the absenteeism of women, Sheila Rowbotham wrote, "I don't
see how we can stop the Tories (sicl!) cheating us out of
equal pay if we nmever turn up for work{ Sue Cowley worries
that work might be identified with capitalism (though she shows
her opposition to the "work ethic" if not to work). Micheline
Victor, in a condescending apology for the Unsupported Mothers
for demanding wages for housework, relates their demand to the
fact that they"don't have a job" and are forced to "chose
between two forms of insecurity" (husband or State). Her
assumption, a very priviledged one, is that a job equals
security (and also, by the way, that men in "private"
employment are not also working for the State). Caroli Mullen
says that "the minimal pre-requisite for any degree Of
equality must be economic independence; the fact that a
woman's job is in itself not liberating or is even guite
awful, does not invalidate that point." The ease with which
these women consign other women to double slavery, to
"gquite awful" jobs, is notable, whatever its rationale. The
pamphlet of the IMG women tells us: "THE PROLETARIAN
REVOLUTION IS BASED ON ITS ECONOMIC POWER AS A RESULT OF ITS
ROLE IN PRODUCTION" and "A LIVING WAGE TO THOSE WHO ARE NOT
IN POSITION TO SELL THEIR LABOUR (sicl!) WOULD CONTRADICT THE
NATURE OF CAPITALISM." (With the last we completely
agree, but then we thought contradicting the nature of
capitalism was what the class tsruggle was all about.)

Finally the Maoists conclude in their list of charges, "Not
only is (Selma james) anti the unions, she is also anti-work."
One can see that these planners of the future society would
be hard taskmasters.

Wages

For those who approach the ongoling struggles of the
working class in terms of some blueprint for the future
socialist society and who define demands under the categories
of "transitional" or "ultimate", depending upon how closely
they fit into the ideal plan, the concept of wages for
housework is anathema. Immediately they see visions of a State
where housework is paid for, where time-study men follow a
woman around her kitchen to calculate on the boiling of

Wl
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an egg; the issue of Shrew from London's Arsenal group

actually says this. They worry that housework wages would be

unrealistically high, since the hcusewife works an 80-90

hour work week. To this visia they prefer the reality of

unwaged housework, which is not, according to them,

institutionalised. In defatigably pianning, they think in terms

of "fair wages" and also of differentials, though they want

no disparities by sex. This is the epitome cf trade union

consciousness and what the demand "egual pay for all" was

designed to undermins. i
Finally and most important of all, they do not ses

housewives as productive, that is, they do not see housework

as work, as part of capitalist production. Housework is "not

at the point of production", and therefore, in the capitals

of IMG, "A CALL FOR REWARDING THIS WASTEFUL USE OF HUMAN LABGUR

IS POSSIBLE ONLY IN THE IDEOLOGY OF PETTY BOURGEQOIS SOCIALISMY

Their more revolutionary demand (if they made it) would be for

the abolition of housework and the institution of public can=

teens and nurseries, "Backward housewives" are nct to be

trusted with a wage (or even a demand for onre), but capitalism

can be trusted to create canteens where we can colliectively

sat shit and nurseries where Mrs Thatcher, the Minister of

Education, can imprison babies at an earlier ags.

The Workshops

The first day of the conference was organised in workshops.
Sixteen workshops went on, some throughout the cay, some begin-
ning in the afternoon. Reports on them were given in plenary
session at the end of the day, and it is from these rgpgr?s
that we have a general view of the workshops. Their division
by subject is significant. Two workshops on c¢id campaigns:
anti-discrimination and abortion-contraceptio_ra° Six whlgh fo-
cussed on particular topics, interests and avpiuns: sexism in
textbooks, a literary anthology, women in media, women's
studies, self-help therapy, a '"guide for bride:f."u Thg other
sight workshops drew their impsetus, openly or ;mpl%01tly,
voluntarily or unintentionally, from Women, the Unions and
Work and the six demands.A few were organised @0 answer the
pamphlet, a few to find an alternative revolut}onary line. 2
One which tried to ignore it found the discussion "abgtract
and had to turn to the concreteness of thes pamphlet. No at =
tempt will be made here to describe sach workshop; but seyeral
will be remarked on for their approach to the basic questlons_

of ‘the conference.

