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If Women were
Paid for All
They Do

If women were paid for all they do
There'd be a lot of wages due

—from a 1940s china money box in the form of a rolling-pin

\\’hen a baby woman is born, everyone knows what will be expected
of her. Traditionally dressed in pink, she is bought dolls as well as a
_tedd)_' bear: and later a cookery set rather than a building kit. She

15 trained from the first to be good-tempered and not too adventur-
ous, to learn to please rather than to fight, to learn to help around
the hou§e rather than stay out with her friends. To learn to put the
needs of the household, the family, before her own needs.

i 1§0me people say women don’t get enough job training, but in
a lly we hayc the longest and most meticulous training of all. We
are being trained to work *for love’.

Wilﬁsu“r,T?anr‘:el'][‘ \vila.re forced to accept that if we have a relationship
s berl will involve a.lot of work: looking after him, putting
R OEC ours. Eyen if bpth man and woman are earning a

) an's wage will be higher than the woman’s and so his

w



ol maote tportant than the woman’s. His well-being and needs
will come st we want children, then our wage will stop when
die elildien are young and we are home full-time. We will have to
Jepend o the father for money or clse scrape by on Social Security
Weltare] . And we are foreed to aceept that along with the pleasure
having a child, we will have to accept a lot of work. Ours will be
e 1ob of looking after that child, caring for the child physically
cmotionally. We will be responsible for that child’s health and

QADDMNSS,

The wife and mother who goes out of the home to earn a wage,
10 escape being totally dependent on a man, being isolated in the
h and the penny-pinching that trying to make one wage feed
he family involves, takes a second job. She doesn’t give up her first
job. but has to squeeze it in first thing in the morning, in the even-
. at weekends.

The single ‘career girl’ too must do housework at evenings and
weekends. If she goes out with a man she will usually be doing
12 of his housework. And even if we don’t marry or live witha
_the fact that most women do means that every man will see
.ousewife when he sees us. Men expect us to be at their disposal
ually and emotionally. To be sympathetic to their problems,

ster their egos, have a ready smile, make the tea.

No woman can escape this work. We have some room to man-
over how much housework we will do, but none of us can
zvoid it altogether.

ALL WOMEN ARE HOUSEWIVES. Single or married, young or
14 with or without children, lesbian or straight, that housqvor}i
iz our first job. But that job of work is so identified \vit.h’belng fe-
40 tied to what’s expected of us from birth, that it’s hard e
ere work ends and we begin. If we had a wage for thz}l work,
e would begin to know what is us and what is our work. Even to
5% for 2 wage is already to say that we are not that work.

ile housework isn’t paid for with a wage, we can work 100
week in the home, as women with young children do, and
. of the week there’s nothing to show for it. We have no
sy wnd we seem 1o have produced nothing. No wonder men
o have you been doing all day?” We sometimes wonder

; £ al,
Gorselives where our time has gone, but we know from our ment

emotional and physical exhaustion that we’ve been working flat
out.

The product that our housework produces is people, people who
are to work as we have worked, as housewives and as wage earners.
We produce and reproduce in other people and ourselves the ability
to work and go on working, we produce labour power. All other
production would grind to a halt tomorrow if women weren’t pro-
ducing these workers.

Wherever else we are, in schools, hospitals, factories, fields or
offices, we carry with us our housework. We do housework in the
mornings, evenings and weekends as well as going out to work. And
in our waged jobs we often find ourselves cooking, cleaning, sewing,
caring, doing the work that services people all over again.

Everyone knows that women’s wages are lower than men’s. This
is not an accident. We are forced to be grateful for any wage be-
cause we are trained to work for no wage. And employers can keep
our wages low because they know that there are countless women
without any wages who are queuing up for the job if we don’t want
it.

Our housework goes on behind the scenes, unnoticed, uncount-
ed, uncharted as long as it is unpaid. But if we demand to be paid
for it. if we demand Wages for Housework from the State, we are
saying first of all that housework is work. We are saying that we
don’t accept that being born female should condemn us to looking
after people for a lifetime, that we want to be able to go slow,
strike, refuse our work the same as other workers. We don’t have to
to change nappies because we are female, we don’t have to look
after everyone because we are female, we don’t have to be the serv-
ants of the world because we are born with a womb.

We are saying that we women need money of our own—if we
weren’t forced to depend on men for money, we wouldn’t have to
put their needs before ours, to service them sexually, physically,
emotionally. We could begin to find out what our needs are.

But we are also saying that government and employers—the
State—owe us a living, the State which benefits from the work that
men, women and children do must pay us women for keeping every-
one functioning for that work. Men and women work all day and
at the end of the week those in waged work get a wage packet
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hich doesn’t buy much more than the necessities of life. Those
::'I}lo have worked at home get nothing. The wealth that we have
created goes to the employers and the State.

In the twentieth century, when they can gend men to _the moon,
we have some idea of the technology tlm exists (and which we have
paid for with our work); we have some lfiea of the technology that
could free us from our work. That'there s no n_eed for anyone to
work all day, to work every week in order to live. When we see in
the shops, on TV, everywhere around us, the wealth that our wor!<
has created, we have some idea of the gap between what our work
has produced and what we get in return for that work. We know
that the money we are demanding is our money, that we are only
getting back what is owed to us, the wages due.

The idea of Wages for Housework is not new. Women in the late
nineteenth century were already discussing—

Who works without wages?

... The worker’s wife darns and mends things that are not
worth the trouble she takes; she calculates and drudges with-
out end; she looks for the cheapest food, which also lz.ikes
time; she never counts the hours of labour—her work is never
done.

... If all housewives were to die at once, and the men were
forced to buy everything ready for use, wages would have to
rise immediately. It is by her unpaid labour that the house-
wife makes it possible for her husband’s wages to be kept so
low.

Who profits from low wages?

The employer, of course, so all the toiling of the woman 1s in
truth not profitable to her family, but to the employer.
Housewives keep their families in the cheapest way; they
nurse the children under the worst circumstances, and.all the
toiling of thousands of housewives enables the possessing ¢
classes to increase their riches, and to get the labour-power O
men and children in the most profitable way.*

*Mrs. Wibaut, ‘Working Women and the Suffrage’, publ.1890s. Reg;xglished
in Women in Rebellion, 1900, Independent Labour Party, Leeds 1973.
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But in the last few years women have not only been discussing
the idea but acting on it.

The explosion of the Welfare Rights Movement and the Women’s
Liberation Movement in the late 1960s was a dramatic expression
of the struggles that women had been making for years, and in turn
gave a voice to and strengthened that rebellion. Welfare mothers in
the U.S.* and ‘unsupported mothers’ in Britain directly attacked
the State and demanded payment for the work they had been doing
in the home. They refused to have husbands just because they had
children, they refused to be sterilised just because that was cheaper
for the State, they refused to accept Welfare as a charity. They de-
manded wages from the State because they were working.

Their struggle cannot be separated from the rest of the tumultu-
ous '60s, which was a period of rebellion all over the world. The
student movement, the youth movement and the struggle of young
blacks in the ghettoes—the struggle of those outside the factory, the
wageless—exploded onto the streets. In the factories, workers, especi-
ally young workers, found new forms of struggle. As well as sabo-
tage and strikes, they used the higher wages negotiated in return for
boredom, speed-up and danger, to pay for Mondays or Fridays off.
They were refusing work and its routines by any means possible.

Each area of the world had its own variations on these themes.
But in the ‘general” rebellion and refusal, the specific interests of
women were overlaid and therefore denied. The welfare mothers,
drawing strength from these struggles, not only spoke to the needs
of all women but were in fact a public crescendo to the massive
rebellion of women that had been going on behind closed doors,
appearing publicly only in divorce and abortion statistics.

Women had been walking out of marriages, refusing the work
that went along with a relationship with a man. Those women who
stayed in marriages fought to get the men to do the housework, re-
fused to have large families because having children brought more
work, fought to get access to a wage packet of their own, even
though that meant a second job, and then fought for pay rises. And
now welfare women were demanding a wage without a second job,
and refusing to take a second job.

*In the U.S.

» the Welfare Movement has been led by black women, even
though whit

€ women have been a majority of welfare mothers.



The Women’s Liberation Movement, composed at first of young
‘middle class’ women, was part of the same rebellion. Bra-burning
(the refusal to be a sex object), refusal of marriage, struggles for
child care (the refusal to accept all the work of looking after child-
ren), struggles for free abortion and contraception—the right to de-
cide not to have children, not to be defined only as wife and mother,
not to have to do the work their mothers had done.

The demand for Wages for Housework is the product of these
struggles. It is the demand which makes explicit the connection be-
tween all the apparently diverse struggles against housework, for

more time for ourselves, and for money for the work we have been
doing.

The first analysis of these struggles which explicitly identified
housework as the major ground of struggle for us women was The
Power of Women and the Subversion of the Community.* That
book made sense of what we had experienced as women and what
we knew of our mothers’ lives as well as our own. At the same time,
in describing women’s work as producers of labour power, workers,
the book had grasped the source of our power as women. The work
we have in common is the work on which all other work rests. In

demanding a wage for that work, we have a lever of power to refuse
it

In seeing our potential power we can see too the crisis that the
rebellion of women has already created. The ‘crisis’ we hear about
every day is the product of our struggle, of our refusal of ‘our’ work.
When women rebel in the family, the family which rests on our sub-

mission begins to break down, and the factory, office, school and
hospital feel the tremors.

Women who also have waged jobs have taken their rebellion into
those jobs. Absenteeism, disengagement from work, disengagement
from the trade unions and the age-old swindle of more money being
tied always to more work—we have been notorious for all of these.
Increasingly women have been going on strike for higher wages, re-
fusing the blackmail of working ‘for love’ even in those jobs where
we have been most blackmailed by what is expected of us as women.
The devoted secretary has become the temp typist, refusing to make

*By Ma{iaroszx Dalla Costa and Selma James. Published by Falling Wall Press,
third edition, Bristol 1975.
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tea and remember the boss’s wedding anniversary, moving from job
to job in search of higher wages. The teacher has walked out of the
classroom. The devoted nurse has walked off the wards.

But the rebellion of women who are not themselves in waged
jobs has reached into these jobs too, through the children they
would not (and could not) discipline, through the men they have
refused to depend on. The rebellion of young people, their refusal
to work—truancy, the youth movement, the student movement,
drop-outs, flower power—is attributed to the refusal of housework
by their mothers and to their taking a second job. This is ‘the break-
down of the family’. The mothers refused to control these children
both because their rebellion made them uncontrollable, and also be-
cause the mothers were unwilling to take the part of police and so-
cial workers against them. And when the young people refuse to
take the jobs that their parents were forced to accept (for instance,
at a time of massive unemployment, London Transport cannot find
enough workers) those already in waged employment are in a strong-
er position to press their demands. When women refuse to be
dependent on a man’s wage packet, and to impose the discipline on

a man that our dependence on them had meant in terms of their
having to have a regular job and bring in a regular wage, then we
make it possible too for the men to press their demands. They lose
a servant but gain the power to refuse their own servitude.

This is our part in the capitalist crisis. The struggle of different
sectors of the working class internationally has been cutting into
profits, undermining capital’s ability to plan, their ability to get on
with their business of accumulating profits. And the response of
employers and their State is to try and get all workers to work hard-

er, and particularly to put us women back in our place, working to
keep everyone working.

Unemployment, wage restraints or wage cuts, inflation and
price rises, Welfare cuts—in every case they want to cut our access

to wealth, and in this way to increase our work, to force us to
accept more work.

Price rises mean that women must either spend longer shopping
for cheap food, longer cooking to make cheap food palatable, longer
washing because we can’t afford washing machines or launderettes;
or else (if we haven’t already) take on a second job because the
man’s wage packet won’t keep the family. Often we have to do both.

11



At the same time they are laying women off and laying men off,
They are putting pressure on us all, women and men, to fight for
the jobs that are available, to accept lower pay and worse conditions,
They want to intensify the working day both outside the home in
the factory and inside the home in the family. Welfare cuts hit
women hardest—women on Social Security [Welfare] or dependent
on men on Social Security have a longer working day to make the
money stretch. Cuts in the health service mean that women take
care of the ill at home. Cuts in nursery facilities mean that women
take care of children at home. Women are expected to absorb the
costs of the crisis by working harder.

Women continue to refuse this imposition. All over the world, in
whatever ways are open to us, we are demanding and taking more
time and money for ourselves. The needs of women everywhere are
the same needs and the different struggles that women have been
making have the same objectives: to take back our time, which hap-
pens to be our lives; to take back the wealth which we have created
with generations of unpaid labour.

This book is part of the campaign for Wages for Housework. In
showing what we women internationally have in common; in show-
ing how, no matter where we find ourselves, every one of our strug-
gles increases the power of every other;in describing the lives that
women lead and the struggles that women have been making; we are
demonstrating that an international movement of all women de-
manding wages for their work is not only possible but already a
reality.

Wendy Edmond and Suzie Fleming, July 1975
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The International
Perspective

The Housewife

In Italy on the weekend of International Women’s Day 1974 there
was a weekend-long rally—with a photographic exhibition, film
show, singing, speeches and discussion—in Ferretto Square, Mestre.
It was organised by the Triveneto Committee for Wages for House-
work, and opened their campaign. This was the first public demon-
stration for Wages for Housework. The following is one of the
Speeches from that occasion.

I am a secretary and I speak for women like myself who have an
outside job besides their housework. I want to say why I am in
favour of this campaign for Wages for Housework and why,
therefore, I’m taking part in this day of action.

I have found it impossible to struggle together with my work-
mates to improve the conditions of our job outside the home. This
Is because, on the one hand, women who take a job outside the
home generally work for only a few years; they do it to put away
money to get married, to save up for their dowry, to buy clothes,
cosmetics—that is, all the equipment that enables them to find a

13



K :de the home is transitory work. It

or women work outside ne i ,

Eustﬁzi. ilr:npossible 1o build a stable organisation for struggle with
t}?:se young girls who stay for a few years and then leave.

On the other hand, some older w_omen have to go gﬁctl; tk(; iObtsh :
becauss theic husbandspay packel 70 KT G, with
i i en of a cer 5 A 4
ga}r::)?;eg ?én]%é:goggmg as well as their second job, have neve; foui?ld
the time to organise. And this is the weakness of wo.r(rilert]h\: he;r;le
addition to housework, they alsp ha\_le to work outside f
This is our situation, women’s situation.

But what has been suggested to us up to now?

They have put forward emancipation through.a job outm;ie the
home. All of them—the reformists, thg extra-parharpenta_ry brhoups.
All of them. Without even noticing, without ever discussing 1 }e b
fact, without seeing (because they were m.en/ that we alret_zdy zad a
job—housework. A heavy, unpaid job, which they never discussed,
never even saw—I repeat—just because they were men.

ave told us, “Liberate yourselves through work outside
therll?:é:}’, and we have found ourselves working 16-18 hours a day.
They have the nerve to come and say this to us, simply _because we
are women. They never would have said it to men, and_ in fact !
they’ve never had the nerve to propose the ‘emancipation o_f men
through 16 hours of work, eight for pay and eight for nothing! Only
capital, in the early stages of industrialisation, has so t:ar managed to
impose such a long working day on us all—women, children and
male workers.

They have told us also, “Let’s struggle for social services, let’s
struggle for nurseries—so you can work outside the home.” It was
taken for granted that only women with jobs outside the home
would be allowed to use the nurseries—never full-time housewives!

We’ve found ourselves struggling for nurseries in very small num-
bers and with no power, so we got very few nurseries and these are
terrible. They gave us the OMNI nurseries,* concentration camps
for our children. While we were at work these nurseries gave our
children tranquillisers, tied them to the beds, and we couldn’t even
find the strength to reject these ghettoes, these ‘social services’.

*State nurseries, which are notoriously badly run and badly equipped.
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And as far as working outside the home is concerned, let’s not
mince words: it’s not the work we need, it’s the money! It is to get
money that women take on this second job—to have some money
for themselves, to give some to the family when their husband’s
pay isn’t enough, or just because they are tired of asking others for
money. I’'ve never heard a woman who wasn’t ‘political’ say she was
going out to work in order to liberate herself. I’ve always heard wo-
men say, “The work is never-ending”, that when they get home,
they have to “go right back and start working again”.

The ‘hidden work’

I’ve only begun to see this question of work clearly since I’ve been

in the women’s movement. From the very beginning the movement
has unanimously denounced housework as work we all do that has

never been paid for. Then I realised that in the struggle over wages

in jobs outside the home there were too few of us, too few, and so

we have been losing that struggle.

The problem then was to see on what ground we women, all of
us together, could struggle and demand money.

Even those of us who go out to work have to do housework.
When we come home we find the washing-up to do, the beds to

make, the children who no longer recognise us, who don’t know
who we are.

Then I discovered, we discovered, that the strength of women is
enormous. That it could be enormous, on precisely this ground of
common struggle—housework, the work we all do that nobody has
ever seen. On this basis we would be able to find the strength to
move forward, to begin to organise, {o carry on this campaign . . .

I also realised that through this campaign for Wages for House-
work we can find the strength to determine the conditions of our
jobs outside the home, and I’ve seen that this is so.

I came out of my home to look for a job in a condition of in-
describable weakness. I had to take a job at 70,000 lire [£42/$105]
amonth. And this was because behind me there were millions of
housewives without even a penny, ready to take the same job, ready
to compete with me (because they have so divided us), ready to

work for 60,000 lire [£36/$90] a month because 60,000 lire is
better than nothing.



are forced to accept also demonstrates the
weakness of our position. ’m a secretary, which means l?eing a m-o-
ther. wife and mistress, having to remember all the. appointments;
if th,e boss is hungry you have to phone the sandwich bar, go out
for his coffee and buns. And the list could go on and on . ...

The type of job we

This is my job, the work I do outside the home! The work that
is supposed to liberate me!

But what power have I got to determine the conditions of that
work, what power have I got to get more money, what power have
I got to reduce that work, if millions and .mllllons of yvo;nen at
home go on being mothers, wives and ma1d§ for. n.othmg. What
power have I got to demand social services if mﬂllqns of women at
home go on providing these same services for nothing? What power
have I got to demand nurseries while millions of women go on rais-
ing children for nothing?

A common struggle

I finally realised that that was not the right way to fight, that the
job outside the home was not the place to begin, that we had to
choose an objective that was common to all women, to struggle for.

We could gain the power to determine the conditions of social
services and the conditions of the second job only through the strug-
gle for Wages for Housework. If we can make the work every wo-
man does in her own home count, if we can get it paid for, we’ll no
Jonger be forced to do embroidery at home for 200 lire [12p/30c]

a day as we do in Sicily! Because that’s the work they offer us.
That’s the money they give us. And they have the nerve to do it just
because we are women! I won’t say any more about the many hor-
rible low-paid jobs which we women are forced to do.

I also realised this. That even if there was some chance of talking
with other women at my job and trying at least to see how to organ-
ise against the conditions of work outside the home, we still weren’t
managing to organise ourselves—to organise with all other women—
against housework. Housework always remains a nightmare for all

women, married or unmarried, with or without children, young or
old.

: In the feminist movement I found the possibility of organising
with all other women, and it became clear to me that Wages for
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Housework would be the only guarantee that we would be able to
determine the conditions of housework as well as those of work
outside the home.

We're still dusting furniture with a rag in 1974! We’re still doing
housework in the most primitive ways! We still sweep our houses
with brooms the way women swept caves millions of years ago!
This work, housework, must change!

We must find the power to destroy it, to change it, to reduce the
hours of this work, we must find that strategy of struggle through
which we can break the chain of our exploitation from home to
factory to office to maternity ward.

In Wages for Housework we have found this basic strategy for
the liberation of all women.

We’ve worked hard for the campaign because we believe in these
ideas. We’ve distributed many leaflets. I've distributed them myself.
There wasn’t one woman passing on the street who didn’t agree. All
women think housework must be recognised, must be paid.

We are slaves

We must have our own health insurance, it is the right of all women.
Young women, students, suffer the economic blackmail of their own
parents, they have no way of expressing their sexuality; they can’t
travel, they have to learn to become housewives, the future women
in the home, utterly dependent on the family. This is to be a slave.

After marriage women work all day. If there isn’t enough money
or if they don’t want to ask their husbands for it, they go out to
work. At 40 we women are deformed. You needn’t look hard to see
in our faces, in women’s faces, the life we lead. At 40 our bodies
are deformed. This body bears the marks of hundreds of miseries,
of thousands of hours of work which we donate free to the bosses,
_whjch we donate to the State, that State which is based on the fam-
ily, which is the place of our exploitation, the place of our work.
That is why we demand money from the State—it is from that vio-
lent, fascist State that we want money, money like all other workers!

To the comrades who come to tell us, “You should carry on the
ﬁlass struggle,” as if our struggles were not class struggles, we say,
Comrades, read what we’ve written!”



Half the world’s working popqla.tion is unpaid—t}}]ﬁs i$ t];e bl;ggest
class contradiction of all! And this is our strugg(lje, tl ehjSlm%glee (;r‘t
Wages for Housework. It is the strategiC demand, a [](1 s m1 m 1}{;
is the most revolutionary demand for the whole working class.
we win, the class wins; if we lose, the class loses.

That’s for the comrades who don’t understand, who don’t want
to read, who laugh at what their mothers do—our lead_ers of the
extra-parliamentary left! Our leaders of the extra-parlxam_ema.ry
left, who tell us that we deal in ideology, that we are sociological.
Sisters, we say to these leaders, “Go home aer look at your mother
with new eyes. Look at her not heartlessly, like a robot, like a man,
but as one human being to another!”

I want to say something also about the situation of older women,
because nobody ever talks about them. Women of 50, women_of 60,
old women, never retire. This is because our work is unregogmsed
and unpaid. A man, when he finishes working, retires, which means
he no longer works. Women are not only subjected to th.e mockery
of the State pension, that pittance, but they go on working at
home, they go on doing housework until they die.

This is our destiny. As long as we women, mothers, sisters, g0 on
bringing up children at home for nothing, when we get old we find
ourselves landed with the role of ‘granny’, which means we have to
bring up our grandchildren for nothing as well—so they manage to
make us go on being mothers as long as we live.

Women go through the menopause. The menopause can be treat-
ed. But no, women must suffer 10 years of hot flushes, 10 years of
pain, 10 years of suffering. It is 10 years of our life they take away.
An older woman has no right to love, or to fall in love. She is dis-

criminated against sexually, she has no right to a sexual life; she
must be only a ‘granny’!

We have to pay a very high price for motherhnod, at every age
and in every situation.

Let’s look and see what life is like for the girls who increasingly
are trying to refuse marriage even if they have children and are un-
married mothers. These women, these mothers are put in disgusting
institutions. Their children suffer discrimination at all levels, like
rotten apples. The OMNI doesn’t want them, it doesn’t want these
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children without marriage, these children without a daddy. These
children have to go into orphanages. These are the services they
have given us, for which we are supposed to struggle!

If we have handicapped children, what help do we get? None.
Derision, that is all. We have to hide them in the house, and when
we can’t manage them any more we have to put them in horrible
institutions where they suffer further discrimination. And these
too are our children, it is for them that we struggle. We are strug-
gling against this exclusion and this exploitation. Because our
struggle for Wages for Housework opens a political perspective for
all those strata of the class whose powerlessness has up to now been

absorbed within the family: old people, children, the handicapped,
etc.

So all over the world within the feminist movement Wages for
Housework is being taken up in a great effort of organisation, of
propaganda, of mobilisation and of struggle.

We are glad this day has been a success, that many women have
come; that means that many women are coming together, many

women are beginning to struggle for Wages for Housework and this
we put forward as the order of the day for all!

State and bosses, start calculating
We want our wages, and we’re not waiting!

Polda Fortunati, Mestre (Italy), March 1974
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Lesbian and Straight

The perspective that results in the demand for Wages for Housework
recognises that housework is not women’s biological destiny. We
have all been raised to think that we will ‘naturally’ do the cooking,
cleaning, raising children, looking after men, because we are all wo-
men. Wages for Housework says that we do this work because we
are trained to do this work, because the State needs us to do this
work.

Heterosexuality is part of the definition of our housework. It is a
role that has been imposed on us by and for the benefit of capital.
Heterosexuality is the morality that says that all women ‘naturally’
serve men sexually (and in other ways—emotionally, physically
etc.). We know that many women are lesbians, many women are
‘frigid’, many women are celibate, so we know that heterosexuality
is not in our genes, but in our training for the work that we must
do. We create and service the workers of the world (including our-
selves). The existence of lesbianism points out to us that this work

ARZO 1973 is not the result of our biological nature. Lesbianism exposes sexual
servicing as WORK.

. 0 Wagelessness guarantees our servitude
ContrO || |aVOl'0 dOmeStlco The institution of our work—our factory—is the family. In the fami-
. = ly we do the work of producing and training a new generation of
Che SOStlene II mOndO workers. In the family we do the work of maintaining the man, so
that he is able to work another day. In the family we act as a discip-

ma SOffoca e Ilmlta line on the man, because we must force him to work so that we and

our children don’t starve. Our needs become the needs of the fami-
la donna ly, and the needs of the family are capital’s needs. It is our wageless-
ness that guarantees that we do not place our own needs or the

needs of our children above those of the family and capital. Without
LO | I A Flile I A money we have no way to meet our own needs—we even have prob-

lems defining them for ourselves.

The existence of lesbianism helps define the sexual needs of wo-
men. It is the expression of all women’s need to controi our own
sexuality, just as demanding community controlled daycare is an

expression of our need to be free from the responsibility of training
LOTTA FEMMINISTA [FEMINIST STRUGGLE] New workers. It is not in itself a solution to our sexual needs. It is

Against housework which sustains the world but suffocates and
imprisons the woman.
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not in itself a victory. But it is a struggle against capital’s institu-
tionalisation of our sexuality nevertheless.

One of the services that women perf.orm .for men an? the 1Sta-te
is sleeping with men. Our job as sex pbjects is separate ron:ﬂ oving
or having children. Bearing children is a separate job .that_ only hap.
pens to require sex with a man as a prerequisite. L9v1ng is something
we try to do in spite of capitalism, not because of it. Loving serves
the State insofar as it is necessary for the s_exual service of the man
or the maintenance and training of our children etc. Tl,n? State tries
to convince women that having sex is a ‘lz}bour of love’ in Ihe_ same
way that it tries to convince us that cooking breakfast and raising
children is a labour of love. We may enjoy frymg eggs. We certainly
may love our children. We may even like having sex. But these facts
don’t change the fact that all these things are work and are not per-
formed only for ourselves and our families. In fact, it is because
these things are work for someone else that it is often so hard for
us to love at all.

