WHY WE sXTFELLLD TORONTO WAGES FOR HOUSEWORK GROUT 1.

NOTLS ON THE FQRST DAY OF THE MONTREAL CONFERBNCEH FEB. 1975

Forward

The weekend of February 22, 85 women, mostly from the U.S,,
Canada and England, were in Montreal to discuss the direction of our
movement. Although we were primarily North American, we understood
that our decisions not only affected us on this continent but would
have implications for the entire international network and would be
part of the development of an international strategy.

For just about all of us, this conference represented a turning
point. Two political tendencies were emerging. One based itself on
the international nature of capital and. the need to fight it on that
level. The other gave lip-service to the international nature of
capital and clung to the possibility and necessity of the local viecw.
One saw the need for an international campaign for the wage, and
therefore for organizational coherence to win it. The other saw wages
for housework as a consciousness-ralsing tool or something to be won
in dribs and drabs, here and there, with organization restricted to
a conglomeration of groups. One saw leaderghip as a strenght to..the
movement, to help us move forward. The other saw leadership as a
threat to the development of individual menbers,

Although neither tendency was totally clear at the conference ,
one attempted to put forward its point of view as clearly as possible
The other attempted to gloss over differences and obscure the issues.
Glossing over differences is part of their perspective: if you only
need a conglomeration of local views, why bother to clarify
differences and choose a direction?

7 One tendancy emerged as the political direction of the conference.
A group of women who most clearly personified the other tendancy
was expelled.

For many of us, this was a moment of transformation., We had come
to understand that what we decided in that room had significance,
that we could not afford to-be liberals any more, that capital was in
crisis and so were we, and that wé 'had to take the offensive and
confront the state.

We were not totally clear at the time about what divided us. But
we chose anyway, with all our uncertainities on the basis of what we
knew and were certain of. Since then, with thought and discussion,
we have come to understand much more completely both nositions. We
are even more sure now that our choice was correct and crucial. Ue
hope these notes help other women in the network, both those who were
at the conference and those who could not come.

Betl l‘@w

Introduction

1. Political Direction vs Fragmentation.

Most of those who attended the lMontreal conference came away
understanding one crucial fact better, The daily lives of all women,
whatever work we do, whatever relationships we have, wherever we live,
are part of an integrated system of exploitation, to which our wage-
lessness is crucial. The struggles we make are therefore by their
nature fundamentally connecited. The task we face is not to build
and link separate struggles but to understand the connection that
obj .ctively exists and to break down the divisions that capital has

~ A few people were clear about the cau, aign, but some elementary
questions remained - and remain. For instance the conference began
on, Sunday to dIscuss whether the cam eipn ghould stert with a specific
focus for our propapg-nda, and if so whether we should concentrate
first on speaking to women on welfare, RH i
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difference between linking separate struggles u?ugefpooigi an‘essent,,
connection, People kept saying we h%d to show}nqw otru?alis%he-g-
the nurse:. struggle and the housewife's struggle Yfri.‘a ¢ ebsame
struggle™ and it sounded to us like the vanguardlsuo Ijlgg 0 1§u8h
over the particularity of each situation. Leople gfpt sgylng a -
struggles were struggles for the wage and we thougnt thelg were a lot
of other struggles going on too. People kept telling us_;dea; were
power and we thought we were going to submerge ogr;elves in :
abstractions, or end up with the politics of “raising peonle's
consciousnessi. They told us we had to go to all grouus of women aud
talk about wages for housework; we thought we had nothing to say to
these women. They told us we needed a campaign for wages for house-
work, and we understood only one word - not the campaign, not the
wages, only the housework. The perspective sometimes seemed merely
a useful way of looking at the independent struggles that women are
forced to make. We had not understood how the perspective is both
a reflection of our objective unity and a tool to give that unity
another form . and direction, to make a well-—connected hand into a figt,

Waged or wageless we are all exploited through the wage relation.
Waged or wageless we are all divided through the wage relation, and
thses divisions are essential to our exploitation., In the struggle
for jobs that are the source of a wage each se.tor of the class is
set against all others - the waged against the wageless, the waged
against the waged, the wageless against the wageless, The working
class isn't fighting for work, it is fighting for money. But the wage
labour system is built on the povery and nowerlessness of those
without waged jobs: we are forced to work for = wage and we are - T 7
forced to fight each other for jobs. Trade unicns defend the jobs of
native white male workers; movements of blacks, immigrants, and women
fight discrimination; nationalist movements in the 3rd woild struggle
for a "socialism" based on wage slavery. Other struggles, which heave
not been channeled in this direction, have still been undermined by
the same divisions, The welfare movement had been isolated in the
absence of a concerted movement of other woriers to refuse wagelessness
without accepting more work., The youth culture was disorganised and
directionless; it refused the work but did not get the money. Millions
of others siruggling for money and agaist work have not had the power
even of such a movement, For all of us, in trade unions,;, in the
Women's ILiberation Movement,/ in the welfare movement, / in ad hoc
groups,/ and alone, our unity has been only the objcctive unity of
our exploitition, our enemy, and the motivating implus. of our strugsgle
against them. The perspective of wages for housework has arisen fron
all these struggles and in enabling us to see at once all our exnloit-
ation and the source of our divisions it offers us a way to transf
this objective unity into a stragegy ageinst work, against divisio
against capital. 1
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Those of us who had not understood how we could basec ourselves
on our wageless exploitation to make a unified struggle looked fox
other ways to fight back., The prospect was pretty bleak. You could
hope that the revolution would all pull itself together one day.
Or you could hope that if everyone made a stru gle where they were,
to get organised and to win ‘some improvements in their own situation,
then these struggles and organisations could be linked, and maybe some
day even hit capital all together., The trouble was that this process
looked like taking forever. Struggles came and struggles went, and
it was hard to see how we could get much' stronger. liaybe the
working class™ would get it together, wmaybe not; it was hard to see
how we could do anything with our persvective to contribute to the
fight for our lives, and hard to sec wherec women would get the power
to make sure the fight was on our terns.

This perspective is libertarianism, a conception of struggle as
something that takes place in separate, local confrontatioi:s with no
fundamental concrete connection, From it flows a particular view of
theory, of internatioaal struggle, of leadership, of autonomy, and
therefore of wages for housework.
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FOOTNOTE TO PAGE 63

In October 1974 Lotte Femminista, an Italian ~rionisation comvoscd of
groups with verying degrees »f committmont to woases far houscwork, diss-—
dve " becausc of differ-nces which parallcl those dividing the tendencics
at this conforcnce. Some groups, which with the dissslutisn formed the
Comitato Triveneto per il Salerio al Lavorn Domestica (Piazza Ercmiteni 26,
Padua, Italy), were rganising & camnaign for woscs faor houscwork. The
documont gquotod below was written by Padova Grounm I in opposition o this
strategy. Since the dissolution, the Comitatn has been continuing the
campaign, end giving feminist dircetion teo the cammaion ar~und absrition
which is mobilizing thousands of Itelian women. Padove Graup I organised
o demonstration on abortim in eonjunction with the wouwen's coamissions

of male left groups.