A workshop called "plan for action" discussed women's
role in the tenant and rent struggles. And they saw the need
for national conferences on particular issues afiectirig women,
and called one on housing for Dec. 9-10,
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A workshop organised by the Northeastern Paper (another
"Reply") group proposed to work at developing an analysis, to
engage in socialist education either in Women's Liberation
or "other left groups". Another similar workshop aimed espe =
cially at "uneducated women" called itself "women's voice".
They wish to start a magazine written in simple language
and to "work around rent struggles and factories".

"Women and the State" workshop was organised on a state-
ment almost identical with the report that came from the
workshop. It held as foremost in importance the taking of
"social wealth" by squatting and shoplifting, without
mediation by unions as in factory struggles, but in direct
confrontation with the police and the State. Struggles for
wages, this workshop felt, are reformist because to use the
medium of money does not undermine the basis of capitalism.

The workshop on "Capitalism and Sexism" found a similar
contradiction in thedemand of wages for housework. The
guestion was asked, "how can we demand a wage for something
we want to get rid of?" Sexism was divorced from women's
wagel essness"wages do not define a relation" (our italics).
By this logic, of course, no wage labourer should take wages :
from capitalists unless it's her intention to remain a wage
slave.

Two workshops (Plan for Action and Family Allowance) ac=
~ tually got to work on new campaigns, but the workshop on the
.six demands and actions flowing from them found itself ham=
pered in following its subject by ‘women from the left-who
insisted on theoritical discussion. An attempt to split the
large workshop into two groups, each of which could follow
its own bent, failed because those who wanted to discuss
actions were joined by those who wanted thecritical debate.

The reports on the workshops often seem~d a single-voiced
statement, tuo neat to reflect development within a workshop.
Indeed some reports were almost identical with the statements
which had proposed the workshops,

Thus the plenary session became on the whole a platform -
where politival lines could be pushed - and unprecedentedly
dull. But it reached a high point of temsion suddenly when
the microphcne was snatched from Selma, as she spoke in sympa-
thy with a feminist who called the whole session a "male cha=-
rade"., She asked why we had not heard from the Claimants. After
the mike was taken from her by one of the chairwcmen of the
day, there were shouts of "let ‘her speak!" and a group of women
at the side of the hall offered her another microphone. As she
spoke she was interrupted once-more, this time by a CP woman
who grabbed the mike 4t the'front of the hall and delivered
a personal attack on her. The explosion had been building for
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the whole day, and it haf historical echoes. No attempt

(aside from Skegness) had sver been made before in the movement
to prevent any woman from speaking, but the tactic of

removing the microphone from a speaker is well known in

left circles,

Radical Feminism

At Manchester it had been decided to devote the morming
of the second day of the next conference to a discussion of
Radical Feminism. Although these workshops were not reported
on inplenary session, the general impression was that they
were a relief, Many of us thought that these workshops '"saved"
the conference because here the emohasis was on our
individual experiences as women. Some women in one workshop
expresced their frustration after two years in the movement,
saying, in effect, "we know only what we don't want; we
don't want only consciousness-raising groups. We would likse
to organise on actions with other women, but not if that
means, like yesterday, to depart from the reality of our
female experience, from what we want in our bodies and minds".
The insistence on a feminist view was like coming homs.

.- The Radical Feminists have always rejected male politics :
explicitly and they have given an analysis of the relations
between 1left women and the movement which, in our vieuw,
expresses their dilemna. In Thoughts on Feminism, a series
of feminist essays presented at the conference, a woman writes:

"The fact that many women come to WL through the male
left, that is, having been politicised first on issues of
concern. to men (i.e. class, homosexuality) and because they
continue to identify with the left, has made the women's
mqvement, to a large extent, a branch of the male left. While
the men get on with the real revalution (concerning economics),
the domestic side of the struggle (abortion, childcare)
is left, traditivnally, to the women. Progressive men have
co-opted revolutioary potential.