The existence of prostitutes also makes visible that sex is work.
When a woman is most desperate because of her wagelessness, she
can always take a wage for sexual services. This serves the State by
ensuring that even men who cannot be sexually relieved in the usual
way of marrying a woman (buying a slave), can still be sexually ser-
viced so that they can work the next day. Prostitution certainly
does not serve women, and it is doubtful whether it serves the
man’s interests (except as defined by capital). So it obviously serves
capital. Prostitution is not a fight against our work, but it does
serve to define to all of us the nature of our work.

Lesbianism is workers’ control

Because lesbianism is a refusal to sexually service men it is a fight
against that work. One of the crucial working conditions of hetero-
sexuality is isolation of women from each other. Lesbianism is a
refusal of some of this isolation. In lesbian relationships we still
take care of ourselves and other women (other workers) so it is not
an escape from our work. But because we are doing this work with
other women, it is a form of workers’ control. When we go to bed
with a man, he thinks that he is escaping from work. Women know
that sex is work. Men do not. For the man, sex seems an escape
from work—he is the boss. It shows. We can feel it. That is why it is
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so hard for us to love the man who beds us. When we sleep with a
woman, we are still serving the State—she too must be kept just
happy enough to keep working. But at least when we spend our
time and sexual energy on women we are also maintaining her for
her struggle against our work. That’s workers’ control.

As lesbians, we do not think that we are any stronger than, any
better than, any different from other women. All women are fight-
ing against our work in different ways, and lesbianism is just one of
those ways. Lesbianism is a struggle, and because we have all as wo-
men built our own power, we as lesbians are able to be open about
what we are, how we are fighting, what we need. All of us are house-
workers—we are no different in the eyes of the State. We are no dif-
ferent in the work that we do. We are no different in that we fight
against that work. We were all raised to believe that heterosexuality
was part of our ‘nature’. And we, too, have believed it. That is why
it is often painful to be a lesbian. We feel like freaks. It is only when
we remember that NO WOMAN LIKES HOUSEWORK, and there-

fore in the eyes of the State we are all freaks, that we can feel
stronger.

All women are straight; all women are lesbian

It is the struggle of ALL women that has given us the strength to
come out as lesbians. Our existence and our struggle as lesbians
therefore gives strength to ALL women. All women, women who
are called lesbians and women who are called straight, are existing
under capitalism for the same purpose—to serve capital through
serving the family and men. This is what we mean when we say that
all women are straight. Lesbians are part of women’s struggle
against capital. NO WOMAN WANTS HER SEXUALITY TO BE
SUBJUGATED TO THE NEEDS OF THE STATE—TO THE
NEEDS OF CAPITAL. This is what we mean when we say that all
women are lesbians. Until we have completed this fight against our
subjugation, no woman is free of it. Lesbianism is part of that fight.
It is not an absolute victory, but it is always a victory that we can
struggle at all. And every struggle gives us the power to fight harder.

As lesbians become visible, we are able to see, as women, that we
are fighting against the institutionalisation of our sexuality—against
our role as sex objects for men. Each of our different situations—
straight, celibate, lesbian—is the point from which we are fighting.
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Lesbianism is used as a threat to keep all \fvomen downf to keep
us in line. We must take this threat anc'i tl.lm it around against the
State, to refuse capital’s power to discipline us. We must take the
words lesbian, dyke, queer, that they lay on us and deﬁqe. them for
ourselves. This is why it is important for lesbians to be visible with-
in Wages for Housework.

We are not saying that all women should be_]esbians, but we are
saying that as lesbians we are struggling in the mteres}s gf all wo-
men. Instead of being paralysed by the threat of lesbianism, we can
use that threat by never denying the possibility of our own lesbian-
ism. Even in individual relationships with individual men, when we
need a lever to fight back we can always leave open the possibility
of lesbianism.

People think, sometimes, that lesbians don’t do any housework.
When a lesbian stands up and explains why she needs Wages for
Housework it becomes clear that ALL women are doing housework.
The amount is irrelevant, because being a woman means that our
lives are defined by the fact that universally women are housewives.

This paper is an attempt to start some dialogue on lesbianism in
the Wages for Housework movement.

Postscript

This paper has been written so many times that we have lost count.
The rough drafts, rewrites, meeting notes etc., which we have saved
for our own interest probably weigh several pounds. We hope:that
as a beginning statement on lesbianism from a Wages for Housework
perspective it helps clear up some of the problems we all had. It was
written by the Wages Due Collective in Toronto, Canada. Originally
we were all women who had been through the women’s movement,
the lesbian separatist movement, and had eventually been convinced
of_ the Wages for Housework perspective. We had a lot of help and
criticism from straight sisters in Wages for Housework, as well as
from lesbian women who are still afraid of the definition of them-
selves as housewives (afraid of straight women—through long her-
stf)rles of being excluded by ‘straight women’s movements’). We
st.111 have a lot of questions. The damage that has been done to les-
bian women by capitalism is something that we didn’t get into
much in this paper—but should be discussed. In many ways it is the
same damage as has been done to al] women. In some ways it is
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unique. It is easy to resent straight women when you are a lesbian—
it is hard to overcome this. None of us has been comfortable with
this resentment—we all know in our hearts that something is not
right when this happens—that we are fulfilling someone else’s plans.
Now we have the tools to deal with it. Now we have a perspective
that explains it—and that we are part of without having to keep
quiet about our lesbianism. The strength that we have gained, as
lesbians, through Wages for Housework, is something that we want
to share with all women. It is one thing to know that you are fight-
ing. It is something quite different to know that you are not alone.

The Wages Due Collective, Toronto (Canada), May 1975
Ellen Agger Lorna Boschman Betty Burcher

Judy Quinlan Patrice Simister Boo Watson

Ellen Woodsworth Francie Wyland

Wageless of the World

The following article, beginning with the feminist perspective that
all women have their wageless housework in common, explores the
implications of this for the Third World, and the relationship
between the struggles of women in the Third World and those of
women in the metropolis. It is a complicated piece, since it breaks
new ground. We are publishing it here because the relationship
between the situation of women in the Third World and women in
the metropolis is such a crucial question. It is taken from the
Preface to the Latin American edition of the book The Power of
WOm_en and the Subversion of the Community (see p. 10 above for
the significance of this book).

The working class is divided by the power of those whose work is
waged (men) over those whose work is unwaged (women). But the
hierarchy within the working class is by no means confined to the
power of men, identified with the wage, over women, identified by
Wwageless and therefore invisible work. There is also the power of
the waged worker in the metropolis over the unwaged worker in
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i the capitalist division of
d World. Both are fundamental to it .
;:go’{ll;lrrlationally and internationally. In other writing, developing

a paragraph of Marx, we approached the hierarchy within the

working class this way:

A hierarchy of labour powers and a scale of wages to corres-
pond. Racism and sexism training us to acquire and develop
certain capabilities at the expense of all others. Then these
acquired capabilities are taken to be our nature and fix our
functions for life, and fix also the quahty_of our mu}ual
relations. So planting cane or tea is not a job for w}_ntc Pe_OPle
and changing nappies is not a job for men and beatmg.chﬂd-
ren is not violence. Race, sex, age, nation, each an indispen-
sable element of the international division of labour. Qur
feminism bases itself on a hitherto invisible sn'atzm_l of the
hierarchy of labour powers—the housewife—to which there
corresponds no wage at all.*

So that beginning with the wageless work of the housewife, we
found ourselves redefining the class struggle in international terms,
and most particularly redefining the relation between the working
class in the metropolis and the working class in areas of techno-
logical underdevelopment. Wageless workers on the land, low wage
workers in the industrial interstices, even lower waged workers in
the kitchens of the salaried and the wealthy of the Third World, are
divided by power—not by class—from the working class in the
metropolis.

Let us demystify not only what divides us as women but what is
the material basis of our unification.

Firstly, where there is a wage the domination of the wage of the
man over the woman is international. The reproduction of workers
for mines, mills or factories is the product of unwaged female
labour everywhere. Each situation of course is unique. In some
parts of AfTica it is often in the extended tribal family where
women perform this unwaged labour for capital. In Zambia, the
copper mines are magnanimously and increasingly surrounded by
company housing of two- and three-room bungalows. The same in

* Selma James, Sex, Race and Class i joi i
»Sex, R , Published jointly by Falling Wall Press
and Race Today Publications, Bristol, England, 1975, p.14.
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industrial Mexico City: the family is nuclearised and deculturised at
one architectural stroke. How efficient to have workers used up
daily and reproduced on the spot by other workers (of another sex)!
And we are expected to be grateful that government and/or indus-
try provides us with housing—our factories, for which we even pay
rent. Again, in Caracas, where the technology to which the oil work-
er must submit is extremely high, oil production is absolutely
dependent on female domestic labour. The following book at-
tempts to show why there is this great discrepancy between the
technology of extracting and refining oil and that of extracting and
refining oil workers. It shows how the wife of the oil worker is as
productive as he is because she daily “directly produces, trains,
develops, maintains [and] reproduces labour power itself”.* These
questions, while not the same, are similar to those about the dis-
crepancy between Third World and metropolitan technology in
general, and about who on an international level is productive.

Secondly, in most of the world, side by side with women’s
reproduction of others’ labour power when it is daily destroyed on
the land, is the use and destruction of women’s own labour power
on the land. Often it is not through the wage of the man and the
woman’s lack of it that her labour is commanded, but a patriarchal
structure which predates capitalist society. That structure may not
yet have undergone the capitalist reorganisation of the patriarchy:
the patriarchy of the power of the wage. Nevertheless it is the wage
relation internationally which is commanding the two forms of
labour: the reproduction of labour power for the land and the repro-
duction of the material commodities which that land will produce.
In the same way as the proletarian character of the labourer in the
home is hidden by the lack of a wage, so the proletarian character
of the labourer on the land, ‘the peasant’, land-owning or landless,
is hidden by the wagelessness of that labour.

The majority of Latin American women are either Indian or of
Indian extraction, existing on subsistence agriculture and doing a
double load of unwaged labour: both as jornaleras (day workers),
minifundistas (smallholders) or gjiditarias (collective farm workers)

*Karl Marx, Theories of Surplus Value, Part One, Lawrence & Wishart,
London, 1969, p.172. “Productive labour would therefore be such labour as
produces commodities or directly produces, trains, develops, maintains or
reproduces labour power itself.”
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housewives. The unit of production is the family.A WO_men’s it is women of the Third World of whom we speak, since their situ-
et 101 homc.\vhere they transform primary materials into the ,jon cannot be wrested from the general context of predominant
:"‘é(\)vrkc:r]lslu]xflcr goc;ds of food and clothing, is a fundamental aspect underdevelopment; rather they are a honed edge with which to

of the production of that family unit. approach the Gordion Knot that confronts all working class struggle

i e in the Third World.
Even where there is payment in the form of a wage (to los

i { for sale of crops, it is the mar
1 or in the form of payment for : : :
ﬁ;ZAH;igolf;bly receives it. Women and children who work alongside Working for capital
him work for capital through his command. But at least the work

d children is undisguised; it is recognised as work. The tendency has been to subsume all those who are not city
of womeg an = san be said ?or the urban housewife who is proletarians under the term ‘peasant’. Once we assume that the
M“Ch lSdmor'e tlllczalcri1 ;anthe \\:age: her housework, being unwaged, is basic division within the working class internationally is between
ﬁgfig?;sic?g;gawork); oAl ; the waged and wageless, and that to be wageless is not necessarily

1o be outside of the capitalist wage relation, every mode of labour
which exists today must be re-examined to determine the social
relation which it reproduces: whether there is surplus labour, if
that surplus labour is stolen (appropriated by someone other than
the labourer). and if so, by whom—in other words, whether and
where capital has transformed pre-capitalist modes of labour into
modes of its own self-expansion. Even the subsistence farming
family of Mexico, for example, which produces no material surplus
may be working usefully for capital; braceras and braceros provide
a cheap and intimidated* reserve army of labour, particularly for
the farms of California and Texas. Women with our unending work
have produced that army of labour on that ‘unproductive’ farm.

So it is that capital has seized on every mofle of prodqc_non:,and
on the “train of ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions
which spring from these modes, to exploit all those lempora_nl_v_
trapped in them; and reinforces that exploitation by the preJudw_es
and opinions they generate from which women suffer most and in
a most specific manner. To obscure and thus ignore the specific :
nature of the exploitation of women (and children), and the speci-
fic and autonomous nature of the struggles this must p_)rod}-l?e. with
the blackmail of universal poverty or universal repression,* is to
resort to a moralism which in fact is a political attack on the least
powerful—and therefore of course on the poorest and most re-
pressed. And when the least powerful are attacked, all the forces of
subversion are weakened. N : : wa .

. be more precise, in the kitchens of the metropolis. Capitalist planning
It is impossible to speak of the relation of women to capital anj proposes to the Third World that it ‘develop’: that in addition to its present
where without at the same time confronting the question of de\;elo ff?{:ée; ét"?:o;:xsrlr]irv éhtfcacit’gﬁ}gi 3,:112(1::;33; icdo’ugtucnr-tr}z:em;;ﬂ'\:Xloon;]e; ;
7t idable wher : @ ;
Toenigersus underdeve]opment_, It is even more unavoidz &one out of our homes to work because we had to or for extras or for econo-
mic independence have warned the rest: inflation has riveted us to this
*The left political parties of the Third World, which often sound like robus! %I,QOC‘.V typing pool or to this assembly line, and in that ﬂ,l.efe is no salvation.
echoes of the left in the metropolis, point to the agonising poverty and/or ¢ must refuse the development they are offering us . . .
repression in the Third World in order to undermine both the determination , Thepe e . S
i | i meric 4 se kers (traditionally with the
of Third World women to organise autonomously and the burgeoning realits rican State’s intimidation of these workers (

| % - help of armed vigilantes, official and unofficial) is posed as a protection for
;thrthelu z_luto'rrl’?r_n;n{\s, st{:gglcs. Tht_a mazculme management of ctlhB1 ClGSrS o native Americanb\vorker& To its joy, a trade union with membership over-
uggle in a Third World country is as amaging to women and therefore whelmin I . >
it is i = 4 S s supported the recent clamp-
the struggle there as it is in the metropolis. £ly of Americans of bracero descent has supp

down on immigration from Mexico. Which of course only means that the
fMariarosa Dalla Costa & Selma James, The Power of Women and the Sub- V38s of the ‘illegal® entrant can be even lower. See New York Times, Mon-
version of the Community, Falling Wall Press, second edition, 1973, p.48. W Y,k2_ December, 1?74,_ ‘Rulmg on Mexican Aliens S_tu's Chicanos’ Job Feﬁrs 4
“Here again we must make a parallel, different as they are, between under- ; °d" mg_cla§s organisation which is confined to national bprders and to t ‘e
development in the Third World and underdevelopment in the metropolis—' Tade unionist struggle for jobs always results in our scabbing on each other.
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ct, labour power, is ‘overpopulating’—t'hal is, wher Americ;n wozlnalz’s pIacc;). So we are ready to demand in Mexico,
it is rebellious and refusing quietly to starve—the State in the un- Tanzania, India an.d Spain all of the weqllh that exists but of which
et f f Rockefeller Foundations or the armed form of we have been deprived. For on the media they tell us about or even
armed orfnc:rf:i n troops and ‘expeditions’ is seeking to ‘regulate our show us all the products of technology which Third World peoples
gzrl(t)l(‘llSc(:;vity’ %Nomen all over the world are repudiating these con-  are denied. They have sent the media to give one message, but we

Where our produ

trols over our reproductive function, controls which range from hm absorbed quilg another. For we have.come to the media with
mass sterilisation to mass genocide of t!]ose alrea_dy born, by a mind crz_lmmed with tl}e refusal of the bitterness of our experience.
planned famines and other more scientific techniques. Thz_lt media presents a picture, however distorted, of a whole world
iy ) which peasants of Lenin’s day or of Zapata’s never knew existed. It
Increasingly and in every situation internationally we are pictures a range of goods and therefore a range of possibilities

demanding the right to have children whqsc birth is not our 480Ny which nobody of Lenin’s day or of Zapata’s knew since they didn’t
physically, socially, financially; and the right not to have them if  oyict znyohere. Our experiences as exploited women, urban or

we so desire. Birth control campaigns vulgarly reflect the immediat 1y Third World or metropolitan, are unique in each case. Qur
and longterm brutal interests of the State. In its propaganda, by yeeds and our desires are international and universal- to be free
painting us as victims who don’t ourselves know \\{hilF is 0od for {4 be free of the labour that has worn us down over centuries t’o
us, our interests become the excuse to perpetrate its interests. be free of domination and dependence on men. We repudiale'the
against us. The starvation which it organises or at best allows s assumption that we who are not socialised, collectivised, unionised
blamed on our fertility. We refuse any longer to be reproductive  are the ‘backward ones’. The backward technology with which they
machines to be turned on or off as production plans alter. Having - have burdened us is no measure of our own aspirations. And that 5
or not having children must be our choice and integral to our indi- s our dilemma. 5

vidual and social development. .
Many well-meaning North Americans who returned from Cuba,

But this is already to demand more than any political parties  having cut their six weeks of cane in the Venceremos brigades, may
have ever assumed we in the Third World felt the need to have. We glorify cane-cutting as once Communist Party visitors to Russi’a
feel many needs because we have learnt many things even when  glorified forced collectivisation. But who \va;'lts to cut cane all their

they thought they were teaching us quite different lessons. lives? Who wants to do the cooking, washing, child care, when they
In a Mexican village one family may invest in a television. get home from a day i_n the fields? Not those who returned after six

Other families around must pay to see it—must find the money to weeks. What we need instead of the labour is wages, beginning with

pay to see it, must find the job or grow the crop or make the Wages for the work we women have always done without a wage,

struggle for the wage without the work which will yield the mone; :)Vhr;tlher. we cook t?y charcoa¥ or by 8as, whether we wash clothes
to pay to see it. Or reappropriate another just like it or bigger— ozr l.e river bank, in tubs or in machines. It is our time, our energy,
that is, make a struggle for the wage without the work in a way ves. It is time to put paid to this work.

which bypasses the money form.

~ Once we have seen it, or heard the grating sounds of the inexpe Refusing their development

sive model of transistor radio in the village or in the field, that pef

son, that family, that community, has stepped beyond any defini I the metropolis when we demand a wage from the State, we
tion of itself as ‘peasant’. When the woman from an area of under- 21¢ t0ld that we can get a wage in the offices or factories whiéh are
development in the heart of Europe, such as a village in Spain, seé waiting to suck up what little of our lives the washing machine has
a Hollywood film, the plot is secondary to the technology of the Left free. Millions of us are driven there daily by an inflation which
North American kitchen (which, nevertheless. is still the North > rnsforming bringing home a wage—and therefore doing a double
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shift—into another household _dmy, another chore, another oblig,.
tion of the wife. In Mexico, with a 40% rate of unemployment or
underemployment, to propose that women who \\fam a wage take
a second job in factories, offices, etc. (if they don’t already have
one on the land), is even more laughable. None of us wants that
second job, neither those who have it and the pittance of a wage
that may go with it, nor those who dcspgralely need a wage despit
the 16-hour day of the full-time housewife. More \vo_rk will never
sweeten our bitterness. Yet Third World women (in fact @/l womer
are told there is no other solution but to accept this ‘develop-
ment’, to accept, that is, more rationalised exploitation, if they arc
lucky enough to get it in that sea of wagelessness. There is only on
development today in the world, and that is capitalist development
even greater exploitation than we have suffered up to now. That is
the price we have traditionally paid for the wage. We will still bear
train and care for the new generation while we are ‘benefitting’
from the assembly line of their development. Also, because so
many of us are wageless, they will get the very few they hire cut-
rate. Passively to accept that development is to accept a develop-
ment of slavery, the opposite of its abolition.

For us in the metropolis to demand a wage from the State for
the work we are doing in the home is our only real choice, so that
we can massively refuse that job and the second, waged, job we do
As capital’s crisis deepens it is not clear what place metropolitan
women will have in its plans. One thing, however, is already clear.
Though we are surrounded by development, they have begun to
plead poverty and austerity and are expecting women to be the
prime shock absorbers. When we demand Wages for Housework in
whatever form—child care which we control, free birth control ant
abortion which do not sicken, kill or sterilise us, the socialisation
f’f our work on our terms to liberate time for ourselves, and most
important, money we can call our own—they now say here what

they have always said in the Third World to every demand by wo-
men: “The till is empty”.

Our great advantage in the metropolis is that the wealth stolen
m ql] of us is where we are, on the spot, to demand back. For

those in the Third World, it is infinitely more difficult to demand
the return of the wealth that our combined labour has created. Fo
most of us the dilemma is that this wealth is not where we are. Th

fro
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poses enormous problems of organisation and mobilisation of power.
Yet we have no choice. The State of every Third World country
which has tried to impose development in the form of ‘aid’ and/or
investment has ultimately had to defend that development with
arms against the working class. When it is proposed that the road to
the new society passes through our increased productivity, the
Chilean firing squads are there to block the exits to our own road. *

Since in the past we have lost when we didn’t ask enough, we
cannot do worse by demanding everything. And though the wealth
is not on the spot in the Third World, the agents of its continued
expropriation are always close at hand. The State is only partially
made up of the government and Rockefeller Foundations; these
are the executors outside the factory of the multi-national corpora-
tions. Together they manage our exploitation, and plan its quality
and intensity, as part of an international plan which encompasses
every country, females and males, children and adults, the working
class employed and unemployed, the waged and wageless of that
class, the urbanised and the ruralised of that class. It is against them,
and the (usually U.S.) arms which enforce their plan and their will,
that such demands for wages will ultimately have to be made by all
of us women. For though the dilemma of the Third World is that
the wealth of our combined labour is in the metropolis, the Third
World can draw on the wealth of our combined struggle to get it
back.

To raise our voices internationally to demand our wage and an
end to the work we do, which has brought no wage in the home
and very little wage (if any) out of it, to demand that we develop
and that technology be the servant of our development, the oppo-
site of our being at the service of a developing technology the bene-
fits of which we are then denied, is to completely revolutionise the
terms of struggle. It is to articulate the internationalisation of our
struggle and to raise our power at every moment of the internation-

*The Chilean housewife was of course part of the working class resistance to
productivity. Yet that has been drowned by the din of a carefully constructed
mythology of the reactionary Chilean housewife which has served the right
ﬂm? the left internationally, not only to obscure the revolutionary struggle of
Chllf:an women but to undercut the struggle of women everywhere. It was in
Pamc}ll_ar the left’s occasion to give vent to their rage at our audacity in
Organising without them and against their leadership.
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g d men must follow our lead: a].
al capitalist circuit. The unwage ; 0
tl1cc)u2h we will have to fight them for the rlgh.t to fight capital,
that in itself will be a high stage in the revolutionary process.

So, as women in Latin America read of our experience and our
analysis, perhaps they will often see themselves;_ perhaps they will
see a future which has been proposed to 1]_1em finally unromanti-
cised by those who live it; perhaps they will take confidence from
our struggle as we do from theirs, and know how aware we are of
our mutual interdependence.

In 1971 we said:

Women of the Third World have not yet spoken of the effeq
of colonial rule and industrialisation on them and on the

traditional family. When they do, the horrors we now associ
ate with capitalism and imperialism will gain new dimension
We need a woman’s history of imperialism, and of the divisic
of labour between the industrial and agricultural worlds . . ?

That history has begun to emerge, as a weapon in the developin

struggle.

Power to the sisters and therefore to the class internationally.

Selma James, London, January 1975

NOTE: I am grateful to Jenny Rathbone’s help when this essay was written
Her first-hand knowledge of the lives of women in Mexico confirmed yet
:gsllr’let}.mt Wwe understand the wage and all the labour it commands only Wi
tion O%l?h‘:":,h the unique—but by no means exotic—experience of each sec
ageless. It is curious that ‘the Marxists’ are so blinded by the
fa%tory that they cannot see that Marx (a) states plainly that capital’s birth
?tn 1? evelopment began on the backs of the wageless, and (b) that the wage
o ‘ass?i:}ﬂm ed as much outside of the factory as in it; that *“Taking
by the ex ole, the general movements of wages are exclusively regulated
i pvansmn and contraction of the industrial reserve army ...
pital, Vol.1, p.637)—that is, by workers without access to wages. Marx

Was not a femini Lok e
the lack of 1't]m§ls.1t but, unlike ‘the Marxists , he understood the wage and

=, e 3
Putr;fi’gﬁieg"gg”f:c’oébzf{ﬁon, ed. Edith Hoshino Altbach, Schenkman
Family:Decay a“d.kebx?rt}g?g?ig!]ass" 1971. Selma James, “The American
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All in a Day’s Work

Living through the Crisis

These three articles are transcriptions of speeches. They were

given at a public meeting held by the Power of Women Collective
in February 1974, during the miners’ strike. The theme of the
meeting was ‘Living through the crisis: Women in Northern Ireland
and Britain’,

For myself, up until 69 I didn’t even know a thing about politics,
but then I seen so much trouble and so much bias in 69 with the
police and Special Branch and B Specials that all of a sudden 1
wasn’t just learning; it threw into my face what politics were and
the different political organisations.

I had to help out in the district. My husband was across the
water and I had three children; the youngest was a year and a half.
A neighbour looked after those children while I helped in whatever
way I could, by being a first-aider and also by going out whenever
the police and the army moved in, any time there was rioting
tht\Veen both factions, Catholic and Protestant, as the government
11_kes to put it. (Actually it was the government behind it all the
time.) And I learned to be part of the district.
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was just a housewife, a doormat, a yes-woman, and
noxsifgxr; ;}t:il; {o thirjlk for myself a good l.)it bptter than I did then.
I'm younger in my mind now through hav1r}g to help people and
through having to help everyone else. I realised [ was neevded very
much, not only by my children but by the community. And it
makes me feel good to think that I can turn round, if someone is
injured or if someone goes into hysterics, that they can turn to me
and I can go and help them.

A few times the British army have shot after me, whenever
they’ve known I've went. In one case it was a woman who was
waiting for an ambulance. She was expecting twins. And the army
wouldn’t let the ambulance into the district to take her out. And
four men took the risk, a very big risk, in getting a loan of a mini-
bus and taking this woman to hospital. We were in the hospital 20
minutes whenever the woman had the twins. Thank God they were
all right. But the army stopped us on the way down and they knew
this woman was ill. And they insisted on the woman getting out of
the mini-bus and searching the mini-bus until in the end we just
told them, right, youse take her in. If you don’t let us go now,
youse’ll just have to take her. So they let us go on down the Crum-
lin Road to the maternity. And as I said, that woman had twins
and they were all right. That was only one incident.

The harassment by the British army went on worse and worse,
and the men have come to depend on the women more and more
than they ever done. The women are now more active in every
angle of life there. There’s an awful lot of them now, they just
more or less keep their house tidy but as for new furniture, new
wallpaper, that’s all something to be done later on whenever we’ve

got ourselves straightened out. But at the moment we’re needed
very, very much.