II) Every Struggle is a Struggle for the Hage

Silvia Federici's opening speech showed how the internati?nal
refusal of waged work and of work in the community and thg family
have caused the crisis. She showed how capital is extending unem-
ployment in an attempt to guin control of the situation, and plan-—
ning to reorganise itself for the future, using wWo rkers' coptrol,
union democracy, drugs, and reinforcement of the family. This
presentation set the tone of the conference, by beginning to show
concretely capital's international strategy and by bringing home
the urgency of acting on ourse.

But the specific issues that Silvia raised were rarely directly
discussed, because meny of us had not understood that our strategy is
the campaign for the wage. The lack of understanding was apparent
from the start. Some were saying that woges for housework was revol-
utionary beceausec it was unattainables Samefj%hn exnelled groupy
Toronto Group 1 (TG1l) said they wanted to "translate" wages for
housework into "concrete things", and wonted a campaign "in a specific
city", Some had objected to the dollar sign on the New York Buttons
they found it crude and materialistic, not revolutionary cnoughe
A number of us, $ill this conference gave us a scnsc of our pPoOwWeTy
had simply not believed that a campaisn for the wage was possible.
The conference showed that it is both possible and recessary, by
¢learing up a number of pointss

1) Money is power.
2) We need an international strategy if we are to win.
3) We nced a cammign for cash wages for every womans

to refuse their use of our wagelessness in the crisise

to rocfuse the jobs they are offering us and leave the jobs we are

doinge
4) We necd the organisational power of a compaign to rcach women

cverywhere, inside and outside the big urban centres.

The struggle for wages is revolutionary, whether it iv being
made by those whn alrcady rcceive cash directly related to their
labour or by thosc who labour without a wage of that kind, The wage
ratec—-how much work for how much woges——is the measure of our powers:
it is the bargain we must strike with capittl. We say "wege" and not
simply "moncy" because "wage" reflects the reality of our lives in
that it implics the rclation with cepital which is the basis of all
our struggles; it implics labour, the other side of the bargain.
There is no place to struggle except within the wage relation in
which we arc 21l treppcd. By struggling within it we will push this
reclation to the breaking point. We arc fighting to price ourselves
out of a jobe

The amount that we win from capital, in cash and in time and
in comforts is all wages-——it is all in exchange for our laobour. And
it determinecs our life. In this "equal oxchange!" we alweys lose.
Tho only quostion is "how much?" The class struggle is a struggle
about how much—-how decp o destruction of how much time for how much
moncy. Bvery moment of our lives is controlled by capital, and we
struggle cvery moment to doterminc what kind of bargain we arc going
to makes The bargain we strike determines how much time we can spond
on the beach or at mectings, and how much at the assembly lines whethexr
we live in a slum ox in relative comfort, what our working conditions
eres how much Wwe have to prostitute ourselves for husbands, foremen,
hcads of departments; how much we see our friends and family and how
much work wo have 4o do for capital by workina for them, what our
relations with them arej; how meny times we have to say no to our
childrens how much humiliation we have to acecepts how far we can refuse
capital's dictatorship over our lives, how soon e can make the wevolution.

Both cepital and the working class are so esscntially involved
in this struggle over "how much" that attempts to change the "quality
of life" arc immediately translated into quantity, and fought for or
resisted on that basis. Bveryone must count the coste Those who
think they can change the quality of their lives without taking on this
battle against copital end up redistributing their poverty and
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miserable relationships in new ghettoes. Or worse, they help capital
invent new schemes for workers' control which are supposed to make

us happy and c@pital rich in one motion, and which in fact serve to
help them screw us out of money. We only gain when we gain at the
expense of the ruling class.

The wage is how much we are able to win back fmom capital, and
how much we are able to refuse to give them. Every struggle in the
class war is a struggle for the wage. Every time women hold back
rent, refuse work,; shoplift, fight for freec facilities or servicesy
or better working conditions or paid time off waged work, we are fight-
ing over the terms of our Bargain with capitals we are fightiag for
Wwages., And because our bargain with capital is based on housework,
we are fighting for wages for houseworke

III The Campaign Vs. "Local Issues™

To pose these struggles in terms of wages is already to make clear
the fundamental unity in the fights that women make, and it is already
to have an idea of what we want to fight for in a specific struggle
(time, money, power) and of what we want to avoid (fighting for jobs,
or equality, or the industrialization of every aspect of our livess
ending up providing free services...) But its no good knowing what
we don't want if we're forced into it amyway. If wages for housework
is going to 1lif¢ these struggles out of their isolation and give them
power, we need something more substantial than an understanding in tho
heads of some organisers. We need an international campaign to win
a cash wage for all women, for all the work we do, not as: something
to be fought for in each workplace, in each launderette, to be won,
lost, bargained with, not as part of a deal between women of town X
and city hall but as a recognised, established wage that we can count
on as the foundation for all our struggles.

The struggle women are making for wages for houscwork in cash is
revolutionary not only becausc, like all wage struggles, it wins back
for us the wealth that we produce and that otherwise goes to build
the power of our enemy. It is revolutionary also because it exposes
how whole areas of our activity that have Been considerecd "free" or
"on our own account" are labour for capital. It thereby undermines
the ideology of "equal exchange" which capital uses to keep wages
down, In particular it demystifies the labour of women, which has:
always been veiled by the lack of a wage. It is revolutionary Because
it gives women a lever of power againfit that work and against the
divisionss that have crippled the working class, against capital and
all its agentss employers, the welfare state, and men. Every wage
struggle is revolutionary, but the success of the struggle for more
wages depends on the success of women who are struggling against
wagelessness.

The campaign for the wage in cash for every woman is an urgent
necessity now, because of capital's increasing use of wagelessness
oS & uwcapon against the working class. They have always maintained
themselves on the basis of our free labour. But now through inflation
thoy are massively incrcasing this labour, and because it is wageless
there is no extra cost to them. Because we are wageless and our time
is not measured they can make us do cxtra work to carry them through
the crisis. They have always used wagclessness to divide us, along
lines of sox, race, ago, rogion, third world and motropolis, using
the wageless as a threat against the waged, forcing us to compete on
the intornational labour market for the jobs we loathec. Now they hope
that a massive increase in wagelessness will reverse tho rofusal of
waged and unwaged work that has put them in crisis. They want it to
force us women to put aside the needs we have been asserting and take
up again the self-sacrifice, the physical labour, and the labour of
consoling and disciplining others that pull a family through & time
of crisis., And they want it to bring us knocking at the factory gatos,
ready to accopt any wages for the jobs we've been thrown out of, or
the jobs men havo Been throwm out of, jobs we may nced now for the first
time because prices have gone upe

The only way to break this attack is to fight for wages without
fighting for jobs, to refuse to be wageless any longer. No struggle




o
i 3 <

s ; Ff work, for the wage in any oth o W,

for frec sorvices, for tlme_iff 2 ;O St e thiserf“agéf\ é?4$
than cash for cvery woman, 1s an approp i uso § V.8 &(§

our wageless condition.

This wage will cnable us not only to destroy their offcnsiYe 5

but to turn it around and escalate. massively our refusal of their

work., The morc wo win wagcs' for housework, and the @o?c men follcw

our lead and win wages for travelling time, for rcpglrlng thglr cars,
washing, sloaping, cating, and the houscwork they will be doing, ang

the more we all win wages for tho labour of uncmploymont, the more

there will bo a mass exodua from what is now waged work, and the morc
they?ll have to offer us to induce us to spend our time there gnd at

home in intenst exploitation. As wo cease to be wageless wo will

cease to Bo a reserve army and continuc to Become-a social problcm.