"The left, of course, understand that their presencse
(male) is not feasible in WL. Absent physically, they remain
directors with their female representatives in the
movement reminding 'non-political' sisters of the bigger
struggle outside, preventing women from concentrating too
much on themselves!.

Despite this strong statement characterising the func~
tions of the left women, in practice the Radical Feminists
accommodate themselves to the presence and politics of women
whom they charge with being agents of men. There is a logic
behind this accommodation. For it was the left women who fipst !
split the strungles against cepitalism and acginst sexisme.
For them there was the class struggl, the '"general strugglse",
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on one hand and on the other women's struggle-- not so

serious or fundamental in nature as the class struggle.

With their emphasis on"the genmeral struggle" they demoted

women's struggle to a subordinate role. It was the working

class (white, male and vver 30) who would make the "real revo-
lution", and class was therefore the more central division of
forces than sex. Capitalism was the'main enemy"; sexism was
merely an ideology, a superstructure of the system. Many

women rejected this political line; many rejected the'class
analysis" on which it was based. Ignoring class and putting

the emphasis on sex alone, the Radical Feminists have made

an ideology based on anti-sexism. When they fail to defend

the movement from the attack by left women (as at the plenary the
day before - though it was a Radical Feminist who called the
plenary a "male charade"), they are expressing a political logics
the split of capitalism and sexism has given them a foundation
for their rejection of class politics. And accepting that

split, they, like the left, end up characterising the working
class as male. (3)

."The Radical Feminists seem not to have a perspective
of a mass movement - so far as their document allows us to
generalise their attitude:

"If we really, sincerely want to change society and be
rid of sexism, capitalism in all their subtle and not so
subtle forms, we have got to change our living - which
doen't mean just spending hours talking about possessions
of people/property, free love/sex, etc. - it means withdrawing
from our male-oriented lives, living, trusting, working,
playing, sexing, loving, hating WITH WOMEN - giving up all
heterosexuality - really putting into practice what we have.
talked about for ages - SISTERHOOD." ;

. Though such a perspective envisages fundamental changses
in individual lives, they are no substitute for a political
perspective. Nor can they have impact on the:development of
the movement in its present ~ttempt to relate to other women-
through action, organisation and through writing about women..
Where they could be of help to women in individual struggles
against men, in schools, in the kitchen, in the bedroom, the
Radical Feminists! effect is limited. For their only answer
to the problems of the mass of women in their daily ‘struggles
is separation. Their advice is to leave, get out of the
oppressive situation. Ignoring the clear impossibility for most
women of following such advice, failing to see how oppression
is in fact the idevlogy of exploitation (attitudes that express
and reinforce capitalist pwer relations), they leave the mass
of women to the tender mercies of the left, the unions, "pri-
vate" employers and their State, who propose doubling the
exploitation of women more generally.



o 4B o

Whatever virtues of the Radical Feminists in their
rejection of the left mode of politics and in their
emphasis on women's autonomous struggle, they may well be
on the way to making themselves irrelevant by their

failure to see and act on the actualities of power relations.
One has only to look at another document circulated at the
conference to appreciate the contrast between their approach
and the actualities of women's lives. This document, a
narrative by a woman from the Notting Hill (London) group of
her attempt to organise with factory women, entitled Scrooge
and Stooge: Company_and Union v _the Workers of Chesebrough
Ponds, gives a picture of real conditions. No single
article or cocument on women's oppression and exploitation

- young women or- old, married and single, Black women and
white, women with kids or without - has been written with
the depth and richness of this document. It has the reality
of life seen through a woman's sensibility and understanding
of the relativnships between life at home and in the factory,
between men and women, of their attitudes towards work and
the unions and the difficulties of the struggle. It is a very
Radical document. It is a very Feminist document.