: And in this way I have great sympathy with the miners and their
w1ve.s’because the miners get their strike money, their dole money,
bl_xt it’s less than what they were earning in the mines. It’s their
wives who get the cut, their wives who still have the same number
of mouths to feed, the wives who still have the same problems at
home.. N{mers can still go into the pub for their drink; and if his
mea.l isn’t there whenever he goes in, the poor womar;’s going to
%et it again. And now the government’s going to turn round and

eath says that if he gets voted again they’re going to stop the
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the women. Well let the women do what quite a
have done in Belfast. I don’t know if it has been
Whenever the National Assistance, or Social

11 it here, was stopped, the women brought the
e government: you look after the child-

strike money for
Jot of the women
in the papers here.
Security as youse ¢a
children down and told th
ren, we can’t.

They did. And they left them sitting in the Social Sgcurity
offices. It hurt the wives to do this but they had to do it. Some-
times the women’s husbands were wanted by the police for ques-
tioning, other times their husbands were in Long Kesh, and the
government wanted them to take out separation orders from their
husbands so that if they got released then the government could
sue them for deserting their families. And they refused to do it.
This has happened. And on top of that it cost the government
£8.15 a week to look after each child if it is in a home, so you
picture one family out of every street in a mining village, every
week, bringing their whole family down and leaving it there.* How
much is it going to cost the government after about four or five
weeks? You'll break the government quicker this way. They’ll have
to give in to you, so they will.

And another thing for women, well this is something I have
thought about. We want wages, we want wages for our work. I
can’t even get the brew—brew is, by the way, unemployment
money—because I have refused a job in a Protestant area, the
Sf}gﬂkhill Road. [ worked there before ’69, I came over here in 71
Wu.h a friend to a protest, and our photo was in the Sunday News,
whmh is a Protestant-run paper. And the people went to an aunt
of mine, she’d a shop on the Shankhill Road; they recognised me
and they told her that if I was seen on the Shankhill again I
\e‘;Ol;lqin t come off it alive. So I can’t go down the Shankhill. I
sig}rjx zll;ed this to the unemployment exchange, and they made me
et le(t)trm’ ;)ln Tuesd.ay there, that I refused to go into a district. I
T 10er this morning to say t!ia.t I have been turned down on
[healtﬁ yment benefit. Well, as it is, the doctor has put me on

] insurance because I have bad nerves and I'm awaiting trial.

*Women in the mini
e :
broﬁdsheet, Lonrg:)l:rigg z.x,rze'as have already done this. See United Women
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exactly what is expected of a wom)an and the
government gets all this for nothing,‘? First of all, she’s a \’ije,
secondly, she’s a mother, third, she’s a 13urse, fourth, she’s a
teacher, fifth, she’sa cleaner, sixth, she’s a cook, scve.mh, she’s a
mathematician, and eighth, she’s a dressmaker, ar}d ninth, she’s a
painter and decorator in the home. And not a ha’penny does she
get from the government for it. And the government wants to keep
her down. So I say no, definitely not.

Do you realise

Rose Craig from Belfast

I don’t know all the fancy words. I'm from the dock area. I'm a
docker’s wife and I feel the crisis that we’re in now I've been going
through since I can remember, four years old. I feel when we get
these adverts on the television, “SOS™, “‘Switch off the lights”,
“Switch off the fire”, this is what I’ve been doing from when I was
akid. You know, we could never go in from one room to another
without my dad saying, “Don’t leave that light on, don’t leave that.
because we haven’t got a penny for the lights”. And this is what I
feel, there’s no ‘crisis’, there’s always been a crisis.

Ilive on the Isle of Dogs [East London] . There’s police harass-
ment; I’ve got a juvenile son of 14, and it’s just a build-up of thing
I'was put on the Isle of Dogs to live; it wasn’t a choice, it was a
place to live. There was absolutely nothing there, so with friends %
decided to call UDI [unilateral declaration of independence] . We
are completely isolated from anywhere, there’s water on both sides.
so we decided to block the bridge one day. But since 1967, my chi
dren haye been persecuted by the police and anything that goes
wrong, if there’s a warehouse broken into, if the boy doesn’t go to
school, it’s, you know, 32 Halyard, and that’s it.

kid?:}g;e‘;efexpenenced strikes, you know. Ive sat in with three
been on a 1(())_1; yiars .°1d demanding money, and my husband’s
mind, he was orele : §lt(r1kfe_ The one that stands out mostly in my
& to’a Pt 1s rike for six week§ and every Thursday he used @
payout place where they paid the strike e CneyAmomIthe

Social Security: but it was Kept in a separate place. On the last
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week, he returned back to work. He went back one day and was
taken seriously ill. So we never had no money to come. So he said,
well we’ll have to borrow it. And I said, I'm fed up with borrowing
money, this is all we’re doing, borrowing this, leaving the rent to
pay that.

So I just got the three kids—they were what? four, seven, and
eight then—I just got the three kids, picked them up from school,
went down to the payout office where they’d been paying out, you
know, in the past, and I sat in the room with about 500 men. Ter-
rible looks I got sitting there with three kids. Then a guy come in
and said, what are you doing here? You know, this is not for you to
be here. So I said, well, my husband’s ill and I’'ve got no money. He
said, but you shouldn’t be here, your husband should be here. I
said, but he can’t; I’'m here for some money. And this great big
thing because I was a woman, in there with them men. So I said,
well, I refuse to go until I go out with some money, and I’'m intend-
ing to stay here or leave the kids here till I get some.

Anyway they just called out numbers, because they’re paid off
by numbers, like prisoners. And in the end I suppose they felt sorry
for me, this poor woman sitting in the middle of about 500 men,
she must feel embarrassed, but I never! I never felt embarrassed.
Because I wanted the money and that’s all I was there for. And in
the end they called me out and said—it was £11, I remember—next
week, you know, you’ll have to go to the Social Security office,
don’t come back here no more, because you are an embarrassment
to us. That wasn’t the word, but that’s what come across.

You know, there’s all these things. These are all my crises. And
like Wages for Housework, if I’d had my own income I would have
said, sod the £11; I'll feed my kids on 7y money, what I'm working
for in the home. I’ve been called an overprotective mother, lots of
things I’ve been called. You know, if [ was a bad mother, I’d be—
that’s a bad mother. But if I'm a good mother, then I'm overpro-
tective. And these things are just really my crisis, you know, all the
way through the police on the island and the kids, not only boys
but girls as well. These are my problems. And that is my crisis.

Joyce Luck from London

* * * * * * *
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ry much in the line of Joyce and Rose’s. But added
f me being a black woman and an immigrant
makes it even more kind of specific and more pinpointir}g. I_Cfin
never forget the fact, wherever I go and whatever my crisis, it’s
magnified by me being as I am.

[ wanted to say about my day-to-day experience as a mother of
three children in the home. I feel frustrated, I feel a great sense of
despair at the moment because [ feel totally burdened by every-
thing. Prices rising, everything going up, you know, not only food,
but clothes. To get from point A to point B I have to check how
many pennies in my pocket. I have to look around, I have to make
do with clothes, accept clothes from friends, that’s how I survive.

My crises are Ve
to that the fact o

I feel a kind of war within my home, never mind the war that’s
being waged constantly—my husband is a factory worker. He works
evening shift from two to 10. It means that my child who is at
school never sees him for the week, because he comes home at 10
o’clock. I am left solely with the burden of them from 14 to 16
hours, because I just get about six hours sleep and I'm up again like
a machine. And it’s the fact that he’s away from the home so much
working for our bare subsistence, because that’s about where it tak
us. I mean you’re worried about how you’re going to spend the
bloody money anyway, because you go to the shops and £8, £9

shopping, it just about runs out midweek, and you just have to
make do.

Well ’'m sick of making do. And there is a kind of fight that’s
created within my husband and I, because I feel that even if he’s of
on a Saturday and Sunday I still don’t get any time off. I mean [
don’t even have time for a bath; sometimes I have to go withouta
m.eal. And although he contributes a hell of a lot by way of sharing
with the burden of the housework and washing dishes, doing the
launderette for me, I still feel very jealous when he is up and out
for two hours or three hours. I mean it’s not his fault. He has to gl
out, he feels a need to get out. Otherwise he’ll go mad. And I am
left. I mean t_here’s no way to turn. And not me alone; most womeé
I associate with, in my situation, they’re in that position. Sunday t
Sundz.ay and year in and year out. And there is this kind of internal
conflict. So there is no peace outside, no peace inside.

And I can see where capitali ivi
_ : pitalism has us divided on all fronts. As?
wife you kind of have to get your husband in order, for him to g0
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out to work because if he doesn’t go out no money comes in. My
husband is off sick at the moment; the first thing, they send his pay
less his working shift allowance, and it’s the shift allowance that he
works specially for to bring home in order that we have a little
more. And that’s the shift that’s nearly killed him. So they kill you
on one side and when you’re half dead they take away what little
they preach at work that the Social Security are going to give you
when you're sick to keep you. So it’s all a big farce.

Anyway I don’t work in a factory, I've worked in a hospital, it’s
all the same thing. They work you to death and even if I felt that if
I went out and brought more money in, it still wouldn’t be enough
at the rate of inflation. Every day you go to the shops a penny up,
this up, that up. And everyone—I’ve been to the launderette today
and there is an old woman saying, oh this towel cost 90p a few
months ago; now it’s one pound something. And the realities of
merely subsisting are really hitting us now. I mean if you’re single,
you’re married, you're a bachelor or what the hell you are. And the
only way I am dealing with it at the moment is to confront what-
ever situation I’'m in.

I went to get my gas heater repaired after the conversion. They
never did it properly. The Gas Board send me a big bill of £6 and
tell me I have to pay up before they come to repair it. So now
they’re trying different tactics. You pay your money and you have
to wait six months before the service is carried out. You have to put
in your bloody labour before you can bring a pound home in your
pocket. So I stand up and I say, keep your gas service, [’'m not going
to pay for it.

There was another incident at the dentist. We pay our social con-
tributions to a free medical care and free dental care—oh Britain has
a wonderful free service! What’s so free about it? When I go to the
dentist the other day for general checkup, I said, aren’t you going to
do my front teeth? He said, my dear, I won’t touch those because
the type of filling that they’re putting, it will only fall out and it
means that in another three, four weeks you come back and there
is a bigger hole. You’re better off not having it fixed; maybe it
would Jast a bit longer. So I said, oh but what’s all this contribution
for? Oh, he said, you know, if you want a good job done, you'll
have to pay £5 a filling. And really I am conscious—I mean the little
time I have, I hardly ever look at my face, but I do feel that I want
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some good teeth to eata little bit of food that you can manage to

get for your money.

This is how it hits me and I'm telling you how [ feel and how |
see it. And it’s just a war I have to wage. Out'51de Fmd then as I say
inside my home with my husband who 1s dpmg_hls share: 1 mean 1
can’t help it, I take it out on him, it’s my situation, and it’s a situ-
ation capital has us in at the moment.

Now since the miners’ thing happened, there is this big crisis. No
one has ever stopped to think what a crisis the poor ordinary peoyl
have been in; their whole life is a crisis. You hear the news media
every night, “Switch off something”. Or, “Don’t heat two rooms”,
Most of us have only two rooms in which to live all our lives. So it’s
totally irrelevant, to me and to my section of people anyway. Abou
the electricity, most of us have to just wallow in the para ffin in spit
of the smell and the nastiness. You’re born, you’re bred and you jus
keep on going in it until your lungs—along with the cigarettes. I
don’t know why they don’t give a government health warning abo
paraffin. And don’t forget, it’s going up in price.

Bernadette Maharaj from Trinidad and London

The Single Housewife

Scrub, scrub; cook, cook; wash, wash; shop, shop; dust, dust—thal
some of housework. All women do it whether they’re caring for

gthers,?r for themselves. “Enjoy yourselves while you’re young a
single,” we’re told. But all women are housewives, married or sing

5 When I was fnarr_led, employed, and managed to think beyond
the next shgppmg list I would have said, “No! The single woman
{m; everything that I haven’t got. How can we be the same?” Whel

thought even further beyond the next shopping list I found mys

unmarried and joining those luck i j
could really begin. & ucky women, the single ones. Nowl

Hating housework because I’d been doing it for years, I started
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noticing that a lot of the work that I did at my job in a shop was
housework. I dusted, swept and scrubbed the floors, cleaned the
windows, made it all look nice, made the coffee, washed the tea
towels—and was pleasant to the customers. I remembered other
jobs I'd done and looked at other women’s jobs: we were cleaners,
caterers, waitresses, nurses, secretaries, teachers, clothing and food
manufacturing workers. Those jobs were the ones we’d been
brought up to do in our own homes. But here we were doing them
outside our homes and getting paid for it!

Somehow I hadn’t stopped being a housewife. I got myself a new
job in an office where most of the other people doing the same
work were men. What happened? No matter what their ‘rank’ the
women in the office were expected to be the human face of the
organisation. They were to be kind, attractive, and cool if the men
made sexual advances. If someone was leaving, it was the women
who organised the party. Hours of each day were spent listening to
the men’s personal problems and encouraging them when the boss
or the work got them down. This was exhausting and depressing. If
they wanted a woman at one of their business lunches, I was
dragged along. Forget about the shopping. If they felt like easing
the day’s problems with a drink after work, of course I should go.
These were the sorts of things they could demand of their wives and
which helped them go on working. Here I was the company’s wife.
Like their wives, I wasn’t being paid for that.

Talk done, off the men went to more support and comforting,
to a warm house, cooked food, clean clothes. I was left to catch the
corner shop before it closed, spending more on food than a house-
wife cares to or a woman’s wage can afford. Then home to a cold
flat, meal to be cooked, clothes to wash, house to clean. And no
comforting. That’s what happens to the spare time that single wo-
men are said to have. You do the things that are going to make it
possible for you to turn up at work the next day and the next day.
Washed, fed, looking good, ready. That’s where most of the even-
ings and weekends go. Housework has its use to employers, then,
whether it’s done as a job and paid for or whether it’s done for
yourself or someone else at home.

There’s not much time left over for seeing your friends, spending
time with their kids, or forming close relationships. The single wo-
man isn’t the free and easy bird with lots of lovers she’s made out
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to be. There’s only time for one close relationship—when you can
get it. It’s very hard to find a straightforward guy who isn’t looking
for extra-marital solace, a quick lay, or someone to care for him
and iron his shirts. And if one does come along, then you find your
relationship is affected by the fact of your job. Just so you can see
each other you have to live together.

No wonder most men marry soon after they get a permanent job.

They want caring companionship and someone on tap to make love
to. They know they don’t want to do the housework that keeps
them able to go to work, on top of the job itself. That’s too ex-
hausting. They couldn’t work the same hours in the job. Commonly
even an unmarried man has a girlfriend who performs wifely func-
tions at least part of the time—who makes a meal for him, say, at
least two or three times a week. And besides, men earn more than
women, so an unmarried man can pay for those things a wife usual-
ly does and is; for service washes, meals out, a cleaner, and a sup-
portive woman.

But single women, all women working outside the home, are
working those hours and doing housework. The time that all
women spend working in the home means that our employers
and/or the employers of the men we service get more out of us
and out of the men. If we made our ‘spare time’ our own time,
then they’d get less work time. And what do they do with those
extra hours we give them through our housework every day?
Time is money. We should be doing our shopping on the com-
pany’s time. If we’re not, then our unpaid housework is their
profit. We should demand laundry and creche services at the

workplace. If we don’t, we’re giving them time they’re not pay-
ing for.

The single woman a housewife? A lot of her life is being that,
most of her life-style is because of that. So much for ceasing to
be a housewife. I’'m still a housewife. That’s where capital has
got me. Married or single, our struggle’s the same.

Wendy Edmond, Oxford (England), January 1975

* * * & & & *

All women are housewives. That is the role they are brought up to
fulfil. Whether they get married and have children and their life
consists literally of ‘housework’ (i.e. keeping house for a man) or
whether they stay single (with or without children) does not in any
way alter this fact. Single women without children often have diffi-
culty identifying with ‘real’ housewives. They feel they are different
because they appear to be independent and free. In fact, in a more
subtle way, they are probably performing exactly the same func-
tions for the men in their lives at home and at work and for them-
selves as the ‘real’ housewife. This is a false differentiation between
women which we must get rid of.

As a single woman the fact that we are all housewives was very
vividly brought home to me in my last job which I did for two
years. As an assistant film editor I worked in a very isolated and
claustrophobic situation for one (married) man directly and for sev-
eral indirectly. There were no other women either in our cutting
room or nearby. Making tea and coffee all day was the least of it
and a man in my job would have had to do the same. But I was also
expected automatically to do other tasks specifically because I am a
woman. [ went out to buy special foods for anyone who felt ill or
had no time, I bought cigarettes and personal provisions at the
chemist if they forgot. I swept, hoovered, scrubbed the cutting
room with scouring powder from top to bottom, I suspect more
often and better than a male assistant. I chauffeured men across
town in my car if they didn’t know the way. I was expected to
keep them company at lunch and dinner if we were working late
and they were alone, or know when to stay behind if they were
going to talk business or eat with a women. I was at all times a
shoulder to cry on. Work problems, financial problems, personal
problems, depression, ill health and sundry grumbles came my
way daily in varying doses. All this on top of performing a tiring
job efficiently and well and looking good, to add to my boss’s
status. (Inasmuch as my boss and I were friends, I did of course
sometimes confide in him, but more often I held back my own
problems.) I often felt that we were as good as married. My boss
asked me not to go out with the odd possible man that turned
up; he on the other hand felt free to go out with my girlfriends.

But the crunch came for me every night when we eventually
went home. All the men would ring up their wives to announce
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their imminent arrival and ask what was for dinner. They would go
home after a hard day’s work to hot meals, clean houses, clean
clothes for tomorrow and lots more understanding. I on the other
hand would go home hoping to find a shop still open to grab some
food, to a flat I hadn’t had time to clean, to dirty clothes, to un-
answered correspondence and no energy to deal with any of it till
my day off. (I sometimes worked seven days a week and didn’t have
a day off.)

I suppose I should add that I was doing an apprenticeship and
learning a trade which is why I stuck it out; but the point is it was
an experience which shows very clearly that I was a housewife at
work and at home, that I was reproducing (as well as his wife) my
boss’s labour power, and also my own, and that all this work was
invisible. This is true of millions of women who go out to work.

Esther Ronay, London, June 1973

Lesbian Women:
Love and Power

Wages for Housework recognises that doing cleaning, raising
children, taking care of men, is not women’s biological des-
ti.ny. Lesbianism recognises that heterosexual love and mar-
riage is not women’s biological destiny. Both are definitions
of women’s roles by the State and for the advantage of the
State. Wages for Housework says that to fight against our
roles is to fight against our work, is to fight against the State.*

This is the beginning of a document by the Wages Due Collective, a

lesbian group that is organising for Wages for Housework in Toronto,

Canada. The women in this group had been Separatists. They decid-

et : 2
This quotation, together with the one in our fourth paragraph, is from an

earlier version (current at the time of writi f i
s ing) of the article that appears on

-

ed to fight for Wages for Housework because it was what they need-
ed as lesbians.

Lesbianism, inside and outside of the Women’s Liberation Move-
ment, has been a source of power for all women. They know that
lesbian—and celibate—women have been able to refuse the labour
that is part and parcel of relating sexually to men: cleaning, cooking,
sewing, sexual services, emotional support, being ‘feminine’, and
wrestling with the male ego when you want anything for yourself.
They know that some women are able to express their solidarity to-
wards each other with no holds barred.

Lesbianism is an expression of self-love and confidence in wo-
men. The existence of a set of women, lesbian and celibate, who
don’t always have a man in the back of their minds, who do not
care what men are going to think of them, has given all of us—espe-
cially lesbians—a chance to break away from what is expected, and
begin to decide what we want and how we want to get it.

While it gives us all power to fight, lesbianism cannot clear up
the mess that capital makes of our lives. “Women who are called
Jesbians and women who are called straight are all existing for the
same purpose in the eyes of the State—to serve capital through serv-
ing men. This is what we mean when we say all women are straight.
Being a lesbian does not free us from our roles as houseworkers.”
(Wages Due) It does not free us from cleaning, cooking, shopping.
It does not free us from having to earn a wage or hassle with the
Social Security [Welfare] or for child support. It does not free us
from being poor. It does not free us from the jibes of men in the
street. It does not free us from the male shadow others see when
they look at us. It does not free us from our own dwarfed, hungry
personalities and the personalities of those around us. It does not
free us from having to discipline our children to accept that they
can’t have what they want, that they must do as they are told, that
they must grow up to live, like us, according to the needs of the
State.

In some ways lesbians’ lives are more devastated by the impera-
tives of capital than the lives of other women. Firstly, we have no
access to any man’s wage. If we have children we often have to find
the money to feed them ourselves, on ‘women’s wages’ (in jobs even
harder for us to find) or on the Social Security pittance. The house-
work is on top of that, and when money is short, there is more of
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it. Secondly, we are ghettoised, isolated from other women. Either
we live a humiliating lie or we are cut off and regarded as a separate
species, as animals. We are used by men and the State as bogey-men,
the exotic accident that could happen to any woman. Being poor
and cut off from the struggles all women are making, we can be
used to keep other women in line—“Don’t get out of hand, girl, or
... (I’ll take you for/you’ll turn into a lesbian).” We’ve made the
break and discovered we’re still not free.

Lesbianism has sometimes been put forward in the Women’s
Liberation Movement as a solution to all our problems. It is not. It
is a powerful starting point for struggle. Separatism has been put
forward as a political perspective for all women. It is not. In its
failure to recognise that other women are struggling too, and that
these struggles are crucial even to Separatists’ power, Separatism is
anti-feminist. Feminism is the recognition that our own individual
needs are those of the great majority of women, and that our own
individual power depends on the social power of women generally.
We can’t base our perspective on the hope that all women will
choose lesbian joys and trials over their own. We have to base it on
the fact that none of the choices that are offered us—not legal mar-
riage, not ‘living with a man’, not sleeping around, not celibacy, not
lesbianism, not separation from men—none of these ‘choices’ offers
us a life that we are willing to accept.

We are fighting for Wages for Housework because this will give
women the time, the money and the power we need in order to re-
fuse our work, refuse all the forms of prostitution we submit to for
money, and begin to structure our lives and relationships as we
want them. We are fighting for Wages for Housework because this
stn{ggle will enable us to join all other women who are struggling
against their work and against the way that they have been identi-
fied with that work. We are fighting for Wages for Housework be-
cause this struggle will enable millions of other women to join us—
to identify our struggles and our lives with their own, and, in many
cases, to become lesbian. Thousands of lesbian women are shut be-
hind doors with their children, only waiting for a bit of power to
be §ble to come out. More, already relating sexually to women, re-
main with their husbands for lack of money. We refuse to be poor.
We refuse to be ghettoised. We will be a power.

Lesbian women, Power of Women Collective, London, March 1975
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No End to the Working Day

It was actually by accident that I started at the poultry slaughter-
house 11 years ago. I was 34 then. My oldest daughter was at the
folk high school, and when she came home from that, she had to
find a job, and she would be here for a month. That’s when it
started with this poultry slaughterhouse.

More and more people worked up there, including some from my
family. They earned pretty well, and you can always use an extra
penny. So I thought that if Lise was going to be home anyway, I
could just as well try working there for a month. Of course, there
was something or other we wanted to buy for the kids. Well, Lise
didn’t get any job, and she stayed home until January, so I kept on
going to work. It was fun to have all that money in your pocket;
you’re not used to it. Then she got a job, so my husband took care
of the kids.

But I had a bad conscience about leaving the kids. The smallest
one was only two years old and the next one about four to five
years old—and of course there were the other ones, even if they
were big. I didn’t feel right about leaving them, but, well, you’d
buy something or other to take home to them to quiet your con-
science a little. Yes, that was the worst, to leave the kids. I have six
children. The eldest was 15 or 16 years old when I started working,
and the little one was two years old. .

This area has a high rate of unemployment, and that’s also why
my husband could stay home and mind the kids. He’s never been
really unemployed during the summer, but it’s especially bad in the
winter. He’s gotten unemployment insurance, though.

The working day

In the beginning, I was healthy and had more courage to handle it
all. When I came home, there were lots of things that had to be
done, and you couldn’t let yourself be tired. This had to be done
and that had to be done. It inevitably became a treadmill at last.
There was work and more work and still more work. You could
never say now that you were free and could relax and sit down.
You also had to have time to chat with the kids. It was no good if
they had to race around behind me just to be able to talk to me.

49



W .

It went well enough in the beginning. But there’s year after year,
and you say to yourself when you come home, “Well, now you
have to do that and that, and now it’s Saturday, Sunday, and you
have to get that done.” You set yourself too many tasks and only
get half of them accomplished, and then you have a bad conscience
about everything that you don’t accomplish.

But that wouldn’t get it done, so you wait for another time. In
that way, there’s an awful lot that you’re sorry about not doing.

In the beginning, my health was fine. But in the last five years,
it got worse and worse. I've got an occupational disease because I
stood in the same position all the time. Maybe I got a little exercise
because I had to take a new box every five or six minutes and that
helped, but my doctor said that I have an occupational disease in
my neck and back. There’s something wrong with the muscles.
That’s probably because you use the same muscles all the time.

There were also others who had the same problem. We should
have gone to gymnastics; that would have been the best. But when
we’d come home, there’d be plenty to do so none of us really had
the strength to go to gymnastics. We talked about it between our-
selves, but the management . . . Apparently they think that they’re
up there and we’re down here. That’s the way I felt, in any case,
and I know that most of the others did, too.

I had to go 10 kilometres to work and that also made the time
away from home longer. I had to get up at five o’clock in the morn-
ing, set breakfast out for the kids, make lunches for the ones who
were going to school, make my own lunch, get washed, eat, and
stoke the furnace. There were lots of things that had to be done. I
biked to work the first three years, winters too. But once in a while,
in the very worst weather, when it froze so that your ears were
numb, and it was really ugly weather, then a few of us hired a taxi.
It would drive around and collect us. But we didn’t do that very
often. We were used to being outside so we didn’t freeze so much.

And when we went out for that ride twice a day, we got hardened
toit.

In t.he morning, that bike ride could be lovely when the weather
was t.'alrly good, because then you’d be mostly rested up. In the
evening, I always shopped on the way home, and that wasn’t much
fun. You don’t go to work in your nicest clothes, and [ had to go
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into stores. But what could you do? It was worse when I rode the
scooter. Later, I got a scooter instead of a bike. When it was cold, I
had both glasses and helmet on, so I really looked like a spaceman.
I had to go shopping in that get-up.

I never knew when I’d be home that evening. There weren’t any
fixed working hours. It depended on how many chickens there
were. We had to finish all the ones we had, so we could easily risk
getting an hour or two overtime. You expected that. We were told
on the same day, so that they sat at home and thought maybe,
“She’s coming home at such-and-such a time,” and then I didn’t
show up. After a while, we learned to check how many chickens
there were for the next day, so we could figure approximately how
long it might take. But sometimes there might be more or there
might be a machine breakdown, so we had to sit and wait until it
was fixed. It was especially bad the last period.