Toronto Group 1 never at this confercnce explicitly camc out
against such a campaign for the cash wage for every woman. They
showed, by their equivocations, by thecir cmphasis on the specific
strugglo, by their conccpt of a campaign as something you could wage
in one City, and by their rcfusal to repudiate their previous: positions,
that thoir fears. prevented them from accepting it as our strategy.
But the Padova 1 group in Italy, which in many ways sharcs their
position*, has: been more articulate. In Octobery 1973, they saids
"we should not confuse the power we ncod in order 4o bring up wages
for houscwork as a perspective, as a trail to follow for ever and in
any situation, whatever struggle is going oneeewo know very well that
we will keep wages as a perspective in our minds as woll as in our
speechos and work for many ycars, Hocause it takos years to know how
to rcach it. The problem now iss what must we do during these yearc
in order to build a movement strong enough to Begin to make wages a
torm of strugglo.”

Their idea of the perspective, separable from the demand for the
wage for every woman, is not ours. The idea that we have to wait before
making wages a term of struggle is not ours. It leaves women's struggles
in precisely the isolated fragmented state which we have to get out of,
The wey to"build" a strong enough movement is precisely by demanding
weges for housework. How do they expect to get: the power to win
particular struggles, and to make these victories last? And what do
they think has Been holding us back till now? A lack of understanding?

A long-term plan, with a campaign for sometime when we are more powerful
ig'in fact a rejection of the compeign as our strategy.

Without a campaign for the wage, the result of our struggles in
almost every case is a productivity deal. When we fight for daycare
we either end up working twice as hard to look after the children
ourselves and raise funds, or we lose our children to a state insti-
tution where the workers are paid pennies because .-wo'd do the work
for free, and where the nursery is provided on condition that most
of us go out to a job. When we fight for zbortion Vo ond up with
forced abortion—rforced by lack of money, space and time to be with
the children we'd like to have, and time %o be away from them,

And we ond up with forced sterilization os part of the deal. Control
of our bodies, when we are powerless, means their control of our
bodies. When as lesbions we refuse the labour of relating to men and
the whole definition of female nature, we find ourselves penniless,
ghettoised, powerless, and still housewives, of :en working twice as
hard, Being poor, and being cut off from the masses of lesbian women
with children who cannot affiord to come out, and cut off from the
struggless all women are waging against their work and against their
identification with that work, we canstill be used as the bogey man
against all the other women we nced. When we fight for equal pay it
is offered—on condition that we accept night work-~for us, quite
literally, a 2nd or 3rd shiff. When we fight for better conditions
on the job, or get part-time or flexible hours, capital uses theso
"concessions" to "help" more and more of us to £it in a second jobe
it imposes on women & more intensive working day.

Only a cash wage for every woman from the government will enable:

us to refuse these productivity deals. Because the wage will be for
every woman it will be unconditional—we will not have to work in a
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# factory or office, live with a mam, live without a man, have children or avoid
having children to get this monoy. They will not be able to use it to make a
-bargain with use. It will not be something for which we have to run risks or make
sacrifices, Evory woman who shoplifiis or who takos an cxtra hour at lwnch time
is taking the wagoe for hersclf. But as Mioc Watanabe said, ‘'we'wo had enough of
hawing nervous: breakdowns stuffing steaks into our boags'. And we've had enough
of "that extra houm as o "privilage" or a Wlind cye that they can blackmeil us
with ‘and repeal at any time. A wago established as o right will not bc some-~
thing thoy can always tako awey but o point at which we can clways ask for
morec, and a basis for wmking for morc,

The power to win this wage ond refuse productivity deals comes from the
fact that: wages for housework is a batitlc that unites all womon. Herc, in theo
struggle against the totality of our worky; we have the powor of our numbers.
The wage, the throat posed to the state by a movement orgonised to win that
¥age, the very size of the demand we are making and the Inowledge that we snon
mav  have it, will give us the powor to make gains, not deals, whonw fight
around childeare, abortion, sexuality, jobss Whatever our intentions, if we
organisc on a local lcvel without this strategy for building and uging our
powor wo will be forced to do exactly what a tradc union docs; to fight for a
compromise which will help us for a while to aceept our livesy and help capitel
to accumulate.

Once we accept the need for a caomprign to win a wage from the gevernment
it becomes a solf-evident priority to sprecad propeganda across cach nattion,
meking known the existeonce of such a campoign so that people can join it.
Propeganda is not something abstract. It is the opening shot of the war and
it will continue as an integrol part: of our mobilization., Padova 1 writcse
"such tools as the press, pamphlets and books, mecetings and lectures, video
topes, films, otc, are very uscful for propogonda on wages but they can ncven.
substitutc for struggle". "We reject the idea of a notional propeganda compaign

- disguised’ as a struggle to which all the conters of Lotta Fomminista must give
priority." Propeganda is not dicguised as a struggle and it is not scparate
from and substituting for struggle. It is port of the struggle we want and o
part without which nonc of the rest con cxiste When they set the two in
opposition to cach other they arc thinking of "struggle" only in terms of local
actions for specific goals, not im terms of a struggle for the wage which will
build our powor., Of course it is truec that leaflets arc not bullcts, that a
mass meeting is not tho kind of confrontation which will bring down the state.
But as the movement grows we will have the power to moke mare ond more direct
confrontations~—to demonstrate, pickot, ofcupy, disrupt, strike for the wogc.
That kind of growth is impossible if we bury ourselves in the struggle at the
corner of our streets. If we don't get on telovision and moke surc everyonc
knows' that the demand, the perspectivey and our organisation oxist, wo'll be
pretty helpleoss even on our own street corners.

A number of people have been asking "what is o compaign?" A campaign is
travelling around each country, inside and outside the urbmn centresy, gotting
on local television and radio, specking to wolfare groups and other groups of
women whereever we go. It is spreading lituraturc in mony languages. It is
newspapers or newsletters to kecep contact with women we meot. It is teking our
banners: and literature to demos and picket lines. It is making oursclves known
ags a body that can bo contacted by womon who want to work on the campaign or
want our support and the strength that a national and international campaign can
bring thom in a struggle around a particular issue whero they are. It is having
Gontres or headquarters where people can rcach us and sec what we'lrc about. It
is calling a. women's strike and march next spring in Washington, Los Angelesy
and Canadian and European capitals, It is smallor local rallics or demonstrations
bofore that timg;,’it_is building a movement for wagos Ffor housework that re.t
include all womqg;}’it is a film about wages for houscwork to usc for public
meotings, rccords of\songs about wages for housework, strect theatre about
wages for housework. i It is taking part in, or initiating loecnl actions, c.g.
at Maimonides: or in the Mother Led Union.
A) A national. propoganda campaign docs not preclude involvement in specific or local

struggles  When we teke part in local actions our goals are mony but related. Wo went
to win What time, and money, and power can'bo Won in oach situation. We wont o
give cach struggle strongth and dircction by cxposing and concretising its con-
noctiong with tho struggles of other women. And we want to mobilime womon for
othor battles in the war for wages for housework for every Woman.
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Libertarionism is based on the principle th?t OVeTyono should OTgMigg € o
"around thoir own situation" and within the limits 1mp?sod by that 51tuatimfy
For libortariens this means thet it is. imposing somcthing on people to go ing, LS
a struggle basing yourself on a political linc that has.not ?o?n b?rn whole 4?§
out of that particular struggles it's still morc of an imposition if you apg
hoping to mobilise pcoplc for something elsc beyond-th? day care centro, lamndry
or wage Tisé they arc ®ighting for at the time. This idea led membors of twm
Toronto groups—the Wages for Housework Collective and TGl—to t;ke pnnt.for a
long time in tho Mothor Lod Union (MLU) without making clear their relation to
Wages for Housework, or, thercforc, their relationship to the welfare systom
and to the MLU. It lcd women at the New York conforcnce in October to ask what
these women were doing in the MLU in the first place, since most of them were
not on welfeare,