The Claimants Union

In contrast to other occasions and to the previous:
conference, in London the voice of the Claimants, particu-
larly of the Unsupported Mothers, was not heard. Women from

the CU, which also incliudes the unemployed, the sick:and

the aged - all those living on Social Security pittances -

had :been active participants at Manchester. They had behind
them the strength of the organisation that they were
instrumental in founding, an organisation directly confronting
the State. A few weeks before the London conference, the CU
had had a national conference in Birmingham, whose tone had
been depressed. Part of this depressiort‘resulted-no-doubt: = :
from the fact that their.sisters in Women®s Liberation had
given not even lip service support to their activities, and

no support of substance, no links with the struggl es pF-wumapz
dependent on the wage given directly by a capitalist ' or tprough
a man. Indeed, quite the reverse, since the organised pre-
conference discussions for the most part undercut the:Unsup =
ported Mothers. The battle about the six demands was par@ucu—
larly hot on the subject of wages for housework; next to.the
question of trade unions (with which it was linked), this
demand infuriated the left-dominated women. But the dewand )
had originated with the women in the Claimants union, in their
handbook for Unsupported Mothers, nat agAidD?lugyr the

coinage of the left, but. as political direction for struggle,
in the most positive sense a political lJ..ne° Nut.only had.they
demanded wages for thecmselves - for their work im producing °
and caring for the labour-fodder of the future - but they

had called on women who have men supporting them to join them
in the demand, since these women too are wageless for the
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work they do for the State.,. The left wumen‘s antagonism to

the demand reflected the policy of their organisations, one

of which has been so careless as to let leak its intention to
turn the CU into a union of the unemployed, leaving behind the
sick, the old and the Unsupported Mothers: This intended
manipulation of the Claimants! organisation was totally subver-
sive of the Unsupported Mothers, and so it is no accident if
their conference was depressed and that the Claimants did not
find find their voice at the London conference.

It must be left to other articles and documents to place
politicallt the potential .and actual importance of an
organisation, central to which are women, whose struggle
against the State is not mediated by trade unions, by
individual employers and by individual men. But here we must
make it clear that for us there is not a feminist movement
and by its side somehow related some Unsupported Mothers who
are poor and to be pitied. The Unsupported Mother as she
has organised herself and as she gives leadership to the rest
of the class poses for us our future directions.

Claimants were in attendance at the conference. And a
workshop on their activities was suggested. But what seems
to have happened is that thg Claimants dispersed to try to
follow their interests in the various worshops debating the
six demands. The workshop on Claimants was combined with the
worshop on Family Allowance. Their particular and unified
voice was thus lost. Ironically, in the heated and bored
atmosphere of the plenaries, their presence was graphically
represented in the huge feminist paintings by Monica S joo,

a Bristol woman, whi is active in the CU; the paintings lined
both walls of the auditorium. -

Abortion _and Birth Control

~ One cempaign which:-has been active, popular and effective
of change concerns the rights to abortionm and birth control
- of all the campaigns first launched by women in the movement ¢
Not only in Britain, but internationally this is true. At the
three international mestings of this conference, women from
France, Holland, South ‘Africa, Canada, Spain; Ireland, all
emphasised their work on these subjects. The only delegate
announced . as "official" from the United States was not from
Women!s -Liberation but from WONAAC (Women's Organisaticn for
National Action on Abortion and Contraception,..a.Trotskyist-led.
organisation), and she reported only on WONAAC's activities, 3
especially on the intermational tribunal which is being
organised, in New York City. In Britain, the abortion and
birth control campaign:is the only one flowing from the four
demands of 1971 which got off the ground.
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Women's need for control over their bodies, over their
sexual and reproductive functions, is immediately obvious te
all. The demand for this right to individual control supplies
an outstanding example of how the persvunal is political and
the political personal, a basic premise of our movement. But
this need and this demand also brougt out some of the contra-
dictions that our campaigns encounter.