So there they wait at home, thinking, “That’s strange. Mom
isn’t home yet,” and then you come home at six o’clock and must
make dinner and the whole rigmarole with getting the kids washed
and doing the dishes and all. The kids could put up the potatoes
and the like; they’ve always been good at that. And also at washing
up and straightening up. When you came home, it was nice to see
that it wasn’t all scattered about, as when you’d left. And before
you went to bed at night, you also had to make sure things were
straightened up, because the kids also had to get up and out of the
house. It should also be clean enough for people to come in with-
out having to wade through it all.

You worry about the children

I’ve been at the factory for 11 years. I began in October ’59, then [
stopped during the summer because my husband had a job and the
kids couldn’t stay alone. But then he was unemployed again when
his factory closed and he was on the sick list for a year and a half.
He stayed home then and took care of the kids and after a while
they got so big that they could be at home alone. The little one
hadn’t started school, that first year when my husband started to
work again, but our neighbours on both sides were kind enough to
take care of him. They had said that he was welcome to come over
there, but there was no fixed agreement that they would take care
of him. Then he got a dog to take care of him, and he was so happy
for that. Especially in the beginning, I thought about how he was,
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what he was doing. You stand there worrying, and it’s not very re-
laxing. So you hurry home as fast as you can when you’re through.

Some of the others also had the same problems. Several of
them in town put their kids in a kindergarten. They’d be walked
over and walked back, and they could stay there the whole day.
But they had the same problem as we did when we had to work
overtime. They couldn’t get home to their kids either.

Even if I would have wanted to have the little one in a kinder-
garten, I probably couldn’t have gotten him in. We don’t have any
kindergartens in this county. There wasn’t a chance here at all.
That was before the counties were merged, so there was neither
kindergarten nor private care. Now there are kindergartens in town,
but they’re overcrowded.

The first winter, my two little ones were at home alone, because
my husband had to sign on every day [register for work] . That
took time, and the two little ones had to stay at home alone and
play for those three hours. So many times, you looked at the
clock and thought, “I wonder what they’re doing,” because kids
are kids, and they had to sit and play nicely until Dad came home
again, and even if you’d removed one thing and another that you
thought might be dangerous for them, you were worried anyway.

One day we had an odd experience. My husband came home
and both of them came rushing over. They’d sat there and played
with some coins and the big one had swallowed a 10-¢re coin. It
would have been worse if he’d swallowed the five-¢re coins, for
they’re bigger. You can’t prevent things like that. Afterwards, you
think how terrible it would have been if it had stuck in the boy’s
Fhroat and there they were alone, the two little boys . . . Of course,
it wasn’t far to the neighbours’, but what would children like that
do? The smallest one wasn’t very big. What would he do if the
other one started to get blue in the face? You think about that
afterwards. If anything had happened, you could never forgive your-
self. Honestly, I don’t understand today how I could do it.

I would never have taken that job

Tl}e result was that I got bad nerves. Now, it was enough with one
tk}mg and another. In the last four or five years, I've taken nerve
pills once in a while; in some periods, all the time. I’ve been on
the sick list sometimes. The first time was because of this business
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with my muscles. I had some massages and that helped for a while.
But it got worse and worse anyway, because when you start to
work again, it’s the same thing, and you don’t have time to do any-
thing about it, to relax and do some gymnastics.

Then there were other periods when I really didn’t think I
could keep on working. I just couldn’t. 1 got pain-killers and nerve
pills. Then it happened that one of my daughters came home with
her little daughter. At first, she had day care, but then I stopped
working because I couldn’t stand it any more. Now I stay home
and take care of the baby and my daughter works there where I
worked.

I stayed there for as long as I could, but then I got that chance
to quit, and we’ve also discussed that if I had the choice today . ..
If I knew as much when I started to work as [ know now, I would
never have taken that job in the poultry slaughterhouse. The day
that my grandchild isn’t here any more, Ill try to find some part-
time work and then I’ll take whatever I can get. Maybe I could
work part-time at a hotel or every other day. In any case, nothing
more than that. Ill try it as soon as the baby isn’t here at home
any more, because I'll miss her so much that I’ll have to plunge
into something.

My daughter will probably move when she starts her education,
when she gets in where she wants to, and then she’ll certainly have
the child along, she certainly will. And the girl is hers, after all. If
she wants her along, then she’ll take her along. Now I've had the
opportunity to take it easy, and I see that I've got to take it easy.
There are some things I've got to do very carefully.

I've tried pain-killers and I’ve tried just to grit my teeth and bear
it. Sometimes you think it’s slavery because you always have to go
around with that box in your pocket because you have to keep
taking those pain-killers. Now it hurts here and now it hurts there.
Maybe you could learn to live with the pain, I don’t know. Not all
the time, but maybe you could say: it hurts all right but now
you’ve got to get this done, so later you can sit down and rest.
But I’ve taken a lot of pain-killers in the past years. I was also put
in the hospital for my back, and they said there, “Do gymnastics.
Take long walks. Swing your arms.” But that takes time. You
have to have time for that.
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The children are bigger now, but of course there’s still work
with them. No kids leave school any more after seventh grade.
That is, the two big ones left. But that’s also why I work, so that
the kids can get an education. They’ve managed pretty well any-
way, but nowadays if you don’t have eighth or ninth grade or a
high school diploma, chances are small that you can become an
apprentice or do what you want to do. I've tried to judge what I
thought would be best for them: if they should continue their
schooling or if I should stay home with them. If I could choose
today, I’'m not sure that I would have worked at that poultry
slaughterhouse. Maybe I could have gotten a less time-consuming
job and then done a bit more here at home. Because when you’re
always working, if you buy something, it has to be fast and easy,
and you can also let yourself buy. But if I’d have stayed at home, I
could have raised a pig and butchered it and gotten a lot more out
of the vegetable garden with herbs and vegetables, and other
things so that I wouldn’t have to buy so much. And then with
taxes, it all adds up. It costs more when mother isn’t home daily.

The question is if it couldn’t have gone just as well if you’d
done things another way, so you could have been home more with
the kids. Not that they’ve complained. I know that there are thou-
sands of children whose mothers work all day; but if each of us
could choose, then some of us would probably get a job and earn
more money and have the children taken care of in another way;
and some would stay at home if they had the chance. It would be
sensible having that choice. Not least of all for the sake of the chil-
dren. They deserve all the benefits you can give them.

Ellen Jensen, Jutland (Denmark), 1971

Interview with a Shoplifter

When was the first time you took anything from a shop?

As kids we were always stealing from Woolworth’s—it was a
game we enjoyed. It was useful experience because later in life I
remembered that and then I knew it was possible. I don’t know
anybody who didn’t nick things from Woollies as a kid.

Do you still regard it as a game?

No. I didn’t think of taking anything again until I had a baby
and I was living on Social Security [Welfare] . I was always having
to struggle but at first I didn’t take anything because I lived in total
fear of the authorities. Being completely alone I didn’t even discuss
it with anybody else. There was never any worry about it being
wrong or anything like that, just the terrible fear of getting caught.
I was so convinced that the State was all-powerful that I half
expected the sky to fall in if I as much as looked at things I could-
n’t afford. I believed the snoopers saw all.

That was before the days of the Claimants’ Union.* The shop
assistants in the department store always looked at me as if [ had
no right entering their beautiful and splendid shop. One day,
though, a friend of mine came over to see me and after we had
been to the launderette we went around the shops with our kids
and she began to talk about nicking stuff. It was all a bit veiled
and indirect but her words gave me a tremendous feeling of con-
fidence. She had just said that it was terrible to see all this stuff
sitting there in the shop and us with nothing.

After that I began to lose some of the fear. Now I find that you
can chat freely with friends about what you’ve got and how, and
it’s accepted. Some people go on afternoon sprees and get clothes
and everything.

Is there any item you can get easier than others?

Well I suppose books remain the easiest of all but I've known
people get meat from under the butcher’s nose! It’s funny—some
people can get just anything while others can only get things they

* A union of people on Social Security/Welfare.
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are not desperate for. I remember a time when we were really
desperate and could not even afford any food. I was cohabiting,*
the S.S. knew, and my bloke hadn’t got a penny. I was very de-
pressed and each day he went into a particular shop and got some
mince or fish fingers and a few basics to eat. I only seemed able to
get stuff we didn’t really need.

Do you get great satisfaction out of it?

Well, yes and no. Yes inasmuch as you get stuff you haven’t
paid for, but on the whole no because I know that the stuff is
mine anyway, that those people who own Tescos and all those
shops can so easily afford to lose the odd two or three things
which it takes all my ingenuity to take. When you get home at the
end of a little spree you flop down in the chair and think to your-
self, “Well, what have I got after all that work?”’ and you look in
the bag and you know it’s peanuts and for it you have probably
risked prison. It just demonstrates to me how desperate we women
are to get something of our own.

E.W., Glasgow, February 1974

Women and the Unions

What has been the role of trade unions specifically in relation to
women?

1. They have helped to maintain unequal rates of pay despite the
prave at.tempts by individual women (and some men) trade union-
ists to give this issue priority. As a matter of fact, once unions ask
for a percentage wage rise, and not the same rise for all, they not
only confirm inequality of wages but further widen the gap between
men and women—and of course between men and men too. Ten

percent of £10 = £11. Ten percent of £20 = £22. To t
a bit more shall be given a bit more . . . v i L Sl

* Living with a man and the;

refore i 5
Security (S.5.), because the Te not entitled to any money from Social

man is supposed to support the woman.
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They have never organised a struggle for equal pay. In the two
great equal pay strikes we know about—and there are plenty we
don’t know about—the women acted independently of the unions.
During the Leeds seamstresses’ strike® the union wrote to the com-
pany and told them not to give in to the women. The women had
to fight two governors by busting the windows of the union offices.

At Ford Dagenham when the seat cover sewers went out, of
course there was no attempt by the union to generalise (that is,
bring the men out in support of) a strike which took place because
the union had turned their backs on the women. The shop stew-
ards, at the crucial meeting with the Minister of Employment and
Productivity, renounced upgrading—which was the demand of the
women—and settled for a wage rise which was 8% below the aver-
age male pay.

2. Grading is the basis for unequal pay where men and women
work together. The unions take for granted job categories which
have kept women lower paid and will continue to under the Equal
Pay Act. Even more, they worry that equal pay for women might
‘disturb’ the wage differentials among different grades of men.
The Guardian of 6 September 1971 quotes Jack Peel, general sec-
retary of the National Union of Dyers, Bleachers and Textile
Workers, talking to an employer, one Eric Booth. Eric says, “If
we’re not careful this could be very expensive for us.” But Jack is
more far-seeing. He says, “We could easily upset the-men; upset
their differentials. The way to avoid this is to go gently along.”
The question of equal pay is not only about the double exploita-
tion of women and young people. It is about the way capital has
carved up the whole class into grades and corresponding wage
rates so that groups of workers see their interests as different
from other groups—for example, men in relation to women.

3. They have not tried very hard to get us into unions. The Night
Cleaners were in the degrading position of having to embarrass the
Transport and General Workers Union publicly in order to get

*In February 1970, following the acceptance by the union of a low wage

rise discriminating against women, 20,000 Leeds clothing workers came out
on strike. Thousands of women from at least 45 factories marched from
factory to factory calling other workers out, and marched through the streets
of Leeds to press their grievance.
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‘taken in’.* We’re not straightforward like men, you see. We have
all these problems of kids and husbands and extreme exploitation.
They don’t really want us in the unions, although the dues are use-
ful and we don’t compete for their union jobs.

Yet note: if there is a rash of strikes or sit-ins for equal pay or
for anything else, the unions will be falling over backwards to bring
women in. What else does capital have to control workers when
they move? How else can they get us to participate in our own ex-
ploitation? Who else would we trust but an organisation, a move-
ment, formed by us to unite with other workers? And if we are not
depending on unions, who else would we depend on but ourselves
and other workers? That would be dangerous—for unions and gov-
ernment. It would not be surprising if they were at this moment
planning campaigns to recruit women in areas where they have
been effectively militant, and planning also to come to our move-
ment for help. Who can do their recruiting among women better
than other women!

4. But for those of us who are deprived of wages for our work,
who are full-time housewives and do not have jobs outside the
home, unions don’t know we exist. When capital pays husbands
they get two workers, not one. The unions are organisations which
are supposed to protect (some) workers in (some) work institu-
tions. Waged workers have organised unions (not the other way
round, by the way—workers organise unions, not unions workers)
and have organised them to deal with their waged work situation.
A housewife’s work situation is the home, and every woman who
does waged work (except the rich) also does unwag'ed work, is also
a h_ousewife. Yet when husband and father and brother are iaking
st_rlke decisions which we have to support, we have no part in de-
ciding the kind of action or the issues on which we ficht. We get
very little for ourselves—if we win, not even some of The credfl.
Has anybody pointed out how much every strike of men is depend-
ent on the support of women? The unions ensure that the struggle

* Women who clean offices at ni
Transport and General Workers’
closed at § p.m.

ght_ could not even get officials from the
Union to meet them because union offices
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is segregated and women can participate only as auxiliaries. Re-
member Salt of the Earth?* In order for the women to be brought
actively into the strike and win it, they had to adjourn the union
meeting and have a meeting of the whole community instead.
That’s where it’s at, on a national and international level.

5. Until recently the capitalist class with the help of unions had
convinced men that if they got a rise in pay they got a rise in
standard of living. That’s not true, and women always knew it.
They give men a pay packet on Friday and take it back from us
on Saturday at the supermarket. We have to organise the struggle
for the other side of wages—against inflation—and that can only be
done outside the unions, first because they only deal with the mo-
ney we get and not with what we have immediately to give back;
and second because they limit their fight—such as it is—only to
that workplace where you get wages for being there, and not
where your work involves giving the money back.

It is not simply that they don’t organise the shoppers; it is that
the union prevents such organisation, by following organisational-
ly the way capital is organised: a fragmented class divided into
those who have wages and those who don’t. The unemployed, the
old, the ill, children and housewives are wageless. So the unions
ignore us and thereby separate us from each other and from the
waged. That is, they structurally make a generalised struggle im-
possible. This is not because they are bureaucratised; this is why.
Their functions are to mediate the struggle in industry and keep
it separate from struggles elsewhere. Because the most concentra-
ted potential power of the class is at the point of production of
material commodities, the unions have convinced the wageless
that only at that point can a struggle be waged at all. This is not
50, and the most striking example has been the organisation of
the black community. Blacks, like women, cannot limit them-
selves to a struggle in factories. And blacks, like women, see the
function of the union within the class writ large in its relation to
them. For racism and sexism are not aberrations of an otherwise
powerful working class weapon. They are its nature.

* Film about a strike in the mining community in New Mexico which was
won because the women put forward their own needs, took action in spite
of the opposition of the men and won them over to their strategy.
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You will see by now that I believe in order to have our own
politics we must make our own analysis of women and therefore
our own analysis of the whole working class struggle. We have
been taking so much for granted that happens to be around, and
restricting, segregating ourselves to speaking and writing about
women, that it looks like we are only supposed to analyse and
understand women after others (men) have analysed the class ‘in
general’—excluding us. This is to be male-dominated in the pro-
foundest sense. Because there is no class ‘in general’ which doesn’t
include us and all the wageless.

Selma James, London, April 1972

This is Nursing

Introduction to a Struggle

In the spring and summer of 1974, nurses in Britain took industrial
action for the first time. The action began in April when student
nurses pressed the Royal College of Nursing* to confront Barbara
Castlet and “demand that the gross misjustices to which we have
been subject are rightfully realised and rectified immediately.”
Then when the nurses’ negotiating body met with Barbara Castle,
a demonstration of 1,500 nurses waving banners and chanting
“strike”. “strike””, marched outside. The Minister, less anxious for
a confrontation, slipped out of the building to avoid meeting the
marchers’ delegation. The pressure was on.

Strike action was being considered by nurses, stoppages with
emergency cover were arranged while nurses attended protest meet-
ings, and the RCN threatened mass resignations from the National
Health Service unless an ‘independent’ inquiry was set up by 4
June. Nurses’ action committees were formed in hospitals, rep-
resenting nurses of all grades and overriding differences in union

* A professional body to which many nurses belong.
+ Minister for Health and Social Security.
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and professional organisation. Nurses began to work out demand
grievances and a strategy for struggle. A mass national demonslra?’
tion was planned for 6 June. By this time the government had
promised an ‘independent’ inquiry to be headed by Lord Halsbu
The RCN retreated from its militant pose and called for a moratg:
ijum on action. The marches went ahead. Thousands of women
marched in different towns.

Suspicious of the promise of a report by the inquiry “by the
end of the summer”, and unwilling to be restrained by the doc-
trine of ‘professionalism’, which in effect said that to demand what
is rightfully yours is ‘unprofessional’, many groups of nurses
decided to continue their action. Walkouts and disruptions were

carried out in many hospitals. And although the RCN had retreated,

the other hospital unions were still giving their backing to these
activities.

A National Co-ordinating Committee, drawn from the numerous
nurses’ action committees, planned a national day of action for
8 J.uly. Less than a week before that date, the leadership of one
union, which had been the most militant sounding, accepted a
promise by Barbara Castle of an (unspecified) interim pay award if
the Halsbury Commission did not report by 16 September. This

union, CoHSE (Confederation of Health Service Employees), called
for a halt to all action.

; Many local groups of nurses, who had begun to mobilise support
rom_factory workers, miners, government employees, and other
hospital workers, for joint action on 8 July, were left in the lurch.
Ehe marches_ foy that date were called off. The initiative which had
tieoex?i;ﬂ,lnlt\huAsllastlcally seized l?y the nurses when they began agita-
= Staffprtl 1_\;_/as unceremoniously taken back by the union. Still,
s a:d N%l;goft Mental Hospital in Birmingham, members of
R (Natlgnal Union of Public Employees), staged
g our strike of nurses afzer the compromise was

, and many other nurses continued with other kinds of pro-

test action—approachin
: g other workers for suppor ing to
nurse private patients, etc. RRo e

Wh:\ngailtn:t this background.the proposals in the Halsbury Report
e Ppeared were anti-climactic. They included a 29.0%
-8% increase for a nursing officer, a management position,
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which amounts to £600-£700 [$1,500-31 ,750] , and only 14% to
17.9% (£147-£231 [$367-$577]) for a nursing auxiliary. An
mprovement’ of pay differentials had clearly been accomplished—
and as usual those already at the bottom got the least money.

Student nurses, who (like nursing auxiliaries) provide what is
politely referred to as “a pair of hands”, ended up with an actual
salary of between £93.75 [$234] and £1 10.25 [$275] monthly
before tax. That this represented a 41.3% increase for some is
merely a reflection of how bad the old rates were, and not how gen-
erous are the new. None of the student nurses got more than
£8.50 [$21] a week rise (and most got much less—some as little as
£1.25 [$3], compared to £20 [$50] a week for higher manage-
ment personnel).

But more important than the Halsbury Report itself was the
message which widespread action of nurses during their struggle
announced: that nurses had found their voice; that they would no
longer be kept in their place by the illusions of professionalism,
which would prevent their challenging their low pay and the lousy
conditions under which they work; that they would no longer
submit to the blackmail, always used against service workers and
especially women, which says that to fight in your own interest is
to endanger someone else’s. Lord Halsbury assures those who
might be dissatisfied: “This is not the last word on the subject.”
On that at least we must agree.

The articles which follow were written during the summer of
1974. The first two articles describe what it is to be a nurse, how
nursing has become ‘a job like any other’, and the rebellion of
nurses against that work. The final article, “The Home in the
Hospital’, is an analysis of nurses’ work, the struggle that nurses
have been making, and the relationship between their work and
struggle and those of women in the home.

Editors

NOTE:This introduction is based on an article by Lizzie Stuart, ‘Halsbury
Report: crumbs for the “birds””’, in Power of Women Journal, No.3.
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A Job like Any Other

I came to this country in 1962 when I was 17

job fmd the Youth Employment Officers sugOéitgcic?}E;?llgok o
job in the factory. I didn’t want to work in aafactory_b taIO fpr;z
know what I wanted to do—I didn’t really want to do nlljjr i il
suf:h. I went to a London teaching hospital to train as a n s
said I would have to work as an auxiliary first because Ofurse. They
I now know this isn’t true; they could have taken me on a?i caz%s;’.t

S o 5 a
2 ry mn P 5 Shlllg 4D -
o | worked as an au xilia do g bed pans, wa ies” wool

When I first started it was so depressing, I was one of
ia(;:li(l g\:/rzllz ]:!:esrz.b'l;}ée? more agd more black girls came int1ct1 eLgELyon
) - I remember one incident. I was living at th
nurses’ home and at that time I was wearing cloth e
with me from home. As I was going out wh%lu loivir?: :]nhad o
- e the nursi
ilaorrtr;ef, tﬂi}gemalro; said to me, “Where are you goin;drcssed li]l;se":ig
ther; o (})/uu}sle to do things like going through your clothes and
e gﬂy ; goc::/ \{,:sfgu[l;;fg(g]d certai}r: llhings. I remember that
ing for an SRN [State Registe;éd NJ R S'laned s
o : 1se] , and [ felt so isolated,
Wielflenv;o:lllg })g tt;;l;es when [ would sit in the canteen all by myself
im0 2 loii I was ur‘lhappy but I didn’t want to work in
e edyltam y an(_i friends all felt nursing was better than
a2 ,beino vicyti - dWas durmg that period of my life that I saw I
e i>cou]ém’se - To me it has always just been a job. I trained
S Whn tls;e Yvhat elsg there was; now it is a way of earn-
el .“ en m,lshed training and was on the wards the doc:
pecially wouldn’t recognise black nurses then. Many is the

time I was asked to fe
| tch a nurse. But thi 3 &
do without black nurses at all now el R

In 19 i
went to \?\/‘Lrlkq}l(?rll;?eci andlefe tf_le Health Service immediately, and
because of what I n agency. I will never work for the Health Service
ot o 1o()kw(;:nt through during my training. The patients
the way the patienels er;ii)gliogerlfy_and (b urses have o sy
Eve . ot ed atter and the i i ine
ryone on the ward is divided by what stal:s] ?ﬁz :lsrg lsl%lutsltllenb.

NHS you have t
O put up with things th
% at
don’t have to. Matron doesn’t rulegyou anilsmar;:eg gD

64

When I first started agency work there were not many agencies
around and in those days it was mostly private nursing that they
catered for. Many times I have gone to a job and the person has said
that they didn’t want me to nurse them. If they were desperate they
would say, oh, you could look after me today but I would like
someone else tomorrow. I don’t particularly like working for an
agency either but you get more money and more freedom. If my
daughter is sick I just ring up and say I am not going in. Whereas
in the Health Service they would try and persuade you to come in
saying how short-staffed they were, and if you didn’t you would
lose a night’s pay. But I do feel that they are making a big business
out of us. You get different rates from different agencies and some
take up to 12%% commission. I work nights all the time because I
have a child. I chop and change agencies to get more money. I work

four nights a week from 8.30 p.m. to 7.30 a.m. at a London hospi-
tal where the majority of nurses are from overseas. I find that when-
ever people talk about agency nurses they mean black nurses, but
there are nurses from all over the world working for agencies. I feel
very sorry for the girls, say, from the Philippines and Malaysia who
don’t speak English very well and who are being exploited. They
remind me of when I first started training.

Patricia Matthews, London, August 1974

Breaking the Chain
of Command

When I first started nursing I was relatively naive about the work-
ings of the hierarchical system; how it attempts and often succeeds
in implicating even its lowest members in the process of control.

While still in Preliminary Training School—the eight weeks class-
room instruction which a student nurse received before being
thrown onto the wards to work—I remember being astounded one
afternoon hearing a student nurse, three months my ‘senior’, talk-
ing about relations with the ancillary staff, the women who clean
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the wards, wash the dishes, scrub the toilets, etc. With great vici
ness she repeated the dictum issued to her by the wardgsisin Yl‘c‘mus-
do not take orders from them. They must take orders fro .
don’t forget that.” In fact the hierarchies of control of num e~
of non-nursing staff are separate, but in day-to-day activitrsmg and
and hostility often emerge—softened by some feelings of f};'conﬂl-a
a:}d mutual consideration. This is the double-edged knife wl}iindsmp
hierarchy wields and from which it seeks to derii/e its stren }fh e
may b_e low, but there is always someone with even less stag s
experience, less power than you. Bt

A large portion of the nursing workforce i ini
nurses..A student nurse is a studinl in name gnT)?deexl:SP(t)fﬂt)rrammg
approximately 24 weeks of a three years’ training’. The rest of th
time she is a working nurse, getting her training on the job doinea
49 hour week, working evening shifts several times a week )and :
night duty—often an 11 or 12 hour shift. She is often left m charge
}(:fg ward of about 30 patients. She works weekends and bank ?
folnlc)lays and‘ gets three weeks’ holiday plus one week to make up
o; ank h'ohda.lys. She does not get student holidays, she does not
gle1 extra time in which to keep up with her studies. She receives a
shockingly lgw wage called a ‘training allowance’ and gets less the
ﬁ:il:lngier ts}}lle is. She’ pays full income tax. A first year student nurse,
2 £1g] n[s;; nurses’ home, may take home after deductions as little

27.50] a week. Life and health are cheap at that price.

OURZPd“SﬂaT:IEg that Wwe work in and live in are usually inadequate.
Yaer ng, with 12 or 15 beds lined up against each side.
- Chmevfler nurses to look after one room full of 28 patients, so
The ward.«:1 :;es ttaofci Ss}rlnoa\rlllatg((;St”1 t[ lsémPOSSibIe forcreateismallentugy
atie 1t a decent sized table in—so the
g,owgl:‘:f g:rio; "te}:“ to their beds, remaining isolated amidst a
G siik efmost soc%a] of activities. There may be two
and they may all be : tor 30 patients; there are only three toilets
accessible to an eldea] one end of the ward and thus all but in-
whose bed is at the ét{l Woman who needs assistance walking and
may need to be push, der 2 The beds are too close together and
ley. This is the rgo ed to the side to accommodate a dressing trol-
patients; where werg Rrgich we do our work of caring for the
to squeeze betw ump our shins and tear our tights when we try
een chair and bed to reach a thermometer; where
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we have to move a chair and a heavy patient from one spot to the
other to make space if we need it.

Nurses” homes are a reflection of the ward. Here nurses may
share their toilets and baths with 15 or so others. Kitchen facilities
are small and inadequate, shared by far too many people and we
too must eat in our rooms near our beds because there is no place
for a table. Our rooms are ridiculously small and cramped with
standard furniture of bed, desk/dresser, and chair. The building is
old more often than not, with long, cold, dark, high-ceilinged corri-
dors—door after door and behind each door a cubicle which is sup-
posed to be our home. Theft is a tremendous problem in our homes.
Like all poor people who find themselves in overcrowded, inade-
quate living conditions, we end up taking it out on each other.