Tho Toronto Wages for Housework Collective (THFHC) has left behind this
politics of withdrawal. Frances Greogory laid out at the confercnce how it had
roflocted their failurc to sce themselves. as part of the working class. Without
secing ourselves. as part of the working class wo cannot scc our conncctions with
other women, and we will always view our own self intcrest as somcthing external
and opposed to other women's,

But cven if we do not sce ourselves as cxternal we have to go further and
undorstand the intornal wumity of the class if we arc to scc how women from onc
sector cen go to women from another and say that their perspective is ao.neccossity
for both. Othcrwise we will Be afraid to talk to othor women whosc particular
situations arec unfamiliar to us, we will not know how or why to lcarn &bout those
situations, and we will not be able to mount a compeign. It is only by sacing
and attacking the wageless labour through which we are all cexploitod that women
can stop mking "links'" based on guilt trips, manipulation., end vague principlas
of "solidarity", and start Brooking down the divisions between us. In orgonising
for monoy for welfarc womon we are orgonising around our own situction, and im
building, therc and clsevhecrc, a campaign for woges for housework we arc hitting
capital in the only wey we can—storting from our umity, not from our frognon-—
tation,

IU An International Vs. Links

No divisions arc more crippling than the divisions between women in different
countrics, and particularly between women in thc third world and women in the
metropolis. Capital plans internationally where to put jobs, whcrc we should
have babies, where we arcgoing to cmigrate from and immigrate to. The campaign
for tho wago is our strategy because it attacks on an international level. Our
speoches, leaflots, and mobilisations, our decisions about whot demands to take
up ond what position to tako in roclation to the struggles going on where we arcy
have to be based on the wagoless exploitation common to women cverywhero in the
world, and on the particular,-related forms that that exploitation tckes in
different countries. We have to know and fight the ways in which capital exploits
women evorywhere so we con fight to refuse all thesc options—-tho factory and
the home, forced sterilisation and forced child bearing.

Tho perspoctive of wages for housework is based on our international condi-
tion, and attacks our diwvisions at their source. A campaign for wages for
houscwork as an international strategy is not only more significont, but somc—
timecs morc possiblc than "links"., Womon on a farm in India and women in & shoc
factory in BEast Anglia may not be able to link their struggles, but they con
have a common streategy.

This intornational campaign is still being born, and it is up to us to find
theoretical and organisational connections that will help to moke it possible.
We. have only just begun to understand the implications of an international persp-
cctivo. and strategy. We draw some strength from the wages for housework movement:
In other countries in Eumope and North America. But we have hesitated to even
think aboun our connection with the: third world. We have sometimes been paralysed
by the fear that third world women, inside and outside our own countries, will tell
us to go to hell. Terrified of the racism of interference and presumptisn, we have
retreated to the racism of ignorance and silence. We have succumbed tn the divis—
ions by which capital conceals and enforces our common exploitation and power—
lemness.

The perspective of wages for housewnrk, in identifying women's common situat-~
ion and struggle, exposes the absurdity of accepting our divsions for fear of baing
"imperialist", patvonising or presumptuous, or “imposing®a strategy on third world
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women. We are not imposing a strategy on them any more than on any othewr vomen.
To imply that we are is to assume that the 3rd world situation is exotic and
outside of the capitalist plan which doninates us all., Once 3rd world women are
seen in thi® way their power against capitel is denied in the same way as the
power of all women is denied by seeing houscwork ac outside of capitalist produc—
tion, To imply that we cen imposc a stvuggle is also to a2ssume that we have a
great decal more power over each other than we actually havie The power any womarr
om group of women has depends on the power of others——in her own country and else—
wherc., When we ask ourselves what wo are afraid of imposing we sce that: the
greatest imposition we can moke is if we do not meko a ftruggle which is rele-—
vant to our common nocadss

Wo will not understond the perspective of wages for houscowork until we hove
@gen in it women's situation in the metropolis and the Third World. The
"ynderdovelopment” of womon's kitchens and the general "underdovelopment" of tho
3pd Worlds the wngclossness of women in the metropolis and the identical woge-
lessnoss of women in the 3rd World, the wagalessnmess also of unemployed men
there and of whole fimilics working on the landy, arc all aspects of the same
intornatioml plane Our struggle to rofuse being "dowoloped" into factorics is
ovorywhere a struggle against the same onemy and the same work, if in diffeoring
conditions,

We will not know our own power anywhere until this powor is uncovered and
deVeloped on on international levole The wages we want cannot be won in ono
country, When wrrking class women in Britain hear about wages for housework

. they often say "the government couldn't afford it". They are right. There isg

no way copital would stay in Britein if thoy were paying wages for housowork hera
and. not clsewhere. And cvon if we could win the woge in North America, tho
quostion would remain: how much and who would pay? What weges con women in Los
Angeles: win for producing labour power for Californien forms and factorics if
Mexican women can be forced o produce it for free? What woges con New York
women win if Puerts Rican women have nonoe? The morc capit~l is able to import
and oxport factorics and pe?plec, the more limited will bc the weges women can
win in tho metropolis, as well as in the Third World itself.

The struggles taking place in the Third World arc already putting the
rovolutionary movement everywhere in an entirely difforent position of strengthe
Nationalist movements are fighting—and defeating——the American, British, and
othor imperialist stateofe. Thesc movements have os their impetus not only the
end of foreign exploitation but the cnd of capitalism. Women ond men are fighting
for the power to refuse to beg for jobs. In other places this refusal has rcached
2 large scalc cven nowe. These struggles. further confirm that wages for housework
is os much to the point in the Third World as it is in the metropolis. 3rd World
women do not neod less because less has been available to thems their view of
what modern technology mokes possible is set by the samo worldwide standard as
OUTS, And in countries that win "independance" class: conflict between the popu-—
lation and the st®te, and now possibilities of struggle open up immediataly. The
growing importance of money ond wages, the dovelopment of unemployment, and rapid
changes in women's work, familics, and position make wages for housework both
possible and essential.