At the first international meeting the woman from
South Africa expressed her fears about the way abortion and
sterilisation (the ultimate in birth control) are being
used-in the Black hospitals of South Africa. Later, during
the international reports at the conference itself, Bobby Sykes
denounced the active genocidal policy of the Australian State
against the Abuoriginal population, by means of abortion and
sterilisation - in addition to malnutritiomn and starvation.
So the conference reports immediately exposed the issue of
population control, a capitalist device for planning the
workforce. The danger of capitall's plan to co-opt our
campaigns for its own purposes was posed by a leaflet
circulated by a group of women from Richmond, London (but
unsigned), entitled, "Fertility Control - Control for Whom?"
By its allusion to Paul Erlich, the leaflet made the connection
between bmth the exploitation of fears of overpopulation and
the repressive ecological notion that women are polluting Fhe
earth with children, buoth useful to-capital at this historical
moment. The reminder of the twp sides of the choice, ths
RIGHT TO HAVE OR NOT TO HAVE CHILDREN, was timely, since some
of the campaign literature, in concentrating on abortion and
birth control only, has sometimes played into the hgnds of
ecologists and others working for the State. (One plece‘From
WONAAC in fact equated chousing with abortion.) By echoing tha
phraso as it appoarsd in tho six domands, the Richmidnd women
supplied the broader context of the issue necessary for it
to be truly woman-liberating, truly revolutionary, and truly
non-cooptable at this time,

The International Meetings

The international meetings had a life, a mode and a
development almost independent from the conFerence._Sin9e they
were organised separately from the conferange organisation
(by women from Notting Hill), this was inevitable. But sven
if their integration had been planned, they would have been
different because the international women necessarily reflected
different conditions of women, different situations and !

organisations, and different possibilities of struggle. Another

distinction was that, after the first, these mestings were not
the arenas for battles between feminists and women of left
organisations that other meetings of the conference wers,

If there was a political division among the international

o
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women, it was not like the British split. Some women, in flight
from male political domination, were concentrating on "conscious-
ness-raising" as opposed to "political action". This division
took various forms. A group in Milan concentrates on a study -
of sexism and patriarchal institutions and relations. A larger
group in France works to link politics and psychoanalysis. The
Dutch male-led Dolle Minas were opposed by women who are
forming an organisation which excludes men and which concen=
trates on exploring the female experience. Two French women,
one a night cleaner of Algerian parentage, opposed the MLF;
the situation in post 1968 France is illuminated perhaps by
the fact that they now belong to po women's group. But none

of the international women spoke for male organisations of
the left. That the emphasis of some on "consciousness-raising"
keeps them for the moment from active public struggle and cuts
them off from the mass of women in their countries may be
helpful to the left parties, but it is not their willing
intention to help these groups. In the last analysis, this may
be the only basis of autonomous female politics - as many of
us now politically active can testify, though we must also
testify that it is in itself no guarantee.

_ The large number of women from Italy (Padua, Milan,
Ferrara, Venice, Naples and Florence) gave great life to
the internaional meetings. (When sven the Guardian recognises
the imminent possibility of insurrection in that country,
this fact is hardly surprising.) Most of them were from an
autonomous women's organisation called Lotta Feminista, and
they set a high level for discussion. The woman who
reported from Padua began not with the internal affairs
and ideas of her group, but with a detailed descript .fon of
the objective conditions of women in Italy and of their struggles.
Against this background full of hard data, she utilised the
ideas and campaigns of her urganisation. -

Another woman from Fascist Spain, where a-meeting of °
more than 20 persons must be registered with the police and
where in spite of this a women's movement is beginning,
used a like pattern for her report. In passing.she remarked ...
that the clandestine CP has had a harmful effect on the
women's movement in Spain, by arpusing guilt feelings in
some women abdut the martyrs of the working class and making
them doubt the legitimacy of their own movement. We were moved
by the situation she described and at the same time we
were deeply impressed with® the calm and firm approach. Her
feminism found its solid base, its index to the condition
of.-all women, in the lives of working class and peasant womens.