The home is ‘supervised’ by a warden, often a nursing sister her-
self—sa we may be under the sway of the same authority at ‘home’
that we thought we left behind when our working day was finished.
She enters our rooms without invitation, checking for an illegal
male guest or to make sure when we’re off sick that we really are,
or maybe just to remind us that she’s there. Many of us move out
of the home if we possibly can to escape the presence of authority
for at least part of our time.

What makes the exercise of authority at work particularly effect-
ive is that it hides under the cover of greater experience and greater
knowledge. For those in charge, it is but a short step from instruct-
ing a learner to do something which is an important part of her
nursing duties to harassing her because of the length of her uniform
or because of the way she informs the nurse in charge that she’s
going off duty. The unwritten rule is that when the ‘knocking-off”
time arrives, even if you are doing absolutely nothing, you wait for
the nurse in charge to ‘invite’ you to leave. The numerous rules of
protocol and petty demands and requests that may be made of you
as a junior’ nurse are the oil with which the chain of command is
lubricated. It is a common experience for a ‘junior’ nurse to be
asked to do the most absurd, time-wasting task, just to teach her
‘her place’.

But in nursing like in other industries, a discontented workforce
is an inefficient workforce. And more particularly in nursing, it is
an inadequate workforce, because those who are not ‘happy’ leave,
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either getting out altogether or by joining a
ly freer agents they are less subject to restrictions and demand

as permanent members of a hospital staff. There is pressure fos tha
modernisation of management which rather than cowine the .
force with petty tyranny, will create the illusion of greaTer avrvt(_)rk.
pation in management by the managed themselves. b

These factors are the background against which the present
struggle of the nurses is taking place. As recently as a year ago 3
nurse complaining about low wages and lousy conditions wguld be
thought immoral for the mere mention of such worldly concerns
A stock response was: “If the pay were higher, the wrong Kind of
people would be attracted™! Given the chronic shortage of nursin
staff, the world must be filled with the “wrong sort of?people” :
people like the patients for whom you’re caring who say, whﬂe. !
you’re making them clean and comfortable: “T wouldn’t do your
job for a million pounds.” What they really mean is that they
wouldn’t do it for £11 a week and you must be a real angel of
mercy or stupid or crazy to be doing all that shit work for so little
Actually we are none of those things—what we are is women. :

Nursing is women’s work. And women are low-paid workers. In
the past, when nursing was almost exclusively a vocation for the
flaugh_ter; of the middle class, the low pay was not as great an issue
in their lives. }?ut Now nurses are nothing more nor less than work-
}n% women doing a _]Ob.. Working class women, especially Irish, West
n 1fan,.and other immigrants, have by their presence within the
E;(ivesmton_transformed our needs and expectations. Young women
theme?o:u;gi elven those .from the middle class, also bring with
S rIi)ghtes ySn%w at.htudes. about their relationship to authority
g H ubversive notions of equality have penetrated the
S o tlrur}llg nurses tend to distinguish between the right
Rl et O??ic them and the.right of that person to order
e, thi 3 °r nurses may still express surprise that a first

Id year student, for example, relate to each other

hi ut regald for 1 .
Wwitho d stinction in their rank We ve come a ]O”g

Lizzie Stuart, London, July 1974
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The Home in the Hospital

Who Cares

The hospital worker is a waged houseworker. She takes care of the
very young, the very old and the sick of all ages. But her various
functions are fragmented among many different people. Some cook,
some clean, some see after the creature comforts of the patients.
Nurses also administer medication and treatment, which is what
housewives have traditionally done. Hospital work is socialised,
industrialised housework, on a factory-like basis, where different
functions are taken over by different people in different uniforms,
functions to which there correspond specific wage scales.

The divisions within the health service industry correspond to the
usual hierarchy of labour powers, in which sex, age, and race help
to determine the work and relative position of each worker. But the
hierarchical division of labour of the hospital factory is reinforced
by the myth of professionalism. Until recently few nurses thought
of themselves as hospital workers. They had been told they were
professionals, like doctors. They were not manual workers, but
‘educated’, with specialised ‘scientific’ knowledge. It was not a job
but a vocation, a calling, like religion. (In other parts of the world,
this work is done by nuns.) Of course, no one pointed out that
professionals with the most specialised ‘scientific’ knowledge—
doctors—were paid very much better for their dedication. In fact,
the real basis of professionalism is the capacity both to exclude
others from having access to specialised knowledge, scientific or
unscientific, and to ‘specialise’ common knowledge—to convince
others that they can’t possess that knowledge and must be depen-
dent on the professional. A member of a profession can charge
more for his skills because he is organised to prevent competition.*

*The women’s movement has rediscovered much about our bodies, what
makes them go wrong and how to cure them. Some ‘professional’ functions,
pregnancy testing, certain kinds of abortion, etc., don’t require long training
or great expense. State control over our bodies is exercised through the con-
trol of professionals over abortion, childbirth, birth control, sterilisation.
Knowing what medical professionalism is about, we can see more clearly
that professionalism in any sphere is not a social service but a social control.
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Though nurses are workers who i

! a are skilled, tt

from being professionals. Nurses do heavy physil(g 12? @ long vy
cannpt control the numbers who are trained. And the FUF. 'They
receive goes only to the point where they can’t challeng:ltmng ey

doctor’s authority and arrogance, even though the nurse ohe

more experience and real knowledge of the individual pati?en gas
nt. So

the first built-in aspect of the hie i

ect rarchy is the inferiorit
nlurse and the superiority and authority of the doctor“w);]?fh[he
cloaked by calling them both professionals. g

fro";h;:)v;y il}lle wheelsd of this hierarchy are greased is different
other waged work: every first-ye
chance to be second-year o
: -year, and every second-
e e year the chance to be
y third-year the chance to b
i e staff nurse, an
ry staff nurse the chance to be ward sister, and some ward sigters

become matron m
s and a few matron ini
2EY rs). s become administrators (never

There are two types of training from the beginni
ing. -
:::hti;;e;i(:; ;c; th; qualificati_on of SEN (StatebEnrolfedAI\JIL‘J\;(s)e)),ear
A Irishe:v to promotion. A large number of West Indian,
S uShiomen are deliberately directed to SEN training.
s eF:i ng women from overseas into SEN training is by
g educational standards which overseas applicants are less

likely to have. This i
. This is an atte t i i
S Oormpl to guarantee a trained, low-paid

The S i i
i ::ll(\il i([S'tat;a1 Regmtf:red Nurse) goes through a three-year
s close;StS ehwho is told she has a chance to move up. This
o the old apprenticeship system than to modemn

facto productio i
ry n, b i i
e, e llltt 1t is uniquely useful to modern factory pro-

the ool Isa n’.le.thod of social control reinforcing

Rt Son ening divisions among workers. At the same

o v B ‘cl:en;fthod of organising work in the hospital fac-

B o igher qualifications are the same people as

A oo é) tllrlle labogr. The chain of command goes from

this chain of comm‘;‘gspltal ar_lcillary worker. The nearest thing to
rs and regimentation is the army.

elow the trained or train

g asSl‘StaﬂtS who have no traini b %
1n, ng, but who do many of the
Literall ‘helpful ‘assistan —Shorter ) tionary.
Y, 1 i
p. 5 t 1orter Oxford Dicti
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ing duties on the ward. Below the auxiliary nurses are the hospital
ancillary* workers, cleaning, cooking, doing the heavier domestic
and other hospital work. Hospital ancillary workers are very largely
immigrant, from Ireland, the West Indies, Asia, Africa and Southern
Europe. These are the workers who first brought the strike weapon
into the hospital. But when they went on strike in 1972/73, the
division between nursing and non-nursing status combined with rac-
ism and nationalism, and nurses scabbed on the striking ancillary
workers. Even now, because of this history, nurses tend to go for
support to male factory workers before going to women and men
in the hospital service itself. This is also because they have not yet
fully appreciated how much power service workers can have. If all
hospital workers came out together, they would not be so depen-
dent on workers in any other industry. This awareness will grow as
the struggle develops and it is the only guarantee that the hospital
hierarchy, complicated by national and racial divisions, will be
undermined.

The nursing industry has been changing from a vocation for wo-
men of the middle class to a job for women of the working class,
and particularly for Irish and other immigrant women. The work-
ing class woman becomes a nurse because she needs the money,
because she will always have a training to fall back on as she goes
in and out of waged employment all her life, and because the work
is presented as being more human than that in a factory or typing
pool. Some immigrant women didn’t even have that slim element
of choice; it was their only way to get to Britain, that is, to get
waged employment.

On the other side, university graduate women who ‘‘are desper-
ately anxious to escape from the triple trap of teaching, nursing, or
shorthand typing” are being invited on a new basis into the hospital
service, to be ‘“‘skilled middle management”. This creation of a more
top-heavy management elite is an attempt also to ‘reprofessionalise’
nursing. The hospitals will use some of them as “grateful outsiders”$

* Literally, ‘subservient’, ‘subordinate’—Shorter Oxford Dictionary.

+ See ‘A Job like Any Other’, pp.64-65 above.

T These quotations are from the Financial Times, 9 March, 1971, as quoted
in Women, the Unions and Work by Selma James, publ. Notting Hill Women’s
L_.fberation Workshop Group, London, 1972. (This pamphlet is to be repub-
lished with a new Postscript by Falling Wall Press, autumn 1975.)
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to manage other women. This method of control and b
the cohesion of a struggle, by lifting a few women to hig:}ii

and even fewer to managerial positions, is certainly not ¢ erfgrades
hospitals (or to women). The chosen few feel they must con e
prove themselves. They live in constant anxiety that the ’(l)lnl;mua“y
down to the ranks again, and again be replaced by men Yl‘h £
the most brutal supervisors and at the same time make .the fghfre
male power structure look more ‘democratic’ and less male (a t;
eve.nufally less white). ‘Equal opportunity’ always leaves the gr:eat
{;aﬂr?;:]t;/g:;women not only at the bottom but even more efficieni.

k‘mg dOW[

The recent nurses’ struggle
The struggle in the spring and summer of 1974 erupted—

1. because of the new balance of i

; power between capital and the
wqumg class as expressed most dramatically by the two miners’
strikes (1972 and 1974) and the war in Northern Ireland.

: 12..becz-1use of the i_ncreasing number of working class and particu-
arly immigrant staff in nursing and other hospital work.

Sini .ltJe:cause mﬂatvion has driven many women out of nursing
imen; is sglow paid. Qn the one hand, the working day is more
¢, and the nurses’ working class position is more exposed. On

the other hand, the; 2 :
, they can’t be so easil
leverage to struggle with. sily replaced, so they have more

mo‘r: gffcf;l:Sﬁ tfhe Increasing pressure on them has made it even

o R Otr nurses to care for the patients. It is painful to

pital conditioﬁ: fo the needs of someone who is suffering; yet hos:

et orce nurses to do this, and undermine the mytho-
nursing being a ‘caring profession’.

5,
respec?ef%iu;esé?;ﬁ}r,lzungdnurse’ as part of her generation, has Iess.
of hospital work is b and authority on which the whole organisation
K i fatci?et;il. The counterpart to lack of respect is lack
nursing is in itself a disci at_ a woman is promised that she can rise 1
a discipline, but only if she cares about rising.

6. becau: i
. se there is an i |
z in .
ternational women’s movement which

has registered i
men. and increased the power and the boldness of all wo-
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Therefore nurses today are less vulnerable to the blackmail to
which they, even more than other service workers, are traditionally
subject. They are undermining the conditioning that we have re-
ceived as women and which has been reinforced by their condition-
ing as nurses. Women are always made to feel completely responsible
for whatever happens to those in our charge, and guilty for consider-
ing our own needs. This is a direct result of our wageless work in
the home where we are always justifying our existence because we
appear to be living off other people’s (men’s) labour. When women’s
needs and others’ needs appear to clash, women are made to feel
selfish, ungrateful and uncaring if they consider themselves.

The nightmare reality of this society is: to have the job of caring
for others is to neglect ourselves. Breaking the blackmail, hospital
workers have exposed the actual social relations between service
workers and those dependent on their work. Caring and compassion
are degraded, they become chores and an area of exploitation when
they become capitalist work. When a nurse sells her labour power,
part of what she is selling is her emotions. Part of her training is
about how to turn her feelings into the ‘right’ responses. Neither
those who ‘care’ nor those who are ‘cared for’ set the terms of the
relationships it is a capitalist relationship which the nurses’ struggle
is attacking. It is only in attacking this relationship that the nurses
can care for the patients and themselves. Their struggle in the inter-
est both of higher wages and better conditions for themselves will
mean more staff and improvements in the care of patients which
are not at the nurses’ expense.

Whose health service?

This does not mean, however, that the impetus for the nurses’
demands has been a desire to ‘save’ the National Health Service, as
the trade unions and leftists have claimed.* Quite the contrary. The:
impetus has been nurses asserting their own needs, which run coun-
ter to the needs and function of the NHS, their employer.

Those who assume that the needs of the nurses and the needs of
their employer are not opposites have failed to understand what
the NHS is, what the needs of the workers in the NHS are and also

* See _for instance the report of the nurses’ march in Bristol, which the
organisers planned as a procession of silent lament for the passing of the

NHS, in Power of Women Journal, No.2.
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what the needs of the ‘consumer’ of the service, the patient, are

In this they have totally ignored what the feminist moveme
has said and done to wrest control of our bodies from doctors »
from drug companies, in a word, from capitalist medicine Th{s
feminist struggle of women as ‘consumers’ of the NHS an.d the
struggle of women as workers for the NHS, are cruciall’y linked
Sqme women are being exploited in work aimed at keeping the
minds and bodies of other women (and of every other section of
the working class) adjusted for capitalist work. Implicit in the
nurses’ struggle is a refusal of that work, and therefore a lever for
us all against that control. Nurses and other hospital workers, more
than anyone, are in a position to know how the conditions a;ld
functions of their work make it impossible for them to provide the
care that we need, and that they often went into nursing to give.

We must make clear again what this health service has meant to
Us as women, from birth control that doesn’t work or kills and
poisons, to prenatal care, abortion and childbirth on the assembly
line,* tq imposed sterilisation, to the catheterising (using a tube to
draw urine from the bladder) of women in the geriatric wards
because 1t’§ faster than walking them to the toilet regularly. The
health service, private or nationalised or a combinatic(;n of both, is
and can only be the control by the State of our bodies. ,

In Brlta_in the fact that the health service is nationalised and paid
for by National Insurance contributionst rather than over the
flmtmter mystiﬁes its function. It seems not to be an industry and
d:mz;g:;t;l(e)l ;)vG,r our bodie.s, not a repair shop for labour power
o liv:s 2 )é zti)nd ph_ysmally bs.' doing capitalist work, living
R nd breathing capitalist air; but a public service

we must protect and preserve and even extend.

The i ;
tiﬁe(};? nm?;strml nature of the medical ‘profession’ is not so mys-
» tor example, the US. As in Britain, profits from the

* Many hospitals in Britai
pain to thesfnoﬂiel:l aﬁ?:iu{(me now inducing birth artificially at the cost of
sk to the child, for ‘convenience’ reasons, i.e. SO

that hospitals can
S get through mi i i i
expanding the maternity gl‘lj z ore births in daytime hours and without

T Nation: ;
worker aildhlg:;;?sc:r;o?mbuﬁons Sepicedymayments made by, the
these ployer. Those who do not have a wage and do not pay

contributions still have NH
. 2 -
which a full contributor is enﬁilcee;s B I
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Jabour of nUISES nurses’ aids and _ancillary staff go in'IC? the coffe.rs
of the State and private industry i the fprm of providing heal_th{er
or at least functional and more franqmlhsed workers. As in Bptam,
the hospital worker and the patient see a lot of money going into

the pockets of the senior doctors, surgeons and const_xltants. But in
a country where medicine is private, payment goes directly to dqc-
tors and hospital management, rather {han through the State. Itis

clearer there that medicine is an industry rather than a ‘public
service’.

In Britain, the trade unions and the organisations of the left
have blamed ‘public apathy’ for low wages in the NHS,* and have
appealed to us to support the nurses in order to ‘save the health
service’, which they treat like an enclave of socialism and humani-
tarian values in a capitalist world (rather like the ‘education’
system). They attack the agency nurses for refusing to devote their
lives to this ‘service’. The NHS is not a service that the ruling class
has granted to us, but a service which hospital workers provide for
the ruling class in providing mentally and physically ‘fit’ workers.
It is a service based on the exploitation of some workers, the hos-
pital workers, and the manipulation of others, the patients. The
fact that it is nationalised means only that every sector of the
working class is kept functional through it, and that the payment
from our wage for this service to the ruling class is rationalised in
the form of National Insurance payments. The fact that it is ob-
viously in our interest to be seen by a doctor or go into hospital,
whether or not we have a wage and whether our wage is higher or
lower, doesn’t alter the fact that fundamentally the service is not
for our benefit.

In fact all of our consumption of goods and services is—

s t_he production and reproduction of that means of pro-
duction so indispensable to the capitalist: the labourer [her]/
himself. The individual consumption of the labourer, whether
it proceed within the workshop or outside it, whether it be
part of the process of production or not, forms therefore a
factor of production and reproduction of capital just as

e

me’l:::xs is your NHS and you must be prepared to pay for it,” organisers of

o ses” march in London shouted to the public. See the report of this
arch in Power of Women Journal, No.2.
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f:leaning machinery does, whether it be done w
inery is working or while it is standing
labourer consumes his means of .

subsistence for his

4 oy
poses, and not to please the capitalist, has no bearin i
matter. The consumption of food by a beast of burégem{ e
none the less a necessary factor in the process of prodrllx '
because tl?e beast enjoys what he eats. The maintenanc:tlon
reproduction of the working class is, and must ever be aand
necessary condition to the reproduction i !

4 of capital. (K.

Capital, Vol.1, Moscow, 1958, p.572. Our ital?cs) ¢ M

hile the
The fact that the i

This is the most complete demystification of service work w
knoyv, and also the clearest indication of the potential powere f
service v_vorker, whose job is the reproduction of the workine 01 3
The maintenance of the working class is not marginal but cr:cc' alss,
for capital to function. The refusal of the job of maintenance ,
therefore, gives the service worker tremendous power. 7

The slrugg!e of the NHS and agency nurses against their employ-
er, lhg St_ate, is a political struggle against the State’s use and g
organisation of their labour. The rest of us are involved in the same
struggle when we fight with the NHS for control of our bodies, The

National Health Service i insti
) ice is a State institution that we mus
in order to gain that control. i

Nurses organise

zlc’(‘;s:tsc‘;rxiaf:is‘?d li‘lﬁe}}endently before the unions came into the
Sl be};ngz;n-t e fact that there were many unions in the hos-
e ma; rt.mgth' for the nurses. That no one union repre-
boundaries, and te : easier to organise across and outside union
S i,ndivido (;ontmue their independent activity. In most
members, and so uals who were most active were or became union
action co’mmitte:s]et}?,?rtel or became shop stewards. But the local
part of the union struat ey set up to organise the struggle were 1ot
union bodies, This Wac tuhref and operated very differently from
yet they were able deS heir first attempt at organisation as nurses.
councils while doin t;p!le problems, to use unions and trades
demands, and Siietiov Organising, formulating their own
»and even keeping their own funds.

Almost all th
e :
any trade unjong :}10; tdz.icm'e women had a healthy cynicism of
, 1scussed their unions and professional
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bodies without any particular loyalty to any one of them. Even
when the unions most seemed to be leading the struggle, it was of
course the nurses’ activity which was the power driving it for-
ward. Once the nurses started to organise, the unions took an
interest in them. If there was going to be a struggle in the hospit-
als, the unions wanted to make sure they were in control.

The nurses have not been pinned down to any one way of doing
things, but have been quite open-minded about how to proceed in
terms of organisation. This is often true of women, who have been
traditionally outside the union structure or any other part of the
power structure. Nurses’ organisations, which sprang up overnight
everywhere, were informal, unstructured. Many people learned
new skills, writing leaflets, making posters, duplicating, attending
meetings, chairing meetings, doing public speaking. Many nurses
are still in the professional bag where even joining a trade union is
making a class commitment that they are as yet frightened to
make. They feel they will lose status (power) by identifying with
‘workers’. Yet we have seen in one area of London, in Brent (and
London has not been the most militant section of the country),
that when nurses do join a union it is often just one part of their
activity. They have had informal meetings in their hospitals and
made contact with nurses in other hospitals, helping the others to
organise out of their own independent funds. This was already
building a network outside the union structure which may fade out
of sight at low points, only to surface again when activity is
heightened.

These were the demands put forward by the London Nurses
Action Committee:

1. £30 basic for nursing ancillaries at 18. The same cash increase
for all other grades, i.e. approximately £12.

2. Forty hour week, inclusive of meal breaks and 30 minutes’
changing time per shift. Time and a half Saturdays, double time
Sundays, double time night duty, triple time bank holidays.

3. Canteen prices to be returned to pre-April 74 levels.

4. Same rent for all grades of staff living in, set at £1 per room.
No compulsory living in. Accommodation to be run by elected
committee of residents and should be freely available to all who
want it.
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5. Present staffing levels, laid down but not a
acted upon. No staff cutbacks through closures
pitals. Unqualified staff are not meant to take ¢
must be acted upon.

cted upon, must b
of wards or hos.

harge of wards, thy,

6. No agency nurses in the NHS.
7. No private practice in the NHS.
8. Increase in London weighting allowance to £500

9. A slx§1ng sca‘le of wages, that is, a 1% increase in wages whe,
ever there is a 1% increase in the price index. 5

The attack on the agency nurse

The agency nurse suddenly came to public notice during this re
struggle, when she was made the object of attack, and b?amed f(c)em
the state of the NHS and the situation of the NI—Ié nurse. Who isr
the agency nurse, and why was she chosen for this scapegoat role?

An agency nurse is a woman who uses her ski
tl}e worst features of the hospital hierarchy. Irsl Ilji):xo(izrslcas%i Ersom
gutle:netibsllzlxg!( nurse. Although figures show that her pay, averaged
Sy fj(;c];;led to the x_Jsual deductions, is not necessarily more
e T}(: S nurses,* she has a reputation for earning big
lightiné’ i ct);e .w}‘m worl§ bo,th at NHS and agency jobs, ‘moon-
S Ei‘l}l; sp}z;re tlmg , may have large incomes compared to
ma e y eyfave paid for them in lack of leisure time and
R o p- Hopefully, some have found a tax fiddle that permits
eep more of the money they earn on agency jobs. The

big criticism of th
em seems to
to earn more money F S AT

Th -
fore aetfiii:cbyun:j] Ise is often a woman who has children and there-
complex arran re en. She must do her waged work, but make
doter housew%) rrlx(lents so that sh_e can look after her children and
like the night cl as well. She will often work night shifts so that,
cleaner, she can be at home with her children during

* The Halsbury R

6% lower thau:xyNHeg ;;t quoted agency nurses’ pay as being on average someé
nt,y (’I?:rcz):he loss of holidays and other fringe benefits
[$4,602] p.a.; avera, ample, staff nurses: NHS pay, £1,841

1 See ‘Backlash’ fro
Women’s Group in
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hours. She takes agency work in order to find a shift
overburdened schedule, that permits her to t_ake a day
crisis occurs in the family without her being penal-
loss of pay), without losing her job.

Agency nurses give up certain benefits fo_r the ready cash they
need. They give up seniority, holiday pay, sickness benefits and
whatever security comes from being on the staff. A'nd. for many
agency nurses there is no choice whether to stay within the NHS
or become agency nurses.Unless they can have more say about
what shift and what days they will work, they can’t take any
waged work.

During the nurses’ industrial action, the unions apd the left have
made agency nurses the focus of their attack. Everywhere they
have pushed for a ban on agency nurses—for NHS nurses to refuse
to work with them.

their waking
that fits her

off when some
ised (except by

Throughout the struggle the unions and the left have been con-
cerned to defend the NHS. They have been more worried about
whether the NHS has enough money than about whether the
nurses have, and have attacked agency nurses both for ‘going
private’, using the ‘gift’ of their NHS training to get work else-
where, and for taking too much cash from the NHS.

The accusation that agency nurses—or any nurses—owe any-
thing to the NHS for their training is a lie. Nurses more than pay
for their own training by the work they do when they are sup-
posed to be ‘students’. The NHS would cease altogether without
the virtual slave labour of student nurses (studying for SRN) and
pupil nurses (studying for SEN).

The unions’ and the left’s attack on the agency nurses was a
convenient way of diverting pressure from the NHS. It was taken
up to some degree by nurses, as the demands of many of the
nurses’ action committees show (e.g. the London Action Com-
mittee demands above). Refusing to work with the agency nuIse
was an action nurses could take without going so far ag tp st}'lke. It
was a way to put pressure on the management by depriving it <_3f 1
someone else’s labour. In preventing the NHS from using outside
labour, the nurses hoped the NHS would be forced to give NHS
nurses the advantages that agency nurses had taken fc_)r themselves.
The agency nurse had some of what the NHS nurse did not have
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and wanted, in terms of immediate cash and more flexibility. The
two were divided from each other by differences in contract and
often by race.

The trade union line on agency nurses has been very typically
trade unionist and anti-working class, sharpening divisions bet-
ween workers. The division of labour, and the divisions between us
that flow from it, are such that any two sets of workers working
side by side are set in opposition to each other. (The whole pur-
pose of the division of labour is twofold: one to divide the labour,
and the other to divide the labourers. Both result in higher produc-
tivity.) The agency nurse and the NHS nurse could have tremen-
dous power together, if they took up demands and methods of
struggle that embraced the needs of both. In making scapegoats of
the agency nurses, the unions’ pressure has been to drive them
further apart, and in this way to divide and weaken the nurses’
struggle.

Women’s demands

In spite of the attack on them, agency nurses have not scabbed
during any of the short strikes we have seen;* they have not
worked where the NHS nurse has refused to work. Quite the
opposite. By gaining some flexibility for herself in hours and pay,
by being officially outside the NHS, the agency nurse has been
responsible for an instability and disengagement from loyalty to
the NHS which has been of great use to the struggle of the official
NHS worker. She, more than anyone, has been responsible for des-
troying the myth of professionalism and Florence Nightingale
devotion to the job.

Demands that embrace the needs of all nurses as women, who
are all houseworkers and may be mothers—demands for child care
facilities, days off with pay for emergencies, flexible work sched-
ules—have only begun to be raised by nurses, agency and NHS
(who may be the same person: one by day and the other by
night). Such demands could enable agency and NHS nurses, and
other hospital workers, to unite in their common material interest
and begin to tackle the divisions that have set the boundaries of
their fight. This would mean a big increase in power.

* There were a number of short walk-outs, stoppages and works to rule.