In our own material intercst, wages for houscwork groups have o help meke
poSSible a movement f£or the wage in 3rd world countries. The most crucial contri-
bution we can make is to moke a struggle for weges for oursclves. For one thing,
we weaken capital, and for another if we mount a campaign in North America ond
Europc every woman in the world will think she desorves a wage. But making propo-
ganda available in 3rd world countries is also part of the compaign. And we noy
Be able to do more. We live in the places whore the woalth is accumulated that
women croate internationallys the power that women everywhoerc are fighting is cen-
tred in the countries where we are. Third world movements have long exploited this
ventage point for publicity, anti-war actions, demonstrations, fundraising, and
boycotts. For instance take the boycotts of Zimbabwo chromium enforced by black
American dockers, or the fight in the U.S. and clsewhore against the Victnem Wor,
which w&s instrumentel in the dofect of the Americen army by the women and men of
Victn@m. If womon in tho 3rd world demand wages for housowork from Wall Street aond
tho City, women in tho U.S. and Britain could be an additional source of power for
thome

Tho first stop for most of us is to loarn somothing about the conditions of

struggle outside tho motropolis. When we try to think absut the 3rd World our
ignoraneo debilitatos us, and onforces the divisions that cepital creates.
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As we morc fully understand the mcaning of an international perspoctiv
will make clcaror and clearer in practice how we diffor from TG1., But alroca dg
we differ in that their perspective of links has nothing to do with an intern b';
ional stratogy. Maric (TG1)s "I'n not denying the absoluto nocossity of an £

?ntornational network to find out what's happoning in all citics, andwwherever
it scems stratogically possible to bring all these things togethere...it's not
clear to me how to mount an intornational but I do sce in the particular city

that I'm in that there's a proparedness right now that might boe able to mount
a campaign in a year",

V. Leadership Vs. Sclf=Protoction

The 'Statoment of Political Differonces' made clear how when we sce oursclves
as houscwives and as part of the working class, and scc our perspective as a
perspective for women and a perspective for the working class, we sce leadership
not as an imposition but as an integral part of our strugglc. The perspective
docs not come from outside the class, and we arc not nutside the class., The

perspective offers a political dircction which all of us—-inside and outside the
network—--nced.

The eanfercence continucd the process of making clear what this means for our
owm internal organisation. Thc conncetion was expressed by Suzic Flemings"If we'rc
not: going to be cmbarrassed “bBout the fact that we'lre developing a perspcctiviees
and that wec think that we can contribute something to the struggle that we as
women and other women are wagings then surely wo cqually shouldn't be cmbarrasscd
about the fact that whon you sit in a room therc might be 3 peoplg in that room
that arc going tn contribute morc to cveryonc's development than other peoploees
these things arc vory closcly rclatedea."

This view of leadership implics that lezdership must be given the freedom
tn. lead. If the perspective offers a political dircctiony, lcadership has to make
that dircction clcar aml available to cveryonc, inside andoutside the network,
and determine what that direction is concretely in each situation. As Suzic said,
"A loader is somconc who's going to Pelp me get wherc I want o go".

Clcarly, this docs not mcan that no o2ne should cver say boo o a lecader.
Poople will. have to be Fighting leaders <11l tho times fighting over .political
bogitinonsy . : . fighting to nakc lecaders lead morc—-makc them make their
politics clecarer, : Bt . make them recognisc and
help develop the abilitics of othors in the croup. But this is the oppositc of
fighting to cnsurae that n» onc becomes—-or remains—a lcader. Frances Gregory:
"I'm not going to fight against lcadershine. I might fight so I can take a little
lcadership mysclfe..but it's not smmothing I do in battle with other women, beccaus
welre fighting for the same thing. Wo'lre fighting for our power, against capitael
and against mcn. We really allowed wages for houscwoark tn be obscurcd by saying
that cortain people arc trying to take power over other peoplc...Thosc women are
trying to take power for themselves and they can only do it when wo all take
power for sursclves,"

The lcadership in our movement are followed becausc they have scen and said
most clearly where we have to go, have been the most international in their out—
look, have been the first to see the necessity and implications of a campaign.

To the extent that they cease to fill that function they will cease to be leaders,
and to the extent that others take it up they will become leaderss it should be
plain to everyone that there's plenty of room for more.

In contrast to this view of our organisation there was a tendency at the
conference which felt a need to try to put some constraints wa leaders, to ensure
"democracy". In putting forward one form of this view, Sallie Schum separated the
question of internal leadership from the question of the organisation's relation
with the rest of the class: "There are two ways of looking at leadership...What
the perspective of wages for housework can do is offer leadership tn the struggle
of all women against capital's plans...that's the leadership of the perspective.
Then when we're talking about orgenisation, that's another whole discussion on
leadership. And I really appreciate the fact that there have to be leaders in
any organisation., What I would like to say about those leaders is that I would
like to have that leadership recognised, I would like to have that leadership made
explicit so that I understand who they are and what they're saying, and I would
like to understand very clearly that that leadership at all times reprcsents the
feelings and the intorests of everybody that's in the orgenisation. And that if at:
some time they don't represent, or go against what the mass of the organisation
says that the mass of theorganisation have some way in which to challenge that
leadership."
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Judy Quinlan spoke for most of the mecting in rejocting this sort of
democracys "The last thing I want in the world is represcntative leadership.
0008 pOTson is in a lcadership positinn because »f what they arc able to offer,.
If we all agrece on what we want, at the point at which they're not offering
what wo want, then they're not going to be therc eny more".

N~
B

But misgivings remained, and weorc cxpressecd in a concern that lecadership

i should not stifle the development o»f othor members. It is important to locatce
i the source of those misgivings. We all have .experience »f people holding and

Y using power over othors. That's how capital rules. But in our
movement, far from stifling individuals' development, lcadership has madec it
possible, both directly in the process of working together, and by forming and
strongthening the perspective, the campaign, and the orgenisation. It has also
helped to deal with the power rclations which exist in any organisation and
which spring not from leadership but from the difforent political situations we
are based in (sce next scction on autonomy), The fecar »f lcadership in sone
cases may come from cxporiences of lcaders failing to do their job, failing to
put their power at the disposal of the movement, and of other members failing
to ensure that they did. But the fear cen only survive where there is no
political direction @and no hope of victory.

The libertarian view is that since everyone is fighting for hersclf and on
her own home turf there should be no need for lcadership. They want to work
towards a situation where everyone lcads herself. This leads ecasily to more
traditional democratic politics in which the lcaders who inevitabley do arise
are bound all around by an obligation to represent overyone clsc. It stems from
the philosophy that therc exists nothing for the lcaders to offer—no political
direction arising from the total situation of the working class that experience
of struggle, theoreticel labour, and a good political nosc can discover,

Without such a direction nont only are we confined to the powerlessness of
isolated strugglos, but we cannot hope for revolution. . becomc obsessed with
the need to preserve whatever slight control we cen grasp over our own situation

‘or over other women. TGl's "local autonomy" is based on what only we can call
the "housewife syndrome". We have so little power as women that we become very
protective of what little we haves when we form organisations we get very chary
of anyone who seems to have a little morc than us. We protect our domain. Our
jealousy is painful and politically absurd. We struggle to repress it, but it
weakens us, and by binding us morc firmly in our powerlessncss, perpctuates
itself. Only the convictinn that we can win, that the power the leaders have is
real power against capitol--and that is a convietion we can casily lose hold of
——ca&n convince us that the lcaders' power is power in sur hands, and that our
organisation's power is power to all women., At that point we stop looking for
a lecadership that will reprosent all the political confusion in a room, We stop
saying no one should nove until everyone is ready (they never will bc),we stoo
being reticent in approaching other women, and we begin to 1look seriously at
ourselves and the statec. As we give our capitalist function as housewives less
sway over our lives and over our personalities, we begin o destroy our sector
of the class.