Despite brutal repression, despite being cut from
international currents, the women of Spain begin their movement
with class politics and feminism already integrated, because
of the experience of that class, which has behind it the re-
valution of 1936, That experience was dramatised once more as
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the meeting climaxed in the reading of a letter from

Mujeres Libres , an organisation of refugee Spanish

Anarchist women which has lived for 36 years and main-

tained a newsletter’in three lamguages for women refugees

on three continents, keeping touch and taking care of

each other. Their representative at our conference,

reluctant to speak to us in English, .gave-us-this -letters - :—--

"Dear Sisters in Struggle:

"I bring to your conference the most hearty greetings
in the name of the Federacion 'Mujeres Libres! de Espana
en Exilio - Spanish Federation of Women for Freedom in Exile.

"We hope that through your deliberations you find the
right way to fulfil the aim of liberation not only for
women, but for women, but for all human beings. ,

"In these crucial and critical moments, when humanity
suffers the traumatism of political immorality and material
ambitions, we must struggle to conquer a society based on
human rights under the motto of the mutual respect ‘and
solidarity between equals. oy

"On these principles 'Mujeres Libres!' initiated 36 years
ago their struggle in Spain, struggle that to this day we
maintain in Spain and in exile. G

"The world looks to women in revolt!

"We must give the right answer.

From 'Mujeres Libres!' "

The letter provided a high point and all the greater
impetus for the next meeting, which was decided upan
spontaneously.

The third and last international meeting uccurreg as
the conference ended and it was held not at the hall in
Acton, but at the South London Women's Center. There tbe
international women who remained were even in nuwbe? with
local women, and this fact, along with the more 1nt1mat§
quaters which were not rented for the vccasiao put belonged
to us, created a closeness that the other meetings had lacked. -
The discussion was fiery with enthusiastic debate over the
questins and problems raised by the cunForence..Every woman
spoke and not as "international' or representative of a group
but as individual member of an international movement. Even
the Anarchist woman found her English tongue and plunged
into discussion. One of the subjects raised was the problem
of the left-dominated women and their obstruction.uF_
feminist politics, beginning with Spain in the thirties where
the Anarchist women had struggled against the stranglehold
of the CP. This gave us a deeper insight into where the two
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generations of Spanish women were coming from and explained
further their political sophistication. Our conclusions open
a new perspective for all of us, And they will bse usseful as
a conclusion to this report.

Conclusions _and Perspectives

The final session of the conference was devoted to the
posing of resolutions. By their nature, resolutions aro not
generally subjects of debate. They express an opinion or
feeling on a question that affects the general welfare of
women that all can agree on. And they rarely entail a
commitment to action. Most of the resolutions posed were of
this.nature. But posing resolutions can be used to push an
extransous political line, and there were a few such
instances at the London conference, one of which we have alluded
to above. But in general the conference passed all and only
those resolutions that spoke to them as women on a general
and basic level.

Among them was one of important and immediate concern:

at denouncing the British State's plan to eliminate

mily Allowance payments. The subject of this particular

isolution, the subject of a worshop as well, will also

» the subject of actions. Nlready women have mobilised to

ght the cutting off of the only sum of money that goes

rectly into the housewife's purse, that affects her

2l1fare as well as her children's, that changes the level

| power between men and women in their households. We

lieve that Family Allowance is for a woman a wage, that is,

wage from the State that we all serve, Other women are against

ges directly from the State but know it would be suicidal

t to oppose the government's taking this money away from
women. It can be expected that many left women, particularly
those of the CP, will join the campaign to keep the
Family Allowance. It is possible that they may try to narrow
or diminishit, try to turn it from a mobilisation of women into
a charity lobby.(4) For the latent or instinctive feminists
among them, to do this will not be intention, but the product
of a political perspective infused with a notion of the
incapacity of the class, and most especially of women, to
fight and win. Only such a notion can explain the attempt to
narrow and diminish the demands of the Unsupported Mothers
of the Claimants Union and when the attempt failed, to ignore
them. :

This subject brings us to our conclusion and to the
perspectives alluded to above. There is goo reason. to
believe that the London conference will be the last of
its kind. Although it was a large organisational success, it
appears not to have accomplish much, hamstrung as it was by
the organised left. Aside from the international meetings, it



- 58 o

showed 1little immediate development or growth from the .
coming together of nearly 2000 women - though that fact in
itself was an inspiration to many women. And yet nothing has
been quite the same since. Perhaps the conference, by
demonstrating the organised power of the male organisations'
influence and their animosity to feminist politics, made
feminist politics more urgent and even more accessible.