Agency nurses refused to take over any of the tasks that NHS nurses were
leaving undone.
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But child care presents the dilemma that, when we demand it
from a specific employer, we become tied to the job by the child
care which we would lose if we were sacked or left the job. The
same is true about flexible working hours, which is a weapon em-
ployers are using in other industries to drain the woman of her
energies in a few hours and make it easier for her to carry on doing
the two jobs of home and factory or office for one wage. With such
demands there is always the danger that capital will co-opt our
struggle—use what we win against us.

These are the problems that always arise when we are limited in
our views about what can be won because we have a limited view
of our power. It is always to this crisis of how to prevent capital
from co-opting our struggle that we must address ourselves.

The Power of the Service Worker

What we ask for, what we can win and the degree to which we can
resist co-option are always determined by our power. That power
in turn is determined by how many are on our side, and what
weapons we all wield against those who are exploiting us. The
nurses’ struggle has already begun to demonstrate the source and
the scope of their power as service workers. In doing this it has un-
covered who shares this particular power: who undergoes the same
kind of exploitation, and therefore who can and must be with
them in destroying it.

The nurses’ job is to repair and reproduce, in the hospital,
labour power that has been damaged. All service workers, in one
way or another, do the same work: they produce not things but
people, the labour power on which capital depends. The most cruc-
ial place where this work goes on, the foundation which all other
service jobs are built around and assume, is the home. Labour
power is first and foremost reproduced there*—conceived, nursed,
taught its first words; and it comes home to be reproduced there

* ‘Production’ and ‘reproduction’ have often been confused, the first to des-
cribe making things, the second to describe making people. In reality, where
capitalism is concerned, making things and making people are one process,
done on one assembly line that moves from the waged workplace to the
home and back again. All production of things, because it is continually
repeated, is reproduction. All production of people is reproduction for the
same reason and for the same boss.
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every night of its life. Teachers, caterers, nurses and othpr hospital
workers are mainly women who have.gone.ogl to do th1_s work of
reproduction for a wage. Their \vprk is soga_hsed. an_d directly
supervised and controlled by capital, but it is essentially the same
work in each case—a specialisation of an aspect of the work of the
housewife.

The decisive question which the struggle of the nurses and other
service workers is answering is: whether workprs ‘who dp not
produce things, but produce people, have pot.entlal socml. power by
refusing to produce these people. Can they w1thdmAw their labour
and. if they do, can they make it hurt enough to win?

Halting service work may or may not directly.inlerruptA the
production of things, but in every case it makcs_lt more dxfﬁcu]t.
for workers to continue this production and ultimately forcfes this
production to slow down, or at least prevents it from reac_hl.ng new
levels. When labour power has to fight to be reproduced, it is even
less inclined to work: when we have to struggle to g?t to our waged
job, to be renewed or to renew ourselves after a day’s \York there,
to be looked after when we are ill, we are even less inclined to get
to that job. We are often even glad of the excuse—to ourselves and/
or to the boss—that, in the absence of services essential to our
reproduction as workers, we too must be absent.

We have been encouraged to look to the community as an ared

where tensions are released, where we ‘relax’ and take our ‘leisure’,
where we are cared for and are cared about. It has seemed discon-
nected from the drudgery and impersonality of the factory, of
‘work’. But in fact the ‘community’ is where we recuperate from
that other work, where we work to recover from work so lhat.we
can go back to work. Or where, as children, we work to be tram.ed
for work so we can go on to more work as adults. This preparation
and recuperation is an essential part of the reproduction of labour
power, and it is based at every point on our service work as women,
in the home and out of it. As long as capital and its work destroys
labour power every day in factories, fields, offices, mines and
schools, we will be destroyed by the work of patching it up and
replacing it; and destroyed too by seeing it continually destroyed
again.

Creating the appearance of social peace and order, absorbing and
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masking conflict, is one essential part of reproducing labour power.
Halting service work undermines this appearance of social peace
and order. The routines of capitalist life have always given capital-
ism the appearance of naturalness (as if life couldn’t be any other
way) and the appearance of viability (as if nothing else could work
as well). Children growing up see a relatively smooth-running sys-
tem, and their mothers and teachers discipline them to behave in
such a way as to fit into that system and find their appointed
place. Marx says, “The advance of capitalist production develops a
working class which by education, training, habit, looks on the
conditions of that mode of production as self-evident laws of
nature.”’* The advance of the class struggle in the service area has
the opposite effect.

When the service worker struggles, the community ceases to
provide even the appearance of a release of tension, of a haven of
caring in a harsh world, and is seen for what it is—a factory of
another kind, where others work on us and we work on others our-
selves. When the service worker puts forward her own demands,
capital no longer appears to provide security, order, peace, stabil-
ity. When she refuses to do the work that turns all of us into
objects to be serviced, everyone sees and feels the instability of the
society. Children find no established routine to fit into, and their
mothers refuse the service work of teaching them their place. By
causing wards to close and admissions to hospitals (except emer-
gencies) to stop, by refusing to work for private patients, nurses
and other hospital workers have done their share in demystifying
what the community is all about, by subverting it. by shaking the
‘natural order of things’.

Industrial action becomes more problematic the more directly
workers are involved in the ‘woman’s work’ of caring for dependent
human beings. Transport workers and dustmen [garbage men] do
service work, are part of the community’s reproduction of labour
power. But their work does not involve establishing a relationship
with other people. In this respect the work of nursing and teaching
is closest to the woman’s situation in the home: the work of teach-
ers because they are held responsible for the child’s personality and
future; the work of nurses because they are held responsible for

* Capital, Vol.1, p.737.




people’s physical well-being. The housewife and mother is held res-
ponsible for both. Nurses have demonstrated that, despite the
blackmail of being tied as individuals to other, dependent, individ-
uals, they can organise and assert their social power. In this they
have shown what is possible too for the housewife.

But other service workers have two great advantages over the
full-time service worker in the home. First, they already have a
wage. The full-time houseworker doesn’t, and it is much more diffi-
cult to go from nothing to something than to go from a little to
more. Second, other workers are not isolated in their work as full-
time housewives are.

Full-time housewives have always found ways of organising.
Those housewives from mining areas and elsewhere who (on more
occasions than the media ever let us know about) have left their
children at the Social Security offices or at the Housing Depart-
ment offices until they got what they were demanding have under-
mined the discipline of wageless service work, the _blackmail of
service work, by demonstrating their right and their power to
refuse this work. But it has rarely been possible for them to break
the confines of geographic areas and particular issue.s. W? cannot
ignore the weaknesses of the full-time houscwife’§ snu'zmon. For
one thing every housewife knows this about her situation. But we
must not assume that these are insurmountable weaknesses, that
the housewife cannot organise het power on a wider scale. When
other workers strike, the isolated, unwaged housewife begir}s to

think in terms of refusing her role and her work, of organism,g to
refuse it. But she gains confidence in particular from women's
struggle against service work, like the nurses’ struggle, and in this
way these struggles help the housewife to wage her own struggle
and to cut through the blackmail from which all women suffer.

It’s not news that one section of the working class learns from
another and gains strength and power from what it learns. But no
one has ever assumed that housewives are part of that learning (and
teaching).

Wageless houseworkers and waged service workers

What is possible for housewives is crucial to what struggles like the
nurses’ struggle can achieve. Nurses, like all women, are housewives.
The hours and conditions of the housework they do at home, and

particularly the fact that this work is done without any wage, deter-
mine every aspect of their lives, including the hours, pay and con-
ditions under which they do housework in the hospital.

First, it is housework that forces on the agency and NHS nurses
the dilemmas about flexible hours in the job outside the home and
about childcare so she can do that job. It is housework and its
wagelessness that forces nurses and other women to fight and
settle for ‘solutions’ that tie them to that second job outside the
home, that only make it more possible to do the two jobs for one

wage, that benefit the employers and the State more than they
benefit us.

Secondly, our wagelessness at home means that we come to
waged work from a position of powerlessness in other ways as well.
We are forced to take on a second job under almost any conditions
and at almost any wage. And we are powerless in relation to men,
who often undermine the struggles we make and fight only for pay
rises for themselves, preferring to keep us ‘dependants’ who will be

forced to do housework for them in return for a share of ‘their’
wage.

Thirdly, the fact that women look after people for free at home
undermines the wages that hospital workers, and other waged
service workers, can get for doing the same work in socialised con-
ditions. On the one hand, the State knows that if hospital workers
strike, or impose too high a price for their work, at least some of it
can be sent back into the arms of the ‘community’, the arms—and
hands—of mothers, daughters, wives, sisters, where it will be done
at no cost to the State. Thus patients are sent home early to con-
valesce, and operations are delayed for months while a woman sus-
tains the ailing member of the family. On the other hand, the
nurses are not expected to receive a high wage for work which,
since it has been done by generations of women without wages, has
come to be seen as part of our nature. Caring for the ill is supposed

to “fulfil’ us; we’re supposed to carry on, regardless of pay or lack
of it, out of dedication.

When the nurses shouted on their demonstrations, “We can’t put
dedication in the bank,” they spoke for every woman. When they
refused to accept the conditions in which they work to reproduce
labour power, when they said that this work must be rewarded in
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money, they opened the way for an entirely new level of power for
themselves and all women—the power we can have when we are a]|
demanding money and refusing to work for love.

Organising our struggle

The power partially waged women workers and wageless house-
workers can draw from each other derives first of all from the fact
that they are the same people. There are fewer and fewer women
who go through their entire lives without doing waged work before,
during, after or without marriage. And all women with a wage,
whatever else they are doing, or have been doing, are also doing
housework. This is potentially a great unifying force. The full-time
housewife needs the power of the woman who is partially waged
and in a socialised position. The reverse is also true. Unless the
woman in waged work attacks her own unwaged work, she is scab-
bing on herself, and unable to win more than sporadic and tempor-
ary victories. For every woman to fight for Wages for Housework
is to refuse to scab on ourselves.

But to demand Wages for Housework wherever we are working
requires a whole new level of organisation and a new kind of organi-

sing: connecting a network of struggles through a public, a massive
and an international campaign.

Every worker, woman and man, knows that the more widespread
your struggle, the more likely you are to win. But houseworkers
understand best the weakness inherent in their isolated labour. We
need, even more than other workers, to see that women in other
situations, in this country and elsewhere, are demanding what we
are demanding. Otherwise it is much more difficult to conceive of
winning (and no section of the working class is interested in making

a struggle unless it can win. Especially women: we work too hard to
waste our time and energy).

When women shoplift or withhold rent, it is to gain money for
themselves which belongs to them. When women individually fight
with men over doing housework, it is to gain time for themselves
away from that work. When women demand more of the ‘man’s’
Wage, it is already from the conviction that they work for that
money too. From these struggles we can see that the full-time house-
wife is already struggling for wages and against housework. Exactly
the same is true of partially waged women. When nurses not only
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fight for a wage rise, but make demands such as payment for meal
breaks, free child care facilities, we can begin to see in what way
every struggle by partially waged women introduces the struggle

against housework; enlarging the struggle to include a wage for all
this slavery.

The first step to lift these struggles from their isolation and to
begin to gather our power is to put a name to the objective of the
thousands of particular struggles, and to demand directly what they
are demanding implicitly: Wages for Housework. This in itself in-
creases women’s power. By saying loud and clear all that we are
entitled to, it opens a way for a struggle on a much broader, more
socialised scale whether women are working in a socialised situa-
tion or not. To organise a campaign for that demand, to organise a
campaign based on the work that a// women have in common, is to
organise the channel for connecting one struggle with another, one
stratum of women with another; is to help build a network of strug-
gles which, though particular, can draw not only on the forces at

their immediate disposal in any one place, but on other women in
struggle.

A campaign of this kind builds a mass movement. If we are to
break through the divisions that have limited all our struggles, we
must build such a mass movement.

The demand for Wages for Housework in cash for every woman
makes clear once and for all that housework is work for the State,
work from which the State benefits. Makes clear once and for all
that we are not prepared to do it just for love, as part of our ‘female
role’. Makes clear this is a job like any other, that must be paid like
any other, and that we can refuse like any other. With a mass cam-
paign for a wage for all our work under way, we can more easily
win particular struggles, for higher wages in the second job, for nur-
series without having to take a second job or be dependent on any
particular second job—to win these struggles with no productivity
strings attached.

The nurses’ struggle, and the boundaries it has reached this time,
have shown again the need for a new level of power, based on a
movement of all women. At the same time it has demonstrated the

possibility of such a movement, the basis of its power in the refusal
of service work.
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The struggle of nurses forced us to see again the blackmail which
has kept the service worker with one hand tied behind her back.
The State, over and over, has put the responsibility for the well-
being of other workers in our hands—for the young, the ill, the old,
the man. As mothers, sisters, daughters, wives, we have put our-
selves last and worked to join together what capital and its work
tears asunder every day in factories, fields, offices, mines and
schools. This has not been seen as work when there is no wage. It
has been seen as dedicated work when there is a low wage. It is al-
ways work, for capital and its State, and they have always black-
mailed us into doing it. It is up to us to turn the blackmail of
service work on its head. Since our work is essential to the State,
we can blackmail them into paying for it. So far we have done it

for love, not money. But the cost of loving is going up.

Power of Women Collective, England, September 1974
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General Strike

Family Allowance:
the Woman’s Money

This speech was given to a huge women ’s march on International
Women’s Day 1973 at the height of the Family Allowance Cam-
paign. During that campaign, petitioning was used to contact thou-
sands of women, there were demonstrations in several cities, a sit-in
at the main London post office, and in Lancaster in a post office
and a baby clothes shop. Women from factories marched and sat in
with full-time housewives, unsupported mothers and married wo-
men came together, a mass movement of women demanding money.
from the State.

[ have been asked to speak today on behalf of the Women’s Family
Allowance Campaign, a campaign which is being organised by
Women’s Liberation groups all over the country. This is a campaign
to defend and increase the Family Allowance, the only money
many of us have of our own.

The Family Allowance is paid each week to every mother with
two or more children, 90p [$2.25] for the second child, £l [$2.50]
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for the third. It’s not much, and we need more. But for women who
work full-time in the home, it’s the only money that’s paid direct
to us. The only money we don’t have to ask anyone for. The only
money we can call our own.

It is paid on a Tuesday. The men bring home their wages and
give us our housekeeping at the end of the week. By Tuesday we
are broke, but we can go to the post office and cash some money
to see us through to the end of the week. We have a Family Allow-
ance book. We know how much money we’re entitled to and where
we can get it. We have the money for this week and for future
weeks. This is our right.

If we want to save a bit, we can delay cashing orders so we can
save up for more expensive essentials. Or we can cash it every week.
It’s up to us. One thing we know for sure is that we can get that
money. It’s not tied to a man’s wage. [t’s paid at all times—through
sickness, unemployment, strikes or breakdown of marriage. This is
the only money we can rely on.

But now the government is trying to take this money away. The
government have said they want to abolish the Family Allowance.
Instead they want to pay what they call child tax-credits. They say
they want to pay these in the men’s pay packets, through the em-
ployer. They say people in work or registered for work and getting

sickness or unemployment benefits would get these credits, paid
through the man.

But what about people on Social Security [Welfare] ? Those on
strike? Those who are self-employed? Wives of students? All these
people would be left out completely. And even in those families
getting the tax-credit, the women would have to ask the men for

the money. We’re not having that. We refuse to give up what little
money we have of our own.

Already the government has seen that we won’t give up our right
to some money of our own, and that women have been protesting
all over the country. In the Budget speech the government had to

back down a bit. They said they would pay some of the child tax-
credits to the mother.

But tax-credits are not the same as Family Allowance. They
would not be paid automatically. They would not be paid to all
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women with children. Many women would be left out. We don’t

want tax-credits for some mothers. We want Family Allowance for
all mothers.

We want to keep the Family Allowance as paid at present, paid
automatically—never mind whether the men are working or not
working, on strike or supplementary benefits.

We want the Family Allowance paid for the first child as well.
We want the Family Allowance to be made tax-free. The men must
no longer be taxed on what we get. We want women on Social Secu-

rity to get the Family Allowance as well as Social Security. And we
want more.

The government has stopped school milk. They stopped cheap
school meals. They put charges on prescriptions. They put the rents
and the rates and the prices up, and froze wages. We need more
money, not less. We want that money from the State, not from the
men. The men haven’t got enough either.

We have seen what power we have. One and a quarter million
women signed a petition demanding that V.A.T.* be removed from
children’s clothing and the government gave way. They are going to
have to give way over the tax-credits as well. They are going to have
to keep and increase the Family Allowance.

The Women’s Family Allowance Campaign has been collecting
signatures for a petition. We have been to schools, factories, mar-
kets, post offices, and women have been queuing up to sign, taking
away petitions to get their friends to sign. Women have been organi-
sing meetings and working out a strategy for further action. On
March 27th we shall be petitioning and demonstrating at post
offices all over the country. Wherever you are, get some petition
forms and go to your local post office.

We are going to show this government the time for taking things
away from us is over. Workers all over the country are striking. We
are workers too. We are going to make them give us what we want.

*Value Added Tax~—tax added to the price of certain articles to conform
with the tax system in the Common Market.
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We say
HANDS OFF OUR FAMILY ALLOWANCE.
MORE MONEY FOR WOMEN.

IN THE FACTORY, IN THE OFFICE, IN THE HOSPITAL,
IN THE HOME, POWER TO OUR SISTERS!

Suzie Fleming, London, 10th March 1973

The government was forced to back down on their proposals. The
idea of selective payment of child tax-credits was dropped, and
when the new scheme comes in, ‘universal child credits’ will be paid
to every mother, through the post office. The scheme will be exact-
Iy the same as the present Family Allowance scheme. The govern-
ment was also forced to raise the Family Allowance, and to set a
date for its introduction for the first child. The Family Allowance
is now £1.50 [$3.75] a week for the second and subsequent chil-
dren. From April 1976 it will be paid for the first child in single
parent families, and for the first child in all families from 1977. We
didn’t get all we demanded. The money will still be taxed, and still
deducted from Social Security payments. And it’s still a pittance
even after the 50% rise. But the response of women to the question
of ‘money of our own’ showed that this is the question on which
women want to fight. No issue in Britain has had such a response
from women as this.

Editors

Married to the State

In Britain ‘unsupported mothers’, women with children who have
no husbands, have been organising against the Social Security
[ ngfare] . Some of them organised themselves in Claimants’
Unions, unions of women and men dependent on Social Security,

an ‘allowance’ from the State. Women had to fight in the Claimants’

Unions to press for their own demands. This article draws out the
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implications of the general demands of the Claimants’ Unions,
which in themselves don’t specifically mention women.

The demands of the Claimants’ Unions are:

1. The right to an adequate income without means-test for ALL
people.

2. A free Welfare State for all with its services controlled by the
people who use it.

3. No secrets and the right to full information.
4. No distinguishing between so-called deserving and undeserving.

Part of the first demand is a guaranteed adequate income for
every woman, whether she is married or not, and this is why the
Claimants’ Unions nationally decided to have a campaign against
the cohabitation ruling from 21 to 25 August [1972].

This ruling is, along with the ‘four-week ruling’ (the ‘right’ to
cut off a single man from his benefit after four weeks) and the
‘wage-stop’ (designed to keep poor families poor), the most vicious
of the Social Security practices.

The cohabitation ruling is used to terrorise unsupported moth-
ers, who are given a measly allowance—as if it were a charity—for
themselves and their children to survive on (and survive is the word,
t00). Not only are they given very little money, but what little they
are given is taken away from them at the first opportunity if the
Social Security can prove that there is a boyfriend or lover about.
The way they do this is by using ‘special investigators” who hang
around your front door early in the morning to see if a man leaves,
or listen to neighbours’ gossip, etc. And although just having a
lover is not cohabitation according to the Act, because cohabita-
tion is defined as sharing board and lodging as well as bed, many
women are terrorised into believing that they are cohabiting if they
have a boyfriend. Many women have their allowance books taken
away from them, many end up in court, and some even in prison—
all because the Social Security will NOT recognise a woman’s right
to an independent income.

There are in England today something between 200,000 and
300,000 ‘unsupported mothers’, i.e. women who have either
chosen to have children and remain on their own, or who are
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widowed, separated or deserted women with families. These wo.
men do a full day’s work, doing housework and looking after
children, and they should be entitled to a wage irrespective of
whether they are living with men or not. If children are taken into
care the State has to pay a lot more for them than it is in fact now
paying for their mothers to look after them.

Why are ‘unsupported mothers’ treated like this?

It is because they are not seen as working for an employer, and
in capitalist society you are worth nothing if you are not doing so.
Unsupported mothers are told they are not ‘productive members’
of society—they can’t go out to work. That they are a drag on the
economy because they haven’t got the money to consume. That
they are no good as the ‘pillar’ of the family unit because they are
not servicing a man out at work.

But we say TO BRING UP CHILDREN IS WORK and we want
a WAGE for all the work we do—whether cleaning offices OR
homes, producing electrical parts OR babies.

What is really at stake when one attacks the cohabitation ruling
is the status and economic dependence of the MARRIED woman,
since the aim of the ruling is to make it impossible for the unsup-
ported mother to be more independent and economically better
off than the married woman. A married woman in England who
cannot ‘work’ because of non-existent child-care facilities (the
nursery situation is worse in England than almost anywhere else in
Europe), and bad pay if she does go out to work, becomes totally
dependent on the man’s income. To be economically dependent on

somebody is NOT the best basis for a relationship with that persons

NO other worker is required to make love with and bear children
by their employer, or have him around after the end of the week-
day. (This, of course, in addition to the fact that great numbers of

working-class families suffer because the man’s wage isn’t enough
to live on in any case.)

When women ‘work’ they are always channelled into the boring,
dull, monotonous, badly paid service jobs; and the employers are
confident that women who are resigned already to slavery in the
home won’t protest at slavery and exploitation in the factory.
Since women are NOT paid for the work they do in the home, and
for their children, they will also accept being paid less and being
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given shitty jobs when they work for an employer.

It is this situation in our society of women’s economic depend-
ence—always getting paid less for a job OR having to get the money
from the man—that is reflected in the way that women are treated
when they are living on the S.S.

When a man becomes unemployed and goes to claim, he can
claim for wife and children; but a woman who becomes unem-
ployed—even if she has been the ONLY breadwinner and paid her
full stamps, etc.—cannot claim for husband and children.

The Social Security ALWAYS treats the woman as a dependent
and forces her into that situation. The Social Security Act says
that, when a man and a wife claim the benefit, it is always assessed
as the husband’s and paid out to him. Although the only reason he
can claim the benefit according to their own rules is because of his
family (since a single man would get cut off after four weeks),
there is NO guarantee that the wife and children will ever see that
money. A woman has no right to her husband’s income—many
women don’t even know what their husbands earn—and has to rely
on his kindness and sense of responsibility. The Social Security
makes sure that her situation remains equally insecure when her

man is out of work. The wife cannot claim on her own account, or
for her children.

On the other hand, a father on his own with children is almost
forced out to work, since according to the S.S. a man is always a

worker and breadwinner and is 70t meant to be at home with chil-
dren.

It should say something about the degrading situation of many
‘housewives’ that, if they become ‘unsupported mothers’ and go
on Social Security, that might be the first time for many years that
they actually have money of their own that is regularly coming in
and that they know IS theirs without directly having to arse-lick
anybody. So women on Social Security allowance are often very
reluctant to get again into the situation of having to depend on a
man for money, and will fight hard against the cohabitation ruling
which tries to do precisely this.

Many married women at home with children have been building
up a resentment towards ‘unsupported mothers’ getting an allow-
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ance from the State, because they look at their own situation ang
say, “Why should they be able to get money for bringing up kids
when 1 have to ask my old man for every penny?”

WHAT WE SAY IS LET US FIGHT TOGETHER FOR EVERY
WOMAN’S RIGHT TO AN INDEPENDENT INCOME, WHETHER
SHE IS MARRIED OR NOT.

One of the ideas put forward for the week of action against the
cohabitation ruling was that married women should go and sign on
as ‘unemployed’, and claim either unemployment benefit OR an
allowance for doing housework and looking after children and, if
refused, dump their children in the offices.

Behind the cohabitation ruling is the preposterous assumption
that, because a woman and a man sleep together, the man should
also keep any number of children the woman might have by other
men—i.e. he is supposed to pay her for sexual services. Social
Security force women into a form of prostitution like this. [ have
a friend who was told by an S.S. officer visiting her that it was
okay if she slept with a different man every night as long as she
didn’t have any steady relationship with any one in particular,
because in that case her money could be cut off and the man be
liable to pay also for her two children.

The result of this harassment is that many unsupported mothers
fear to start even friendly relationships with men, and not only do
they have the strain of bringing up small children on very little
money on their own, but they are now allowed to have any sexual
life with a man either. Many men will also think twice before start
ing to go out with a woman when in a short while he may be forced
to keep her and her family. It is no wonder that many women
break down or live on tranquillisers.

Apparently the Social Security now have a special directive that
says that, if a woman is cut off for cohabiting, she can get money
for her children for four weeks pending appeal if they are not the
children of the cohabitee. Also, if she loses the appeél, the man is
NOT OBLIGED to support the children if they are not his children®
they try to persuade him to do so, but he doesn’t have to. If he re-
fuses, the Social Security have to give her money for the children.

Most people do not know this, though, and are too intimidated
and afraid even to find out.
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There are nOW groups of unsupported mothers who are trying
to work out new ways of living together, looking after the children
communally, sharing the work; groups of women squatting, de-
manding decent housing and a decent life for themselves and their
children.

UNSUPPORTED MOTHERS ARE ORGANISING THEM-
SELVES IN CLAIMANTS’ UNIONS, FIGHTING FOR THEIR
RIGHTS TO AN INDEPENDENT INCOME WHETHER THEY
LIVE WITH A MAN OR NOT.

Monica Sjoo, Bristol, July 1972

Mother-Led Union

The Mother-Led Union was formed with three initial demands.
The first is parity with foster parents. This would give women on
benefits more money than they now get. Although the government
claims it pays foster parents only enough to look after the foster
kids, it’s pretty obvious they pay them as much as they do (up to
three times as much per child as a woman on welfare) because it’s
work to look after kids, and nobody would look after somebody
else’s kids if she didn’t get paid well. So, figuring it’s just as much
work to look after one’s own kids, women on government assistance
want to get paid well for it too.

The second demand is for a higher earning capacity than the
government presently allows, if women want to take on a second
job outside the home. The positive aspect of this demand is that a
lot of women on welfare do get part-time jobs—so the MLU is §a)"-
ing they should get paid very well for that exzra labour. But thls_ is
also a demand we have to be very careful of. The government might
well decide that it could save a bundle if it allowed women on wel-
fare to earn more in a job outside the home. But if the MLU won
parity with foster parents, women wouldn’t be forced out to work
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in crumby jobs. Then if they wanted extra cash the
& 50 S5 y COUId
in addition to a living wage from welfare. i

The third demand is for free, community-controlled daycare for
all women. It’s not that the women necessarily want to put their
kids in daycare so they can get a second job, but they would like
daycare for their children as much or as little as they want. In other
words, so they can have some choices—to take on a second job or
not, to have an afternoon free of their kids or not, to get out of
their high-rise apartments and go shopping by themselves or not.