VI Autonomy Vs. Pcaceful Cocxistence

Libertarians' fcar of lecadership is bound up with cxpericnce and rejection
of vanguard party politics. In cxpressing their concerns in terms of "autonomy"
they make use of a conceptwhich was vital in cnabling us to break with thosc
politics. What do they mcan by it, and what is our diffcrence from them?

Autonomous movements have grovn up when scctors of tho working class formed
organisations and movements which rofused to bec absorbed in or directed by the
organisations of other sectors. Trade Unions and vanguard partics had never
based their struggles on our ncods. In insisting on the "general interest" and
the "unity of tho class" thoy subordinated the struggles of the less powerful
scctions of the working class to the immediate interests of the most powerful,
of white malos, often of employed, skilled white malese. The rest of us, inside
or outside their organisations, were suppsscd to ignore our swn particular
oxperience, forget our own noeds, and toe the lino--their linec. All too often
we dids we had no choicce.

It was in order to have tho power to discover and asscert our gwn nceds,
against capital and against men that we formed separate, autonomous, sclf-
dirccting movements. Our autonomy is ossontial for us: we arc fighting for
ourselves, for our nceds as we define them. It is cqually essential for tho
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rest of the working classs our struggles will roveal thoir nceds, and our powm ﬁ,@ﬁ
will make the revolution possible, A B
In contrast to a vanguardist perspoctive, wages for housowsrrk speaks \@

specifically to the nceds of the most powerlesss full-time housewives with no ot
wage of their own, and those housewives with a small wage for part of thoir »
work who aro struggling for every penny. Ior this reasgon it ig gometimos hard
for women with a 1little more power to accept the berspective., They do not want
to identify with the housovifo. Yot they arc houscwives, and tho berspective

offers them too the only way to fight back aga.

ainst their own position. It specks
to the nceds of all women becausc it is based on our common, fundamental situation

This means that in fighting for wages for houscwnork no woman must give up
the nceds that she feels in her gut 2T fight for the intorests of andothery, stron-
ger sector of the class which will gain power or make deals against her. It docs
ot noen that there is no need for autonomous organisation within the m-vement
for wages for housowsrk. We do not know yet what forms that autonomy will trko,
or what will bo thc intornal structure »f the body we have called "the network",

Capital usos all of us in different ways, and the differenccs have already
been felt in our movement—between women with children and withosut children,
women with different kinds »f Jjobs, with different expericnce, between lesbians
and non-lesbians; still morc sharp are the divisions among women of different
races and nationalities, for example fow black women are now in weges for housc-~
work organisations. Those are not only differcnces but divisions based on DOWCT g
and it will be necessary for cach »f the less powerful sectors to gather its
collective strength in order to reveal +the implications of the perspective and
nake sure they arc acted on., We need the powor and tho spcecific experience of

cach sector of women 1o understand capital'ls overall plan and the strategy and
tactics we necd against it.

The divisions between women dn nnt necessarily lcad to scparate orgenisa-
tions. They may lead only to political struggles within an orgenisation, struggles
showing who we arc, what wo have 1o fight fory, and how particular struggles can
and cannot be made. For instance, in the network, a whole arca of discussion wes
opened up on Sunday by the Wages Due Collective, a lesbian group within the not—
work which had been meeting both separately and with TWFHC, The visible presence
of a group of lesbian women, and the things thoy had to say, made everyone look
again at how our relationships, which arc dofined and determincd by capital,
affect and are affected by our struggles; at capital's repressive organisation of
our lives in which we spend our days working with women or doing "womens work"
alone at home and arc supposed to spend our "leisure" with mens at the struggle
we always makc against men, and at the extent tn which we can struggle with them;
at lesbianism as a struggle against works at the oppression and at the power of
women who do not have non around us, and at how we can mobilise the power that
these women, and particularly lesbian women, have to offer. Differeonces persist
(c.go on "loving" and on men), and the debatc continucs within the nctwork,

There will always be some differences within the network, and not only
differences of emphasis. But this docs not mean that we should agree to disagrec.
It means there will be internal battles as women in different situations fight
out how wages for housework is t» be presented and fought for by the movement as i
a whole., It means that we will be able t5 meke a "gencral struggle" which is notg
as in the venguard perties, a struggle for the immediate intercst of the most
powerful sector at the expense of the nther scctors who teke part, but a struggle
which is general precisely becausc it grows from and pushes forward the needs of
cach SCctor of women. As autonomous scctors fight o impose their views we will
ensure not only that we are fightihg for whot we all need, but that sur tactics
are appropriate to the real situations in which we arc meking the struggles in
other words, that we can win.

If different sectors find it necessary to remain outside our network tha
political struggle will take place nevertheless. Only that struggle will onsure
that when we speak and act we arc spoaking and acting for wages for housewsrke—
for a perspective which grows from the situation and neceds of every womtn, ;

Tho extent to which we d» this will detormine the oxtent to which this not- @
work offers women the power »f tho porspective. The power of the perspective is
not limitod to that which tho network offers., But tho politics of the groups, o
inside 92r outside tho networky, which initiate a campaign for the wogo, will have
an effect on how that power develops. As tho movement grows a lot of people will
be saying difforent things about wagos for housework. Somo women will push the
movement forward by fighting for tho wage in a limitod form applying to thomselwcs
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——for instance MLU's demand for parity, waged.workers' demznd for paid time off
and refusal to do houscwork on the job. At the same time other women, both
inside and outside the movement, and inside and outside the ruling structuros,
will be acting for capital as state planncrs. They will be considering what
thoy can demand and offer that will stem the tide and if possible divide usy
and farce us tn» d» more work. The presonce »f one or morc political bodies
which arc not speaking only for onc sector, which know why thoy must not stop
at a wage for some womon, or a little bit »f a wage, or a wagc we have 1o pey
for, will help to defeat tho stato plenncrs, and help to 1lift the struggles
of nthers out of isnlation. Whatever we win will give us powor against
men and against capital. 'But the scope and power o»f the movement, and the kinds
of victories we win, will be determined partly by the degree to which we can
offer our perspective and tactics in opposition 19 thnse which the state
pPlanncrs arc considering. For this we must bo clear about what we want in all
its aspectse.

So the autonomy which we oppose to venguard party politics is an autonomy
through which sectors of the classi, including sectors »f women, by organising
as sectors within an organisation or by refusing to join it, organise the power
to impose on 2ll of us the struggle they scc necessary. Is this the autonomy
TGl is concerned with?

TGl is concerncd not with organising power but with defending themselves
against power, not with struggling to imposc on essential view of class struggle
but with preventing such imposition from toking place. They want a structurc
and "process" which allow different vicwpoints to coexisth peacefully in the
orgenisation, rather than onc which forces us as far as possible to fight the
differcnces nut. The result »f such autonomy would be white women going on
TV and presenting a racist view of the struggle in the name »f Wages for House-—
work——cxactly what would happen with a vanguardist apnroach.