Since there is no way to prevent the left women
exercising their male influence in any movement gathering which
is not in itself an action, what will probably happen within
the movement is a crystallisation of forces on an issue-oriented
and/or political perspective=oriented rather than a
geographical basis., The frustrations over inaction and the
desire for action will burst forth, no doubt, in the form
of campaigns. One important one will be the onguing campaign
to keep and to extent Family Allowance, Its implications have
not yet all been discovered and its relation to fundamental
issues -0f our struggle as women and as class against capital
have yet to be posed. As women on a mass scale these will
emerge.

Only in contrast to the potentials of the situation, of
the ingredients present in numbers and ideas, and to the
enormity of the tasks ahead do we say the conference
accomplished little. In another sense it accomplished a great
deal politically, and even its shortcomings must be senn in
proportion to the great tasks and issues posed. For what we
discussed, directly at times, obliquely at others, were basic
~questions of our time: how to avoid slavery to capitalist
work and yet make a living; how to get contruol over our
bodies and our lives; how to get back the value of our work,
past and present, from those who control it; how to make our
social relations human instead of objectified; how and why to
build a mass movement. .

It is no accident that these basic questions underlay our
discussions, for in women's lives they define themselves mgst
clearly. It is women, married or unmarried, with jobs out51ge
the home who bear a double burden of work; it is the housewife
who by her unwaged labour must question the whole concept and
nature of work and her dependence on men as a depsendencse on
capital., Finally women in the persons of the Unsupport ed
Mothers must daily confront the ultimate master, the States,
without the mediation of a man, a trade union, Oor even a boss.
For them the power relation is laid bare.

The questions were posed, pusitions taken, and no resolu=-
tion arrived at. But it is to the credit of our movement that
these questions, destined to be at the heart of every Sty
movement and struggle of the working class agd of the building
of a left in Britain integral to and expressing that class,
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woro posed at the London conference by women.
Sylvine Schmidt

' Priscilla Allen

Footnofes to In Defence of Feminism

1. Recently a conference uof bureaucrats of all the
Communist Parties in western Europe met in Rome to set the
line on women. Although the top brass of the different
countries had trouble getting together on the subjects of
abortion and divorce (what is expedient differs from one
country to another), they could agree on one topic: they
unanimously opposed wages for housework. Corriere della Sera,
Milan, November 19, 1974, p.ll., Behind the palimpsest of
trivial decoration that Communist Parties the world over
use to paint women's struggles or campaigns, the hard line
of the counter-revolution stands out clear in this decision.

2, This colloctive of women no longer exists. Many of the
women who were once part of it have joinmed a mixed group of
the left.

Do The revolutionary potential of the demand for equal .
wages for all was hinted at in the wage discussions
broadcast on national television and radio, sparked by ths
miners' pay claims in January, 1974. Workers were asked
about differentials of pay in gensral, about who was a
"special case", who was more "important", etc. Many
newspapers carried features and editorials on the subject as
well. It was manifestly explosive material.

4, The women's National Family Allowance Campaign had a
victory that was in proportion to the forces it gathered.
When the Select Committee on the Tax-Credit Scheme reported

-to Parliament in July, 1973, they had revised the plan in

accordance with some of the campaign demands. But the Campaign
did not kill the tax-credit scheme itself., That scheme is still
high on the Tory agenda. The Labour Party has a similar

scheme in view (by another name), but has not broached it
formally, Aftcr an attempt to play mothers off against pensioners
in the summer of 1974, the Labour governemnt has recently
promised to raise family allowance payments.
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