March 7 [1975], the Friday before International Women’s Day
the Mother-Led Union held its first demonstration and public pre-
sentation of its demands to the Ontario government. One hundred
and fifty Union members and their children, women from the
Toronto Wages for Housework Collective and the Wages Due Col-
lective, from the Day Care Coalition and others gathered in a huge
blizzard (the first of the entire winter) in front of the legislative
buildings and then marched noisily and excitedly over to one of the
government offices. Almost every one carried a placard—"“If women
were paid for all they do, there’d be a lot of wages due” . .. “Wel-
fare women, single women, married women—same struggle—wages
for housework™ . . . “Davis [the Premier] eats too well [and under-

2eath, a picture of a pig] ”—and a lot of them showing the clenched
ist.

The two Wages for Housework collectives handed out a leaflet
saying why we thought the struggle of the Mother-Led Union was
important for all women. Lots of women took extra copies for

their friends, and many started wearing the Wages for Housework
buttons we had brought.

When we marched into the assembly room, the government of-
ﬁc1als.assigned to meet us went positively pale. They had expected
SQ quiet, timid women, and instead found three times that many
militant, angry women and screaming kids. Three of the Union
members read their briefs to the government. And these women
were demanding nothing less than Wages for Housework.

we’ao quote Jean Lance, “But do we not work in the home? Yes
0, cooking, sewing, refereeing, mothering, fathering, washing

::)d 0 031 - - - L could go on for an hour. It works out to about 16
urs a day without pay. We would like to know how we are ex-
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ted to do our jobs—the most important we believe . .. mother-
eC N
ipng—wirhout the proper monies.

And as Joan Clark said, “If ‘work’ was the way to getlgff wel-
fare, there certainly wouldn’t be any molhe_rs on welfare!”” And
then, “When women take a second job ou1‘51de the home’they
‘orad‘uate’ from ‘just a homemaker’ to the ‘working poor’. .. So
\3hen we discuss a Guaranteed Annual Income, we are dlscpssmg
how much of the pie we are going to give the women of this coun-
try. It would be very wise of women at this point to be sure that
they are not being divided against each other. Whether she decides
to work in her home or takes a second job outside the home, she
is being handed the same amount of peanuts. The number of
peanuts she receives does not depend on the amount of work she
does: if it did, mothers with two jobs (the working poor) would
be receiving two wages, and the 3.5 million mothers and their
children (almost half of Canada’s population) would not be the
largest and most neglected segment of Canada’s poor.”

Then the fun really began, when the government officials had
their turn. Because the government had so underestimated our
strength, these two guys had been told to just ‘accept’ the briefs
and then leave without comment. Well, the women wouldn’t hear
of it. They started hooting and hollering and demanding an immedi-
ate response to our demands. One woman stood up and asked why
the government always sent incompetents to deal with women . ..
another demanded to know why as soon as her son turned 16 he
Wwas no longer considered a dependent but a ‘boarder’. By the time
one teen-aged boy stood up and angrily asked why a foster child
was entitled to $2 [80p] a week allowance and Ais mother couldn’t
afford to give him any, the government officials threw up their
hands in despair and said they had another appointment. They were
overheard saying as they were leaving, “‘Boy, after what we’ve been
through today, we should ask for Monday off!”

There was no mistaking the sense of power that we all felt after
that demonstration. And there is no way that, once we've e
struggle for Wages for Housework and have won, we're going to go
back to the isolation of our homes.

Frances Gregory, Toronto, April 1975
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Asian Women Strike

On May Day this year 39 Asian workers — 27 women and 12 men —
walked out of section 61 of Imperial Typewriters in Leicester.
Within a few days 500 workers from other sections had joined
them. and at the end of a fortnight production was down to 50%.
Their demands were fundamentally for backdated bonus money
that the company owed them and for an end to racial discrimina-

tion, perpetuated by both management and the union, on the fac-
tory floor.

First, management had signed an agreement dated January 1972
which clearly stated that the basic wage was calculated on a produc-
tion target of 168 machines a day; any worker who produced more
than this was to be paid an additional bonus. Both management and
the union had withheld this information from the workers and had
told them instead that the target was 200 machines a day. It was
only by accident that some workers from section 61 saw the 1972
agreement on the desk of Reg Weaver, the factory convenor [chief
shop steward] . They immediately demanded the money they have
been conned out of over the last two years. At a quick calculation
the amount involved is over £400 [$1,000] per worker.

Secondly, the strikers pointed to the racism on the factory
floor. The workers of section 61 felt that the quotas of produc-
tion allocated to white workers and to themselves were imbalan-
ced. They pointed out that of a total work force of 1,600 workers,
of whom 1,100 are Asian, there is only one Asian shop steward.
The rest are all white. A demand for the democratic election of
shop stewards had been put to the Transport & General Workers
Union through the convenor. The union had not responded and
the W9rkers had become increasingly bitter about the whole set-Up:
The discovery of the 1972 agreement added fuel to fire. The union
and its representatives at the factory had not only ignored the wor
kers’ demands regarding the election of shop stewards, they had

:ouab(;"a‘ed with management to deprive them of money they had
arned.

d At tge end of their tether, the workers decided to walk out and
tzrgimka total change. The union, true to its tradition in relation
ack workers, promptly declared the strike unofficial and sinc®
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then have encouraged management (0 use any possible method to
smash it.

The strike at Imperial Typewriters is unique for several reasons.
Without the support of their union and withox_n any signiﬁqant_
support from the left, the strikers have set their §1ghts on winning.
Over the weeks they have evolved new and creative forms of organ-
isation. For instance, they have come up with the ‘grievance meet-
ing'—a mass meeting of the entire strike force where men and wo-
men describe their experiences at the factory. They say what is
wrong and what needs to be done. These sessions are taped and the
strike committee then translate the tapes into a coherent series of
demands. It is at these meetings that the women have voiced their
demand for equal pay. And since they represent roughly half the
strike force they have had the power to ensure that their demand
is made a priority. The men know that without the women they
cannot win. The wholehearted support that comes from them in
relation to this particular demand is more than a gesture of solidar-

ity. It is a recognition of power and therefore the basis for a real
and meaningful unity.

We attended one of the grievance meetings and listened to sev-
eral men and women describing life at Imperial. It was the women
who laid a particular emphasis on all the other restrictions that
made their day-to-day lives different from those of white workers—
washing time, waiting time, tea breaks, lunch breaks, toilet breaks,
etc. They were saying that their fotal experience is what makes
life at Imperial intolerable. The fight for a higher wage is one as-
pect of their struggle. The other is a struggle against productivity
deals and the speed at which they have to work in order to keep up
with ever increasing targets. Not only do they want more money,
they want more time. This is one of the women who spoke at the
grievance meeting. She’s a widow and the mother of three children.

She joined Imperial’s three years ago at a basic wage of £13.50
[$33.75] a week:

I assemble motors in the store department. When [ first start-
ed work here I had to make 14 motors per hour. But then
they raised the target to 16 and then to 18 and so on. Now
it’s 22. To work at that speed we can’t even drink a cup of
tea. We have no official tea break but sometimes one of us
goes out and gets tea for the others. But then if the foreman
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sees us he starts complaining about us in front
er workers, and even the supervisor, saying we
time and talk too much. Anyway, we didn’t complain abg

that. We complained to them about the target—we all saiduatz
is too high. However hard we work we can never make mOI;,
than that—and unless we make more we don’t get any bonug

of all the oth.
always waste

But on top of that if we make less than 22—say 20 or 21—
they cut some money from our basic pay ... We are mostly
all Asian in our section but our shop steward is a white wo.
man. She doesn’t care and the union doesn’t care. I pay 11p
a week to be a member of the union but I really think it’sa
waste of hard-earned money. Don’t get me wrong. I'm not
against unions—but our union is no different from manage-
ment. And our shop steward, she hardly ever talks to us. One
day she told me she was going to a meeting with some other
stewards but I know she went to the hairdresser’s. I'm sure
the supervisor also knew but he never said anything to her.
She comes and goes as she likes. We can’t see any difference
between her and the supervisor. Yet she is with the union
and he is with management. She didn’t come out on strike
with us—she didn’t even want to hear about it. There’s
another one just like her in my friend’s department . .. I'm
not saying that all Asians will make good shop stewards.
Some of our people are also like the white people; they take

their side—management’s side—against us. But this way, we
are not represented at all . . .

I've been in Imperial’s for three years now. I know what I'm
talking about. I have three children and I’'m alone. My basic
pay is £18 [$45] but the men get £25 [$62.50] . There’s a lot
of difference between £18 and £25, isn’t there? It shouldn’t
be like that—we do the same work after all. Why shouldn’t
we get the same money? And as I was telling you, in our sec-
tion sometimes we get even less than the basic rate if we don’t
reflch the target. I feel very strongly about this—how can [
bring up three children on that salary? I had never worked
before when I joined Imperial’s and at that time I was very
relieved to get the job. I didn’t really know what to expect.
But now everyone says Imperial’s pays lower wages than
other factories. If we don’t get more money and if we don’t

get equal pay, I’'m not going back into that factory. I’ll look
for another job. I know it won’t be easy but I'll look.

Another woman we spoke to later described her working day
from 6 a.m. to 9 p.m. Asa woman in a Southall factory says:
“Equal pay? We do twice as much work, we should get double pay.”

I have to be at work at nine and before that--at ten to nine—
I take my son to school. I have to wake up at six o’clock
every morning. I get all my children dressed and give them
breakfast. Then I make my husband some tea. By then it’s
nearly eight o’clock. Then my husband goes to work. He has
to be there at eight. After that sometimes I have to help my
children with their homework—reading, spelling, things like
that. Then at about 8.30 my eight-year-old son and nine-year-
old daughter leave together for school. They go on their own.
Then I have to put my two other children—one is five and a
half and the other is four—in the nursery. After that I rush
straight to work.

I work till three and my husband works till five. At three I go
straight from the factory to get my two children from the
nursery. And soon after I get home my other two children
also come back from school. That’s about four o’clock. I give
them some milk and a wash and then start cooking because
my husband eats every day at six. So by six I must have the
food ready. I like to put my children to bed early. So after
cooking I give them something to eat. I like them to go to
bed by 6.30 but sometimes it gets a little later. After that
there are always clothes to wash and also the dishes. I like to
finish all the work just before I sit down. We usually listen to
the news at nine o’clock on the radio before going to sleep.

It takes action to destroy myths. The strike at Imperial Type-
writers has put paid to several. Asian women are not passive and
docile, despite their confinement within a more traditionalistic
family structure. The criteria normally used in assessing the. quality
of black man/woman relationships are derived from the white ex-
perience (and middle class to boot), and therefore the real substance
of the power relation between black men and women is never identi-
fied. Consequently the revolutionary implications of the struggles
of black women, especially Asian women, are ignored. As a result
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they have either been written off or showered with liberal sympathy,

Both attitudes negate the reality of their struggle and on the whole
their experience remains a mystery to most white women. On the
other hand, West Indian women in Britain are not so easily dis-
missed. But then Black Power gave them a voice and focussed atten-
tion on that voice. They are now being seen as a source of power
for the movement as a whole. Their struggle has surfaced and been
recognised, if not understood.

It is true that in the past Asian women have come out largely
in support of the demands of their men. They had no choice. The
alternative was scabbing. The women at Imperial Typewriters rep-
resent a new and revolutionary tendency among black women.
Virtually a second generation of Asian workers, the cheapest of
cheap labour and in factory production for the first time, they
have shown that they are aware of the score and less willing to
take the horrors. Their militancy on the picket lines, their
forcefulness at the grievance meetings and their determination
to fight till the end are all proof of this.

Mala Dhondy, Race Today Collective, London, June 1974

Postscript

The strike at Imperial Typewriters lasted 14 weeks, from May to
July 1974. Throughout, the T&GWU were opposed to the strike
and openly collaborated with management in an attempt to break
it. After the return to work the women remained the most rebel-
lious section of workers on the shop floor. They were aware of
their power and ready to use it: “Some people used to finish work-
ing at three o’clock [the factory closes at five] and spend the rest
of the time doing whatever they wanted.”

“Three or four of the women were feeling cold in the factory
one day and they stopped work. They stopped the whole line . . .
it was only when the temperature was raised that the women start-
ed working. These things are beginning to happen all the time.”

The e.xgmgle of the Imperial women in their initial walkout, in
their activity in the strike and the demands they raised, and in their
day-to-day struggle in the factory after the strike, had far-reaching
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few weeks later, Asian women at Kenilworth Components
i nd similar demands. The following month_s saw a
wal.ked ;)utt ial;eosuby Asian workers all over the city; at Barrington
;ergzsuzt: Ir)elta Mouldings and Dunlop, to name a few.

The strike at Imperial was highly effective iQ slowing dozvrsl go-

duction. The strike settlement brought ?romotlons, n_ew ra ed
the retiming of jobs in the workers f.avou'r, and increase

n?i)lli,tancy on the shop floor. The factory in Leicester co'uld ?athe
continue as it had. After the settlement Litton Int_ern_atlonéa6 Bur
American multi-national which had bought Imperial in 'l 966) i
diately began planning to move out. In February 1975 1.t was
announced that the two Imperial factories in the UK. (}ﬂ Leicester
and Hull) were to be closed. Litton said they were making a loss
and were moving to Germany (where there were 150,000 unem-
ployed immigrant workers).

At the meeting in Leicester, the first response to this announce-
ment was applause and, particularly from the women ar}fl the
younger men, cries of “So what? Close the place down.

The closure meant that people had to look for other jobsata
time of growing unemployment in Leicester. But this was very far
from being the only result of the strike. This strike followed_zf lonlg
history of strikes by Asian workers who, relying on the lrad%tlona
methods of trade unions and arbitration boards, both_ of Wh.l()h
took position against them, had small success in m.ak’mg thex;stri%
gle known or their power felt. The strike at Imperial’s was 2 rea
through.

Through their independent organisation, and their moblhsa;:_g:n
of the Asian community in Leicester and further aﬁelq, the év :
and the male strikers broke out of the strait-jacket which ia‘ rclon
tained previous struggles and set a new level of power for Asid
workers, and Asian women in particular.

Editors
oday, March

This postscript is based on a longer article in Race T
1975




Organising on the
Second Job

Place

Maimonides Community Mental Health Center in Brooklyn, New
York, is part of a voluntary hospital. The Center was established by
special monies from Federal, State, and City governments.

Those who work at the Center are considered hospital workers,
not government Workers.

Since we are hospital workers many of us (excluding psychia-
trists, nurses, some administrators and executive secretaries) are in
District 1199, which is a nationwide hospital employees’ union.

Even though we are in the same union as workers in Maimoni-
des Hospital, we are separated from hospital workers because we
work in our own building or in neighbourhood storefronts,* we
hold our own union meetings, we have our own administration

which is different from the administration of the general hospital,
and our budget is separate.

The Center is ‘progressive’, considering other institutions. It is
run by old leftists and liberals. It considers itself to be innovative,
many young people work here and experience a relative freedom
not afforded at many other workplaces.

Compared to other institutions of its kind, Maimonides Mental
Health Center pays extremely high wages in each job category-

Given th_is backdrop it sometimes seems hard to find out who
the enemy is or even who the boss is (we’re almost all on first name
basis). The blackmail is more insidious at a place like ours, where
We are manipulated into believing ‘we have it good’.

The Center o.pera:ces much like a family. The men are at the
head of the family directing the mothers and the children. Curren®
ly all the administration are male in a field (helping professions)

*A storefront is a store (sho
: pfront) or small buildi converted
to give mental health services rather than sell ;c:lc:jdl-:g s
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hich is traditionally female; and they treat the women either as
whjidreﬂ or as mothers, depending upon where in the hierarchy one
stands (social worker—secretary—food service worker—patient).

Setting

In the summer of 774 there was a major reorganisation o_fall Ser-
vices. This reorganisation opened up 12 new administratl_ve or
middle management jobs which were to be filled from within; since
‘we’ had no extra money in the budget to hire new people.

Some of these 12 positions had already been in existence by
the mere fact that someone was carrying these responsibilities, but
now a formal titled position was created with a wage increase in
some Cases.

Both men and women applied for these jobs.

The selection committee, which consisted of men only, hired 12
men to fill these jobs despite the fact thata number of women who
applied were more qualified and had seniority.

In addition some women who had been doing the jobs before
the reorganisation could not apply once the jobs were posted be-
cause of the unnecessary professional credentials now required of
the people applying.

Women began to meet to discuss sexism at the Center with re-
gard to these 12 new positions.

It was clear to us that the Director was in violation of nufn_ber
of Federal laws when he did not hire any women to these positions.
The funds could be withdrawn and the Center could _be ShUttfj t(;lv:n
if we took this issue to the courts. Also the p 75003 lrt?algcfvova\s at
Director as a ‘progressive leader’ in the mental health tie
stake.

’ : e
The union grievance machinery Was puUIILIOIES Ug:no; et:;ut:h
question of the irregular manner of these joblpostae ositions if
question of sex discrimination, since many ofith es; Punion held
held by a union member would be POSIHions o atftoremer union mem-
negotiating rights over. This practice of a]]om_r:_g ns, to remain in
bers, who have moved into administrative pOSlol:s O,n at the Cen-
the union is highly irregular, but nionethe lesst!}gle progressive’” nat-
ter where many practices aré different given
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ure of the place; typically one would not find_ adm.inist~rat0rs’in
the union along With the line workers. At Malmon}des if you’ve
been in the union and take a middle m.anagement job you can
stay in the union—the union can negotiate for you.

In the fall a small group of women decided to ask the Pirector
if we could have one of his staff meetings to take up tt}e issue of
sexism in the Mental Health Center, and we would chair this meet-
ing. This was granted us.

This meeting began a series of periodic staff meetings to which
both men and women came. For the first time these staff meetings
began to include not only the professional staff but z_also mental
health workers, clinical, housekeeping and food service workers.
We also had organisational meetings at lunchtime where very few
men were present because most of the men were opposed or unable
to identify with our issues and/or were threatened by our power.

We called ourselves the Sex Discrimination Committee. This
committee is made up of people with various political ideas.
Throughout the struggle women were pushing for their different
interests. The spectrum is wide. At each point during the struggle
we debated tactics and strategies depending on the various political
beliefs.

Wages for Housework is one of the political tendencies represen-
ted in the Sex Discrimination Committee. The women who hold
this perspective range from a student, through three social workers
and a mental health worker to a psychologist. All of us can person-
ally see our role as women in the work we do both when it’s waged
and when it’s unwaged.

‘Wages for Housework’ in action

Initially there were four of us committed to a Wages for House-
work perspective at the Center. Through this struggle, two more
women joined our Wages for Housework group. When the issue of
the 12 jobs was brought to our attention we wanted to see how a
Wages for Housework perspective would give form to this particular
struggle. At first glance we knew that a demand which would sim-
ply put women in those 12 positions would not speak to the major
ity of us. We began to make an analogy between the family where
women’s work is not recognised, where it is unwaged and connec
ted to our femininity (thereby being our blackmail) and the simi-
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lar position held by women as wage earners in the famil at th
Center. We realised that much of the work we do at theyCentere is
unwaged, connected to our feminine role, and that we are treated
as housewives on the job. The Mental Health Center profits from
this extended family situation by extracting more surplus labour
from us women by not paying us for this work. This analysis was
presented to the staff during various meetings.

We raised demands that would talk to all women and not just to
those few who might apply for those 12 positions. The women staff
(with the support of a few men) demanded from administration a
full day off with pay to hold a conference on sexism in the Center.
This day would be for all staff and would replace our normal day
of work. The Center would be on minimal coverage for emergen-
cies. The staff had the choice of working their regular job or atten-
ding the conference. A day with pay to organise for ourselves; a day
with pay not to produce for capital, but to produce struggle.

We won this day. (As far as the Director was concerned this was
an easy way to buy us off and keep us down.) On Thursday, Decem-
ber 5, 1974, 140 staff members, the bulk of whom were women,
participated in a conference. There were four workshops which em-
bodied much of the discussion of six weeks prior to the conference:
Upgrading, Patient Care, Day Care and Legal Rights. We came to
the decision to have these workshops after weeks of discussion and
analysis concerning the role of women at the waged workplace, our
relationship to our women patients, the need for day care and cer-
tain immediate legal actions we might take.

Seventy-five people in the Upgrading workshop raised the follow-
ing demands: an end to unwaged work, wages for students who
are working at the Center ‘training’; a fight for inversely propor-
tional raises (whereby the wage differentials which benefit men
who get the highest wages would be reversed—instead, women who
make up the bulk of low paid workers would begin to get a higher
percentage of the wage increment); a possible job action wher.e we
would refuse to do work that we now do for nothing (this to in-
clude everything not written in our job descriptions, such as mak-
ing the boss’s coffee, serving him, acting as public relations person
when that isn’t your job, etc.); a women’s watchdog committee to
deal with grievances that women and men have becausg of the_
treatment we and also men get when doing work associated with a
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woman’s role (this committee to have a majority of women and
some men on it); equal vacation with pay for all employees (four
weeks) and time and a half for overtime for all workers.

It was pointed out how upgrading for individual women is an
illusion for it serves to keep women pitted against each other. Only
a small proportion of workers can enter these upgrading prog-
rammes and thereby move up. Those women who do move up the
ladder are used to regulate and control other women with whom
they work. Upgrading programmes also give the illusion that you
can make it in a ‘fair’ system.

It is important to note that there was a heated debate in this
workshop and at prior staff meetings on the role of the union. It
became clear much to the dislike of some union delegates, that the
union was seen as an organisation to which we would turn to get
what we needed when we needed it; but that if it tried to stop us,
we would not let that happen. Women spoke out saying that in the

past they raised certain issues (i.e. the need for a pay increase, more

vacation leave) with the union but they got nowhere. Women who
were not in the union were concerned because the union doesn’t
consider you a worker if you are not a member of the union. De-
bate regarding the role of the union has come up over and over in

this struggle and it is evident that this is a struggle which is going on

autonomously of the union. We will give direction to the union if
we need them, but we will not allow them to direct us. Our meet-
Ings are }(ept separate from union meetings, and at union meet-
ings we 1_nvite non-union workers in by vote from all of us. The
union grievance machinery has added seven women to the union
committee by decree of the workers in order to keep the delegates
and union machinery working for us.

The women in the Day Care workshop made recommendations
demanding 24 hour day care for women employees of the hospital
and the Mental Health Center. This would be paid for by the hos-
pital and operate all day and night since there are night workers as
well as day.workers who could benefit from this. An addition was
made to this proposal, to include the children of volunteers and
students who are unwaged workers in this institution; and if there

1S space, Collllllulllty women who are at ho heir chil
me with t] dren
could make use of this Service.
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The Legal Rights workshop set up a mechanism for pursuing the
Jegal channels open to us to fight the discriminatory practices of:
the Center. This included hiring a woman lawyer, raising the funds
first from the Center staff, and filing briefs. ’

Out of the Patient Care workshop came the beginning of a dis-
cussion about how to work differently with women and children,
the need for a separate women’s service, and a most important pro-
posal which acknowledged that many women (such as secretaries)
function as therapeutic agents and they should no longer do this
without getting recognition and pay. Out of the Wages for House-
work analysis it became apparent that our women patients hold the
lowest position in the hierarchy of this ‘family’ . . . the Center.
These women in effect are rebelling against their exploited position
and their work. They come to us as patients and we offer them
therapy and a speedy return to the position against which they
rebelled . . . unwaged work at home, or ‘upgrading’ by joining the
low waged work force. This helped us to see the connection be-
tween our exploitation at the Center and the exploitation of many
of our patients. One of the therapists brought her women patients
to the morning session of this conference.

At the end of the day all the workshops joined together fora
meeting to vote on all the proposals which had been formulated in
each workshop and to set up action committees to work on these
proposals. An additional proposal was passed to demand from ad-
ministration two hours off with pay each week for any staff mem-
ber who wishes to work on any committee. It will take:a lot of
work to implement and fight for these proposals and we refuse to
do it on ‘our time’ because ‘our time’ is ‘their time’ and we are
going to make them pay for it. This proposal was pass_ed. [see
addendum.] In addition we will have a newsletter which will keep
us informed of each committee’s progress.

We also voted on and passed a motion to inform the workers in
the hospital of what is going on at the Center. We will set up an in-
formation table at lunch time and distribute our ne.wsletter to wor-
kers in the general hospital with the hope of spreading the struggle.

At the end of the day, a group of men were excited enough
about the outcome of the conference to start a men's group. Prior
to this day they had been very sceptical, but now saw hieinon
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self-interest as not being opposed to ours.

As this struggle at Maimonides unfolds, for we are only begin-
ning, we have come to value more and more the Wages for Houyge.
work perspective. This is a perspective that makes links where
none seemed possible. For example, if we had taken the route of
only fighting for a reopening of those 12 positions so that women
could take those jobs, we would have involved very few women.
Most women cannot, and will not, ever be able to apply for those
positions. However, when we begin to talk about our work, and
how much we do that is unwaged, and how our femininity is con-
nected to that, we can begin to make alliances. Secretaries could
talk about their problems and so could professional social workers
and psychologists. There was the beginning of a sense of unity
where before there was mistrust, jealousy and silence. We talked
about the different privileges afforded us by the institution which
divides us—e.g. ‘professionals’ get four weeks vacation and ‘non-
professionals’ two to three weeks. We listened to all these differ-
ences and together made demands that would benefit all women.
We shared vignettes with each other about how we are treated like
housewives at the Center no matter where we are in the hierarchy.

Taking our time

Much energy and excitement has been created. Women are taking
_it upon themselves to do little works of sabotage. One secretary

is refusing work which she considers not to be work that she
tary is refusing work which she considers not to be work that she
should do even though she has been doing it for years. She refuses
to get patients’ charts for therapists and then search out a psychia-
tr'lSt to fill out a prescription for these patients. She is not a thera-
pist and will no longer be the handmaiden for the therapist. In my
storefront the women are refusing to do the typing for the men,
make the coffee and clean. An executive secretary walked off the
job _the other day to have an interview for school and insists on
getting paid for this time away from her desk. Certain staff mem-
bers are filling out their time cards 5o as to include lunch as a paid
hour, since we realize that most of the time we eat at our desk and
prod.u<':e for them during our lunch hour. One woman has told an
administrator that she will no longer do his secretarial work because
her other boss pays her for one Job and gives her work for two and
a half people; therefore she refuses to take on his work as well.
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Women have come to lunch-hour meetings many times in direct
defiance of their bosses who tell them to take their lunch break
after our meetings because they don’t want them to attend. These
are individual acts and they go on every day now. There is a spirit
of power that has come out of this full day conference. When wo-
men begin to come together there is a strength, and it has just begu
begun to show itself here at Maimonides. We have just begun and
there is no telling where we will go.