If it is not peaceful coexistence what else can be their aim in defending
not the autonomy »f specific sectors but local autonomy and individual autonomy?
They can't meen the local groups should not be in the orgonisatione. They can't
mean they want to be able to meet together without others—-therc is plenty of
spportunity for that. They can't mecan that there is a power rolationship
which forces cach locality to step away .rom the group to develop its own for-
mulations and the strength it needs to confront the rest of the organisation.
If they were speaking for rural areas, or "underdeveloped" creas that might
be the case, but it can't be their concern in Toronto. They must be concerned
to protect themselves from dictatorship from the -centre , afraid that they
will have to fight somc one else's battle and not their own. If as they say
they sec the struggle for wages for housework as personally necessary for themy
why do thoy worry absout some one telling them what to do? Uhy don't they Want
to tell us what to do?

Since the women in TGl aro not the ruling class, we have to assumo that
this fear of power is based yet again on a failurc to realize that we can take
powor and use it for ourselves. It starts with defeat as its premise, with
an acceptanco of the fragmontation which is the source »f »ur woakness. If you
accept fragmentation the revolution is either impossible »r will come out of
the blue one day. It is nnthing you can build towards. And there is no way
for women to gather 2Ur prHwer.

Their perspcctive leads some libertarians to imagine thet the strategic
and organisational connections betweon struggles cmerge for the first time at
o final revolutionary mement——thoy claim Hungary in '56 and France in '68
showed how these connéetions are unncccessary till then. We have anly to ask
the questions what was the power of women in thoge uprisings? to see the
difference between autonomy as a basis for our power and autonomy as a rejec—
tion of nrganisation.

Some women in the network have referred to the expulsisn of TGl as Stal-
inist. It is their perspective, not that of the women who pushed for the
expulsion, that takes us back to a poslitics whore the class interest is defined
by a few of its members and overyonc else is too powerless & disorganised for
their noeds & oxperience to counte We arc not saying ceveryone should forget:
their own particular experiences, push aside their own neceds as they soe them,
and take orders from loaders who have pulled a full-blown perspective and
strategy from the thin air somewhere over the Atlantic, We do not want a por-
spective or strategy which is not continually shapod by all the particularity
of our individual & collcctive expericnce. And we do not want women in the
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network who have not at least begun to sce the perspective as upi{klggnpge9%$§$$ﬁ$
to their own personal nceds and expericncc. WO @avo to do oy?ry 1lnof¢§183 bi@’@ 4
to help women who are attracted to the perspective t? sce this i) Ll 5§§5§'
come to grips with all its implications, and scc hOW.lt reclates dl?octzydto thmﬁ§%§
and how it relatos %o othor women and to the revolution. To do this, and to ’N@\

roach the perspective and the ©iruggle we do want, we nced to bo orgaﬁls?d? R
we nced leaders, we nccd theoretical clarity and we need a process of prlitical
struggle within the network which is the opposito of TGl's "autonomy".

VIIT Political Confrontation Vs, "Progress"

The conference itsclf was an example »f TGl'!'s and others' refusal of this
struggle., Thoy did not believe there could be an overall perspective and
strategy which would determine everyone's actions, in fact they found that idea
threatening., They envisioned an organisation in which everyone would come in
with a differont viewpoint, and we would reach a politics of consensus. So
they hed no impetus to force a political confrontation. Their statements and
their questions wer incohercnt; their answers were cvasive.

Some people have been saying that the expulsion wes nccessary but the
"process" of expulsion was bad. What do they think we should have done? Waitod
till the next conference and taken time there to try and wrest a coherent
statement from TG1l? They arc forgetting that TGl's——ond some others! ~— inco—
herence was not an accident that we should have made allowances for but an cx r—
ession of their politics. TGl claimed that they had not been given a "chence"
to explain themselves, They claimed they were being porsccuted. They claimed
they agreced with cverything we said. Anyonc tempted to bolieve any of this
should note .the following thrce pointss

Therc has been a whole history of dissension between TGl ond those who
have taken lecadership internationally, and between TGl and TWFHC, TWFHC
prepared and distributed a document stating their view of the differences. TG1
prepared nothing--not before the New York Conference, after the New York
conference or before this confercence.

In New York TGl had becn very clearly hostilc to the kind of international
perspective and organisation that were being established. They were very insis-
tent about "local autonomy" and angry about the way leadership was functisning.
In Montreal they said they had"no disagrecront"., If this was true, why didn't
they dissociate themselves from the position they had taken up? Why dida't
they say how they had changed? They would herdly have been alonc. Some at the
conference objected to the way others werc trying to make TGl "cat their words"
For most of us in political struggle words are common and palatable fare. When
you've changed your mind and believe in what you are doing, nothing is less
humiliating than to Say so.

Again, if they rcally shared our perspective, why did they spcak in terms
of links, intervention, and local campaigns? Why did they accent everything
everyone said--conditionally? "Do you think it's important to have an intor—
national statement?" Angela: "If wo can make that statement useful." Angela
earlier:"I have no disagrocment with the importance of developing an internat—
ional group or perspective. Wherc disagrecments or misunderstandings...comc up
is how in practice we cnsurc that we build the kind of links that will cnablc
us to be strong." What were the disagreements or misunderstandinzs? What kind
of safeguards did she want, and agoinst what? Why didn't she tell us?

Certainly, it wasn't for want of asking. Judy Quinlan:"I sensc that there
is something you want to say, like therc's something you want not 1o s6C...and
there's something you want to see...s and that you're putting it very abstractly
in a conditional thing—-well, maybe if, maybe not. I went to hcar what it is
that you don't want and what it is that you do want." Silvia Federicis"If peonle
have disagrecements why don't they say so?"

It is no accident that the most coherent ecxprossion of TGl's tendency came
in the form of a statement on reopresentative democracy from Sallic Schum, the
member who later left thom. She was prepared to state her position in such o
way that it could be answered.

Not everyono who is unable to express a position is a political enemy.
There were many at the conferonce who were new to weges for housework, including
most of tho women who had come with TGl., Thore were others of us who had been
in the movement for somo time, but who, at the osutset of the conferencQ, had
deap confusions and uncertain_ties which often roflectcd or reosulted in a lean—
ing towards the libertarian position.. No one was oxpelled for being new,unclear
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fwhich was dofined in terms of links on Saturday cevening. Old menbers who weroc

2 5
ﬁgancertain. New members, including those in TGl were told explicitly that they
gould not feel compelled to choose in any way"(Silvia), and that they should
“ly leave if they felt they adhered to tho tendency which TGl reprosented end

uncertain had the opportunity at this confercnce to begin to sece where the dif-
ferent. political positions lod, to follow them through to their conclusions and
decide which direction they wanted to move in. But tho rost of TGl and some
others at the conforence suffored confusion of a different sort. They had a
political position, and with the excoption of Sallic they gave no indication of
being open to changing ite

When we press for precision and for theorctical clarity we are not gram—
marians quibbling over words or hacks in love with a hard line. Wo do it bccause
lack of clarity is debilitating. It is a handicap thet has in somec libertarian
circles boen taken as a sign that the speakers arc on the side of tho powerless,
oven as a proof of sincerety. In fact it enforces their own lack »f power, and
it undermines also the power of those who arc trying to make a struggle in the
same organisation or movement. We are concerned to be clear because without
clarity we cannot know what we are fighting for and what we arc fighting against,
who are our friends and who are our cenemies, what are the implications of what
Wwe are saying for how we have to acts because without it we cen flop arsund
between a working class feminist strategy and a state plan, without secing any
contradiction and without moving, docisively, to confront the statc. The onus
is always on those who arc trying to hold on to a revolutionary strategy to frecc
thomselves from those who prefer confusion. The latter only rarcly feel the
need to make a distinction.