Jane Hirschmann, New York, January 1975
With support from Maimonides’ Sisters: Barbara Reiter Silverman,
Hedda Matza, Emily Schneider, Ceci Sisane, Beth Rosenthal

ADDENDUM

At the time of this writing we have won a major victory. Two hours
off work with pay for all staff members to work on any staff‘com-
mittee except the Legal and Fund-raising Committees. The plrector
of the Center will not pay us to raise funds to take legal action aga-
inst him. He figures the other committees probably are'safer f{)r
him. He doesn’t recognize the power we insist on bui1d1r_1g, \..Vh.ICh
will not be through legal channels. Therefore, the Sex Discrimina-
tion Committee now meets once a week at lunch time. Tllg ot_her
committees operate as sub-committees of the Sex Discrimination
Committee, and meet for two hours a week on Center time.

Another development has been the rcopening of 11 of Lht(: 12
jobs, so that the charge of sex discrimination can no lor(ligelz ‘131 e
brought against the Center. When the Director reopene t bed j
his intention was to involve us in the writing of}hg new job des- d
criptions so that we could make sure they were ‘fair tdo wc_)n:,eol;v:n
so that we couldn’t complain later on. He also wanted to in

us in the hiring process.

At first members of the Sex Discrimination Fgm?lt[c:elfsfi}\;omen
that we should get involved to ‘right the wrong’ ( %“ osting:s
felt it was important to make sure that the_nexyjo -]I:xde g
allowed women to apply for the jobs and _dldn”[}]extgocus it
cause of unnecessary professional credenua];. he e
the question of what to do about the repostings an 3

113



Some women felt we should get involved in this process. Otherg
of us felt that by getting involved in this we would lose much of
the momentum already generated by the larger issues raised in thjs
struggle. Moreover, the many issues raised at the full day conference
on sexism spoke to the majority of women at the workplace, where.
as the question of those 11 jobs would only be of interest to a few.

If we were to get involved in the hiring process we would then be
responsible for who got hired, and when complaints came they
would be deflected away from the boss and on to us. We pointed
out that this workers’ self-management or workers’ control is very
dangerous. We also raised the issue of unpaid work and the fact
that none of us was hired or being paid to do administrative work,
so why should we do more of the Director’s job for him? He has the
pay and status, so let him do his own work. The Sex Discrimination
Committee finally, after a few weeks’ discussion, voted not to get
involved in the rewriting of these job descriptions or with the actual
hiring process. We informed the Director by memo that it was his
job to go to each unit of service and find out the qualifications it
deems necessary for the particular job. Then at a formal staff meet-
ing he should inform us of the new job postings and we would
then decide if we had any comments to make. As of this writing,

Matzch °75, the jobs have not been re-posted. In other words he
hasn’t done his work.

The Upgrading Committee decided that we wanted to find out
Wwho did what kind of unpaid work. In order to do this in an order-
ly fashion we decided to hold meetings with separate units of ser-
vice—i.e. social workers, mental health workers, secretaries, nurses,
and so on. The clerical workers (a category which includes secre-
.taries, medical records, cashier and registrar) were the first to organ-
Ise a mass meeting. They used the two hours allotted them as part
of their work on the Upgrading Committee. This meeting was sO suc-
cessful that it necessitated more meetings. They had many grievan-
ces. The one they are most hot about are three job postings which,
like the other 11, are discriminalory, are written for certain people,
reflect a speed-up because there is enough work in the job for two
people, and ask for work to be done that will not be reflected in
the wage you get. One of the Job postings was four pages long and
enraged the clerical staff. It listed al] the work that a secretary does
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including “running errands and making lunch”
has four pages of functions and responsibilities should be paid ata
much higher rate than secretaries ever see. Also, once this descrip-
tion was put into writing, it was blatantly obvious that these func-
tions were connected to the secretaries’ female role and that a
man’s job description would never include these servicing functions.

. Clearly a job that

The clerical workers got the support of the entire Sex Discrim-
ination Committee to stop these job postings. This is the first time
that they have met on their own without the head of the clerical
unit (a woman) or the men they work for. They have run their
own meetings and consequently have made demands to admini-
stration. There is a feeling of great power and unity developing.

Since the clerical staff have asked that the head of secretaries
not be present either at clerical meetings or at the Sex Discrimina-
tion Committee meetings when they want to raise their issues (so
that they can speak freely), the issue of female administration has
come up and is now being debated. Some women have noted that
if they take any of the 11 administration jobs now open the pos-
sibility exists that they, too, will be asked to leave certain Sex Dis-
crimination Committee meetings. Male or female, if someone is
your boss, responsible for keeping you in line, you don’t want
them there when you’re exploring your grievances and deciding on
action against management.

Mental health workers are now planning to meet to discuss their
particular grievances, much in the same way as the clerical staff are
doing. The struggles of each group brings power to us all to move
forward.

J. H., March 1975
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Northern Ireland:
the Power of the Ghetto

Before we went to Northern Ireland we were cautioned by more
than one person not to talk about Women’s Liberation: “It’s irrele-
vant, there’s a war going on. Women may have time for that later.”
We were there only a few days and spent most of the time with
Catholic working class housewives. Every woman we met asked us
about the women’s movement.

Our first encounter with British occupation was this side of the
Irish Sea. At Heysham as we boarded the ship our car was searched
and our names and dates of birth made their way, we assume, back
to the army computer.

We arrived in Belfast at dawn. At that time of day the town
Jooked particularly depressing. [t was clear that well before ‘the
troubles’ started it was a city devastated by poverty. Now houses
and shops are boarded up or bombed flat. Barbed wire and corru-
gated iron were everywhere, ramps evety so often in the road, pre-
sumably to slow traffic and so stop quick getaways, barricades of
oil drums or concrete to stop cars being left (with bombs). How
much of this is for ‘protection’ and how much is just to make life
more difficult is hard for ‘outsiders’ to say.

More mobile objects to make life difficult were armed patrols,
‘pigs’—saracens, jeeps and other army vehicles—and soldiers point-
ing rifles at you. We were frequently stopped (day or night) at road
blocks. The car was searched and identity taken once again. Side
streets in the centre of the city were blocked to traffic. It is here
where there are shops and offices, and not on housing estates, that
protection is concentrated.

The ghetto

The housing estates themselves were ghettoes more literally than
we h.ad expected. Each was a self-contained community where it
was impossible to live for any length of time without knowing
everybody. Lifeless statistics on high unemployment and low wages
could be grasped visually. It was as if somebody had crammed as
many people as possible into the smallest possible area. Plans like
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this can only be directed at people who can’t afford to get away
from them.

But there’s another side to the ghettoes. They are a natural
organisation. The fact that the women and children all know each
other and are always there makes them the backbone of any resist-
ance. The armed struggle protects the community, but the commu-
nity protects the armed struggle. We were told that even a woman
who is not sympathetic to armed resistance is prepared to open her
door to protect a member of the IRA: “Any woman on this estate
will.”

The women are withholding rent and rates en masse, and refus-
ing to pay for electricity, water or gas. There’s very little the State
has been able to do; when they cut off supplies people know how
to turn them on again. And people in Northern Ireland have lost
the fear of ‘breaking the law’. We heard about the special Act to
deduct bills outstanding from Social Security [Welfare] , Unemploy-
ment and Sickness Insurance, and Family Allowances. This could
be very effective if the State were prepared to enforce it; they have
to decide if it’s worth even further antagonising the Catholic com-
munity.

Already every second of the day is shaped by the presence of the
foreign army. Armed foot soldiers patrol the estates and carry out
periodic searches of the houses, usually before dawn. The children
are frequently stopped. A seven-year-old: “They give us sweets and
ask if our mums and dads are in the IRA.” The women—mothers,
sisters, daughters and girlfriends—who have family imprisoned or
interned spend a lot of their week preparing food parce1§ and mak_—
ing long journeys for visits, spending two or three hours in the wait-
ing rooms at Long Kesh and Crumlin Road or Armaghyfuls. One .
woman we met made two visits 2 week to her two sons interned in
Long Kesh, and one visit to a third son in Crumlin Road. Of about
£25 [$62.50] a week that she, her husband and four other child-
ren had to live on, £15 [$37.50] wenton parcels: cigarettes, food
and clothes for the three inside.

Women’s activity, despite this burden, is extending. Until recent:
ly only men were 4ifted’; now there aré over 60 women polmca%_
prisoners in Armagh jail. But it’s still safer for women to be PUb ic-
ly involved in politics. Protest marches are made up predommantly
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of women, girls and boys. This shift to open depe_nderfxce c;ln women
has meant above all that women no loqger ha\{e time for their 1{?d,_
tional work in the home, and they are mgrsasmgly proud qf it. “1
haven’t baked since the troubles started.” “Neither have 1.” And
they all laughed. A number of women made cflear that they are not
going back to the Kitchen when ‘the troubles’ are over.

This of course implies that women will rc_afuse to have families of
10 or 12 children. Young women discuss this. These, remember, are
Catholic women, many of them religious,_ many of _them regular
churchgoers. But they demonstrate growing opposition to th_e Cath-
olic Church as women and as [rish Catholics. lee,Calhgl‘lc wo-
men elsewhere, many useé birth control. The Church’s position 9n
this, together with its refusal to support t}?e struggle and sometimes
its unconcealed opposition to it, is beginning to provokle.open at-
tacks on the Church. We were surprised to find no hostility to Pro-
testant people; on the contrary, Catholic and Prot?stanl women
were linked as women living through ‘the troubles’. Women practis-
ing birth control and opposing the Church’s domination ip other
ways are some of the most hopeful moves towards removing bar-
riers to working class unity in Northern Ireland.

Everything is changing

The women in Belfast are largely in the home (though, as we’ve
tried to show, this has an entirely different meaning there). But
young girls who don’t emigrate take jobs in shops and factories at
wage rates as low as those in London five or even ten years ago (this
is also true of the men). Because of discrimination and intimidation
even fewer women are going out to work. We asked if women were
organising in factories as they were in the community, and a wo-
man told us: “We tell them not to work. We tell everybody to comeé

out of the factories and go on Social Security so they can take a
full part in the struggle.”

It was not surprising then that the women jumped on Wages for
Housework as a very practical perspective. “What’s that button—
Wages for Housework? I support that. I hardly do any.”

So what are our tentative conclusions? First, we must make
widely known what is happening to women in Northern Ireland and
what they are making happen. But to do that we have to place their
struggle as women in an entirely new context. It’s not Yrrelevant’
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to the war, as we were told before we went, and it’s not just ‘rele-
vant’ to the war either. It’s crucial. On the one hand, women are
bolder in their actions, and are depended on to be more openly in-
volved. On the other, the conflict between their feminist needs and
the power of the Church is breaking new ground in the history of
Irish working class struggle. Women are increasingly aware of the
power their crucial role gives them.

At the same time young people and children (who went on
school strike while we were there) have carved out their own impor-
tance. How important can be judged by the fact that the ‘Brits’
were forced to intern 12 schoolchildren, not the kind of action that
does any good for their image. Men and women, adults and children,
old and young, see each other more and more as political comrades.
In this way the family is transformed into a political unit where the
traditional power relations are undermined.

The struggle in Northern Ireland is an offensive based in the
community, not in the factory. In the past, unemployment—lack
of wages—has been its weakness. It was always assumed if you're
not in the factories you can’t have power. But the people of North-
ern Ireland have shown the power the community can have through
armed struggle. Women too can find a power base in the communi-
ty, where we are wageless but never unemployed (we’re always
working in the home and not getting money for it). Women in
Northern Ireland have found that base. They are at a higher stage
of struggle than we are, and this has resulted in their rejecting the
work in the home. But they don’t consider the factory as the alter-
native. No one we met, man or woman, thought she was making a
struggle for jobs outside the home. They have taken arms, or are
backing up others who have, and are challenging State power. They
have gone on rent strikes or left their jobs and are claiming the
wealth that has been stolen from them many times over. They are
not ‘unemployed’; they are busy and active on their own behalf.

It’s not so surprising then that, despite the suffering, the grief
for the dead and the constant tension, we found people, and most
especially women, really together. It’s clear to them that, whatever
happens now, there’s been a break with the past, they are develop-
ing and changing, and nothing will ever be the same.

Some women from the Power of Women Collective
London, November 1973
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Deciding for Our Selves

In every country over the last few years women have massively
demonstrated that we will no longer allqw governments, the church
and all other agencies of repression to dictate whether or ng[ we
will bear children on their terms. Below are three leaflets d{sm-
buted on demonstrations following the recent State offensive
against abortion in Italy.

Women must decide our fate

Not the Church, not the State

On January 12th, police invaded an abortion clinic in Florence,
Italy, and arrested the gynaecologist, Dr. Conciani, and four women
assistants. Seven women were awaiting abortions, already under
anaesthetic.

Who benefits from these actions and laws? Worldwide, the State,
the Church and big business are trying to regulate women’s repro-
duction, to make us have children or prevent us from having the
children we want, when, where and in conditions that they dictate.

* They say they’re against murder—but they force us into back-
street abortions that murder us, and plan or turn a blind eye to
the genocide of famine.

They make us work, wageless at home and for pennies outside,
and then expect us to pay hundreds for the control of our bodies. |

When we want to have children, we don’t have the money to
keep them, the housing to shelter them, the time to enjoy them.

When they want us to have children it is for their own ends—to
expand the workforce, to expand production, to increase profits,
and they want us to bring them up for free, for ‘love’.

Wh_en too many people are their problem, abortions and sterili-
sation are condoned. In Pakistan recently even the Catholic
Church has advocated forced abortion and sterilisation. ““It need

not be a repressive sort of thing,” said a missionary. “But it must
be compulsory.”
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* They try to make us think that getting an abortion in Britain is
easy. Anyone who’s met unsympathetic doctors, hospital bureau-
cracies, ruinous private clinics, knows it isn’t. And now a power-
ful lobby of MPs, churchmen, leading industrialists, are pouring

money into a campaign to make abortions even more difficult to
obtain.

THEY NEVER LET US DECIDE. EVERYONE’S LIFE IS SAC-
RED BUT OURS.

Nowhere in the world will we accept their plans for our bodies.

Not where they pay us to have children as in France and especially
Eastern Europe. Not where they pay us not to have children as in
India—with transistor radios. Either way, we refuse their produc-
tivity deals. IF WE HAD OUR OWN MONEY, WE COULD DECIDE.
AND THAT IS WHAT WE WANT.

We demand the release of those arrested in Florence, of those 263
women on trial in Trento, Italy. WE DEMAND THE RELEASE OF
ALL WOMEN’S BODIES FROM THE CONTROL OF ALL STATES.

Power of Women Collective, London, January 1975

Statement of the Feminist Movement

The Feminist Movement accuses the State, the bosses and their
servants of trying to organise a strategy of terrorism against women,
by persecuting some women as an example to the rest of us, e.g.
the arrests and prosecutions for abortion in Florence, the indict-
ment of 263 women at Trento for abortion.

This strategy is an attempt to crush the mass struggle of women
who all over the world are demanding not only the right to decide
whether, how and when they will become mothers, but the right to
lay down the conditions of the work that being a mother entmls_.
The refusal to be a mother, by any means necessary, even abortion,
is the response we women make to the State and the bosses who
command us to submit to:

1) THE UNPAID HOUSEWORK THAT WE HAVE TO PUT UP
WITH WHEN WE BRING UP CHILDREN.
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2) SOCIAL ISOLATION.
3) THE CONDITIONING OF OUR SEXUALITY.

4) DISCRIMINATION IN THE WAGED JOBS TO WHICH WE
ARE CONDEMNED.

The demonstration of Sunday 12 January at 3 p.m. in the Piazza

S. Croce is called, organised and managed exclusively by the Femin-

ist Movement.

The Feminist Movement, Florence (Italy), January 1975

. . . Padua Trento Milan Florence*

Women continue to die having abortions. Abortion is not a
question which has burst out recently, but has always been the
reality for women.

Women have always had abortions illegally (three million abor-
tions a year) and paid with their lives, with imprisonment, with
pain, with terror.

THE RIGHT TO ABORTION is a right that we women have
always taken for ourselves to try to control the number of children
we have, in a situation where the husband’s wages are always low
and we ourselves have no wage.

All o_f us women know that each child represents a hidden
mountain of that housework which all the political powers are
ruthlessly determined not to pay us for.

We accuse the State, the Church and all the political powers
which, with their NO to abortion, and with their conditions and
absurd moralising, are equal accomplices in a strategy of terror and
exploitation aimed at all women.

WAGES FOR HOUSEWORK
TO REALLY BE ABLE TO DECIDE WHETHER OR NOT TO
HAVE CHILDREN
FREE ABORTION ON DEMAND

Committee for Wages for Housework, Padua (Italy), February 1975
* Each of these cities has witnessed recent prosecutions for abortion.
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Sisters Why March?

The following leaflet was given out in Spanish and English in Los
Angeles.

On May 3rd [1975] , we are joining the May Day march to show
women’s support for the immigrant workers. We aren’t marching
out of ‘sympathy’. We march because we too know what it means
to be powerless; because we know that we need each other to win.

Our lives are not our own. Capital organises our existence accord-
ing to what is most profitable for them internationally. They decide
how much and what kind of labour they need—where, when and
what colour. They starve us in Ethiopia and encourage us to have
children in Eastern Europe. They import us from Mexico and de-
port us fo Mexico. They refuse us abortions in Boston and sterilise
us in Los Angeles.

When ‘cheap labour’ is needed in California, undocumented
Mexican workers are brought in. The immigrants face the risks and
the miserable conditions because they need the money. Once here,
they can be thrown out at the will of the government or need of
the companies, the change of a season or the bringing in of a har-
vest. When they dare to fight back, they face deportation. The
witch-hunt for ‘illegals’ not only eliminates ‘surplus’ labour, it is
used to intimidate all Spanish-speaking people, with or without
documents, born here or across the border.

We women face similar problems. At home, we work for nothing.
When business needs us in the factories, we are pulled into that
work as well. Like the immigrants, we face the hardships because
we need the money. In the factories, hospitals, fields and offices,
we work for next to nothing. We do it because we are accustomed
to being unwaged or underpaid; we are too busy taking care of kids
after work to organise; we know that there are millions of women,
working at home for no money of their own, who would be des-
perate enough to accept the low wages. When business no lon%er
needs us in the factories, they push us back ‘across the border ,
back into full-time housework. Whether we work the one job (in
the home) or two (in the home and outside), we never ha.ve enough
time or money. If we are immigrants and women we get it all ways.
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Especially now that capital is in crisis, we—immigrants and wo-
men—are blamed for all the country’s ills. Immigrants are taking
jobs away from ‘Americans’; women are stealing jobs from men.

In fact, we don’t want the jobs; we want the money. When we
fight for jobs, we fight for the right to be exploited, we fight for
the right to do more work. But we have worked enough—picked
billions of tomatoes, made countless buttonholes in millions of
sweatshops, typed trillions of letters, washed infinite numbers of
dishes and raised all the world’s children.

We, men, women, immigrants, all workers need more money and
less work. We need power. The immigrant workers are saying they
will not come or go, live or die, have or not have children according
to what is most profitable to capital. That is our fight as well. Their
power is our power.To support them is to support ourselves. That’s
why we are marching.

But we also see that we must organise as women for our own
needs. We are beginning an international campaign for Wages for

Housework for all women. We too need more time and more money.

We too need power. Women who are interested in learning more
about the campaign should contact us. Call Sidney during the day

(661-0095) or Beth in the evenings (484-1167). WAGES FOR
HOUSEWORK COMMITTEE.

Sisters. March with us on May 3rd.
Support the immigrant workers.
Support ourselves.

Wages for Housework Committee, Los Angeles, April 1975
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A General Strike

This is the concluding part of a speech given on 10 March, 1974,
during the weekend of action organised by the Triveneto Committee
for Wages for Housework, to commemorate International Women’s
Day and to launch the campaign for Wages for Housework in Italy.
(See pp.13-19 above for another speech given on this occasion. )

Today the feminist movement in Italy is opening the campaign for
Wages for Housework. As you have heard from the songs, as you
have seen from the photograph exhibition, as you have read on the
placards, the questions we are raising today are many: the barbar-
ous conditions in which we have to face abortion, the sadism we are
subjected to in obstetric and gynaecological clinics, our working
conditions—in jobs outside the home our conditions are always
worse than men’s, and at home we work without wages—the fact
that social services either don’t exist or are so bad that we are afraid
to let our children use them, and so on.

Now at this point some people might ask, what is the connection
between the campaign we are opening today, the campaign for Wages
for Housework, and all these things that we have raised today, that
we have exposed and are fighting against? All these things that we
have spoken about, that we have made songs about, that we have
shown in our exhibition and in films?

We believe that the weakness of all women—that weakness that’s
behind our having been crossed out of history, that’s behind the
fact that when we leave the home we must face the most revolting,
underpaid and insecure jobs—this weakness is based on the fact that
all of us women, whatever we do, are wearied and exhausted at the
very outset by 13 hours of housework that no-one has ever recog-
nised, that no-one has ever paid for.

And this is the basic condition that forces women to be satisfied
with nurseries like the ‘Pagliuca’, ‘Celestini’, ‘OMNI’.* This weakj
ness forces us to pay half a million lire [£300/S750]_ for an abortion
and this, let’s spell it out clearly, happens in every city and every
country—and on top of that we risk death and imprisonment.

*‘Pagliuca’ and ‘Celestini’—both notoriously brutal nurseries. ‘OMNI’—the
State nurseries which are poorly equipped and badly run.

125




We all do housework; it is the only thing all women have in com-
mon, it is the only base on which we can gather our power, the
power of millions of womei.

It is no accident that reformists of every stripe have always care-
fully avoided the idea of our organising on the basis of housework.
They have always refused to recognise housework as work, precisely
because it is the only work that we all have in common. It is one
thing to confront two or three hundred women workers in a shoe
factory, and quite another to confront millions of housewives. And
since all women factory workers are housewives, it is still another
matter to confront these two or three hundred factory workers
united with millions of housewives.

But this is what we are putting on the agenda today in this
square. This is the first moment of organisation. We have decided
to organise ourselves around that work we all do, in order to have
the power of millions of women.

For us, therefore, the demand for Wages for Housework is a dir-

ect demand for power, because housework is what millions of wo-
men have in common.

If we can organise ourselves in our millions on this demand—and
already today there are quite a lot of us here in this square—we can
get so much power that we need no longer be in a position of weak-
ness \.av%len we go out of the home. We can bring about new working
conditions in housework itself—if I have money of my own in my
pocket I can even buy a dishwasher without feeling guilty and with-
out havmg,to beg my husband for it for months o: end while he,
who doesn’t do the washing-up, considers a dishwasher unnecessary.

So if I have money of my own, paid i
c}bl;mge the conditions of housewori its;ilft.oArxT:()i] ri\g?egizrd ?‘:“‘131328
?Orehté)uzfsg.:i ‘;{{;en I want .to 20 out to work. If [ have 120,000 lire
e neve,r again sell myself for 60,000 lire in a textile

actory, or as someone’s secretary, or as a cashier or usherette at the

cinema. In the same way, if I already have a certain amount of mo-
Eey in ;ny own hand.s, if I already have with me the power of mil-
0?ns of women, I-wﬂl be able to dictate a completely new quality

services, nurseries, canteens and all those facilities that are indis-

pensable in reduci i 3 "
onaT ing working hours and in enabling us to have a
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We want to say something else. For a long time—particularly
strongly in the last 10 years, but let’s say always—male workers
have come out to struggle against their hours of work and for more
money, and have gathered in this square.

In the factories at Porto Marghera there have been many strikes,
many struggles. We well remember the marches of male workers
who started in Porto Marghera, crossed the Mestre bridge and ar-
rived here in this square.

But let’s make this clear. No strike has ever been a general strike.
When half the working population is at home in the kitchens, while
the others are on strike, it’s not a general strike.

We’ve never seen a general strike. We’ve only seen men, generally
men from the big factories, come out on the streets; while their
wives, daughters, sisters, mothers, went on cooking in the Kitchens.

Today in this square, with the opening of our mobilisation for
Wages for Housework, we put on the agenda our working hours,
our holidays, our strikes and our money.

When we win a level of power that enables us to reduce our 13
or more working hours a day to eight hours or even less than eight,
when at the same time we can put on the agenda our holidays—be-
cause it’s no secret to anyone that on Sundays and during vacation
time women never have a holiday—then, perhaps, we’ll be able to

talk for the first time of a ‘general’ strike of the working class.

Mariarosa Dalla Costa, Mestre (Italy), March 1974
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Wages for Housework Publications

The Power of Women & the Subversion of the Community
by Mariarosa Dalla Costa & Selma James

Major development of Marxist analysis of capitalist production,
beginning with women’s wageless work in the home.‘The refusal of
the myth of liberation through work is the source of women’s
power and therefore of working class power.

Publ. Falling Wall Press, 80pp.

Sex, Race & Class by Selma James

Describes sexism and racism as expressions of the international
division of labour—the way jobs, wages and lack of wages are
parcelled out according to sex, race, age and nation.

Publ. Falling Wall Press & Race Today Publications, 34pp.

Wages against Housework by Silvia Federici

All women are their work, are housewives. To demand a wage for
that work challenges the work, the way it has shaped them and
their relations with men.

Publ. Power of Women Collective & Falling Wall Press, 8pp.

Power of Women

Journal of the Power of Women Collective. Published by the
Collective three times a year. International reports and analysis of
women’s struggles.

Other Wages for Housework publications are also available, both in
English and in other languages. For further information about
these publications, and about the international campaign for Wages
for Housework in the following and other countries, write to:—

Britain  Falling Wall Press, 79 Richmond Rd., Bristol BS6 SEP

Power of Women Collective, 20 Staverton Rd., London NW2
New York Wages for Housework Committee, c/o Federici
491 Pacific St., Brooklyn, New York 11217 i &

Canada Ton?nto Wages for Housework Committee P.O. Box 38
Station E, Toronto, Ontario : ' ’

Us

Please enc{ose a stamped addressed envelope or international reply
coupon with all requests for information.
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Women, Housework, and the Wages Dye

This book describes women'’s lives and struggles through the speeches
and writings of different women from many countries. It shows how
ail women—young or old, single or married, with or without children,
“straight’ or lesbian—whatever else they do, are housewives. It makes
clear how universai is women’s need for a wage for housework, and
that an international movement of women demanding the ‘wages due’
is not only possible but already a reality.

I

Wendy Edmond and Suzie Fleming are members of the Power of
Women Collective, which is active in the international campaign for
Wages for Housework from the State. Suzie Fleming also works at
Falling Wall Press.