It was clear that TGl felt at the confercnce the power that the network
represents, and did not want to be cut off from that source of strength. It was
clear that they wanted to be as agrceable as possible. They had decided that they
could work with us, and did not went to give us a chance to decide that we could
not work with them. The refusal for this rcason, of some in that group, to
stand behind their politics made alot of people very angry, and clinched for
many the question of whether they should be expelled. Members of Wages Due
summed it up: "That group is rofusing the prooess »f struggle."

There were some who felt that we were picking »n TGl, that they had not
taken a stand against us and should have becn left alonc. This policy would
have been disastrous. Every discussion, then and in the futurc, would have becen
inhibited, held back and continually interrupted by the nced to deal with a
tendency based on a different perspective. The expulsion was essential for
us to clear our own hcads. Without it we would have becn unable to speak freely:
we would not have known what context our words would be placed in or how they
would be understonds Our scarch for tactics would have been held back and inter-—
rupted by those who did nnt share our strategy. We would have spent another
conference dealing with a tendency which refused to come out, but which set the
tone and the boundaries of our progress. We would have had what Silvia called
"a network which is not a network, full of mistrust, which will not cnable us
to act". We would have been unable to trust members of our own organisation to
speek for us in publics we would have panicked when they got on the media. We
would not have been able to develop either the understending or the public
identity we need in order to oppsse those who try te meke capitalist development
the end of women's struggles.

IX Revolution Vs, Capital

If the form TGl gave their politics failed to protect them and spurred their
expulsion, their position itself made tho oxpulsinon inevitable. As Silvia said
many times at the conference, not every political difference has to lead to &
split. But this one did. Judy Quinlan, of Wagecs Dues "We came here specifically
planning to connect with (TG1) and hoar their side of the story. Now I'm feeling
that I've been a goddam liberal to do thate..(Toronts Wages For Houscwork
Collective's "Statement of Political Differencos”) very clearly defines tho
biggest, most important and most upsetting split happening in the Wages for
Housework movement. I want that split formalised, I want it dealt with, and I
want it finishod." In Italy, wherc tho libertorian position has been statod
relatively clearly, the groups who wanted to work for a campaign had alrecady
formed their own organisation in 1973. As ono woman said in Montreal, "how do
you work with people who don't bolicve in Wages for Housework?"

Well before the conferenco people in the notwork had beon worried atnut
saying othors wore "not for wages for housework". Evon on Saturday night when
this question was put therc was an uproar in the roome How do you say someone
who says she's for the woge is not?
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Tr anfwer this we hove to 1aok at different woys of viewing & demand,
A Trotskyist who saoid sho was for wages for housowsrk would put it forward
as o tronsitinnal demand--not as somothing she wantod 19 goet but as somecthing
t5 raisc the consciousncss of other womens in organising around "other issucs"
sho would not uso thoso struggles to build o movement for the wogo. Libertor-
ions f£ind tho concept »f transitional domands insulting to the working class.
But they think the demands we can mobilize around must be thrown forward by
"the class itsclf"--cxcluding us--in locel struggles. Sinco the Wage wo wont
for housework cannot be fought for locelly or by onc sector of women, liber-
tarians too can anly sco this woge as an abstroction, o consciousness raising
tool. For Trotskyists ond Libertarians both, demands either arise within the
limits of a specific struggle or serve mercly to raise people's cengciosusness
of what thoy con't get under capitalism. Neither conceives of a demand as
something wo can mobilize around and win which will increcsc our power and
enable us to rcfuse the lousy choices capital offers us.

=y

For Trotskyists who want to plan the new society from above, and for liber-—
tarions who sec no way to breck through our fragmentation, the revolution is
soparatc from local ond sectional struggles. They con therefore only sce these
struggles as leading to reforms some actual, gquentitive gain for us, and &
rationalisation of the cepitalist system.

For us the strugglc for woges is o struggle to progressively increase and
mobilize our powor, and to break down the divisions botween us. In fighting
for wagos for housework we put forward o demond which con unite struggling
localitics ond scctors on the basis of what we necd and not by subsuming one
soctor's interests to annther's. We arc giving focus to what is alrecady a
worldwide movement against work ond for moncy. And we are pushing the wage
relatisn to the breaking point. Whatever rationalisations the working class
and copital invent, our struggle for more will press capitel harder and harder
up against the walle.

The libertorian perspective separates the totel from the concrete,
separates revolutinn from struggles ond demands, seporates women from cach
nother, and scnds us flceing to concrote, isolated struggles where we cannot
defeat capital.

We have scen in meny contexts how the libertorians' acceptance of fragmen-—
tation is an acceptance »f defeat. They ~re not alone in this acceptance.All of
us live with defeat all around us. We arc defcated every time we clock in to a
job, everytime we come home tired and cook, cvery time we make "love" when we'd
rather go to slecp, every time we have an wbortion when we want a child, cvery
time we arc jealous, overy time we breathe this filthy, cancerous air. We are
defecated overy time o woman is raped, every time a woman is forcibly sterilised,
every time someono's husbend dies in a mine, every timo a child is turnedawvay
from a hospitel because her mother has no cash., For all of us, it's hard 1o
beliovo that we cen win. We arc tompted to put our hopes in partial victories
and turn to isonletcd struggles which we know aro concTete, instcad of setting
our sights on a revolution which seems unrcal. This political perspective repre—
sents the power and ideology »f capital in our hcads. A group which puts it for-
word roprescnts capital in our orgonisation. An acceptance of fragmentation and
an acceptance of defeat cen only lecad to dofensiveness, self-protection, and
compromiscs with capital which will inevitably be at the cxpense of the least
powerful sectisns among us—and at the expense of us all,

TG1 is not the ruling class in disguisc. They arc no different from the
rest f us, and their viewpoint is native 4o us all. But thoy represent & stage
in working class ideology ond orgonisation which we have passcd or are
passing, a stage of weakness ond disorganisation in which capital's hold on us
was firmer. We have triod to show concretely how, in practice, the presence of
this tondency would hold back the movement for wages for housownrke It remains
to makec the point in gencral: peoplo who beliove that what we're doing is impos—
sible can only tie our handse

The vote at the conforence to expell TGl was passed by 43 to 2, with 20
abstentions. I hope thesc notes have helped some of the abstentions to sec the
irrelevancy of kid glove politics, and tho urgency of what we have to do. We
feol daily the offccts of capital's strategy, and daily beesmo moro certain of
our own. We have to get thosc wagons on the rnad.

Ruth Hall APRIL 1975

A number »f women, including Beth Ingber, Sidney Ross, Jenny Lister, and
Suzie Fleming have helned me to clarify the points made in these notes, and
share this analysis of the cvents at the Montreoal conference and of the tenden-—
cics that have cmerged, there and clsewherc, in the wages for housewsrk movements
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