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SOME THOUGHTS OM TrlE DOCKERS FIGT

The left has recently gone into raptures about the militancy
of the dockers, while tending to.ignore the tragedy of two
sections of the working class fighting each other on ground
chosen by their employers. This article does not try to
provide all the answers to the problems which divide workers
in and around the cargo-handling industry. We hope however
that it will contribute to a discussion between dockers,
container depot workers and lorry drivers about the future
of their industry, and how they could face it together. We
would welcome further contributions on this subject.

tOver the past five years drastic changes have taken
place in this country's dock industry. We have 'seen
the reduction of our register from 65,000 in 1967 to

Comune di Padova 41,000 in 1972.(1) With the ever increasing use of
Bibtiotcche technology such as roll-on roll-off loads the ship-

owners have implemented a policy of directing work

(gn_gnglé:_ from the registered ports to inland container depots
and unregistered ports. So successful has this policy

BIDCRGACOS 46 been that at one stage the employers were saying con-
fidently that registration of dockers was a relic of

fNVASEé%kEﬁ the past and did not have a part to play in our

Lo B industry. Furthermore, closures of the docks were

to be speeded up'. (Bernie Steer - Vic Turner -
The Times, August 18, 1972.)

This development should have been foreseen when the dockers accepted
containerisation, as a fact of life, two years after their initial refusal

(1) This decline in the numbers of registered dockers has been going on
for decades, as the following figures show:

Date . Number of dockers ; Tonnage. handled
(millions of tons)

1921 125,000 37.00

1938 100,000 66. 97

1951 80,088 60. 15

1961 71,679 86,29

1970 46,912 121. 15
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to work the new system which had been'installed ab $1lbu?yf‘ Whe? ieqasual—
isation (2) arrived many dockers had deep illusions about Fhe}r " g?¢°: o
For example they believed that the process of contraction in the industry
would end and that their jobs and those of their sons were Secure.

Miners, railwaymen, steelworkers and others had al?eady a?cepted
‘rationalisation', through productivity deals, which promised a better
future for those remaining'. As a result there have been massive reduc-
tions of the work force in these industries. Over the last 15:years.?he
jobs of 500,000 miners (two-thirds of those employed) and over one-third
of railwaymen's jobs have already gone. A similar process is going on in
the docks.

Employers in Britain have been sluggish in introducing new techno-
logy, while their competitors in the USA, Western Europe and Japan have
been able to do this at a much faster rate. They have been less conserv-
ative than their British counterparts in initiating change and more prepared
to 'risk' the necessary investment. British employers also faced a better
organised working class, some sections of which were able to resist because
of strong rank and file organisations, operating alongside the official
trade union structures.

In the case of the dockers this power stemming from shop floor
organisation has been steadily eroded of late. Rank and file organisation
has existed on the docks for 80 years and has been particularly strong
since the war. Their militancy has been a thorn in the side of the employers,
slowing down the introduction of new methods of exploitation and speed-up.
After several Courts of Enquiry into the dock industry, many strikes, and
bitter confrontations the employers have, over the last few years, been
able to introduce new methods which have changed the whole cargo-handling
industry. As a result the dockers, by themselves, now have a reduced
ability to control the flow of cargo. It is becoming increasingly possible
for cargo to bypass the main docks, using container depots, the smaller
unregistered ports and specialised bulk-handling facilities which are
springing-up all over the country (and on a world scale too). This process
will continue. For example the Royal Group, heartland of London's docks,
is threatened with the loss of the vital New Zealand meat and dairy trade.

_.Other ports are being invo;ved and containerisation is taking its steady
toll. This could mean a drop of 50% of the tonnage imported via the Royal-
Group and:- a consequent: loss of its work related to exports.

This has led the dockers to demand‘that.all work
and unregistered ports be allocated to registered n
= s : , en, who h
rates of pay and conqltlons. Naturally tﬁe container’and alizzdbizzigrs
have not taken too kindly to these proposals which would throw them ;ut on

at container depots

(2) Decasualisation meant that dockers beca

specific companies instead of working on a g:y?iszgsn:igu:$P%OY?d by
asis.
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the cobbles. As they have begun to get better organised and to improve
their own wages and conditions, they now have the bit between their teeth
and will resist attempts to push them around.(3) Nevertheless when the 5
dockers were recently imprisoned container workers came out in solidarity
even before some dockers began to move. This is not to say that all workers
in the industry are saints - some of the workers in the unregistered ports
were clearly scabbing. Allying themselves with the container workers -
rather than fighting them - the dockers would have a better chance of
defeating their employers.

The proposals of the Container Workers' Action Committee on this
problem are that 'the solution to the problem now before us is for a
change in the National Dock Labour Scheme in which the enclosed docks should
be legally defined as being registered dock work and that the wharfs, con-
tainer depots and cold-storage depots, allied to the docking industry,
should be included in a new outer dock registration scheme, in which both
registered dock workers and the present container depot men would take part
cn an equal basis'. (Statement by Drivers and Container Depot Action Com-
mittee, dated August 7, 1972.) This could provide a basis for joint dis-
cussion and action by cargo handling workers, since it would remove the
advantages for the boss in shifting work away from the docks.

The bargaining power of cargo workers, taken collectively, is stronger
than ever. No one is saying that dockers must engage in an act of self-
sacrifice but simply that the old maxims 'divide and rule' and 'unity is
strength' still apply. Strong links must be forged between dockers and
their brother cargo workers. ¢ :

Employers are in a better position to resist the more 'costly!
demands of the dockers for these jobs, as there now exists a new and growing
labour force employed at the container depots. Moreover lorry drivers and
other transport workers now work much more closely with this new force than
they used to with the dockers. Picketing container depots and cold stores
has brought dockers into conflict with other workers at these places. The
employers have been quick to exploit these differences between workers.

This is nothing new, but dock militants, despite their long record
of struggle, did not try to establish links with the new workers in the

(3) An example of a recent agreement achieved by the action of container
workers was the settlement at the five Containerbase Federation yards:
374 hour week inclusive of meal breaks; &£37.50 per basic week for freight
handlers, with extra money for shift workers; 17 days' holiday to be
increased to four weeks by January 1st, 197k.

According to the Drivers and Container Depot Workers Joint Action
Committee, wages have been raised in the London depots from an average of
£19 a week to an average of £35.50 a week.




T
yed the rates of pay )
lves had wone. Dockers have by tradition

4 to outsiderse. (For example, it is
less you are closely related to an. .

cargo handling industry and ensure that they enjo

conditions which the dockers themse
sought to keep their industry close
almost impossible to become a docker un
existing docker.)

tive in the past but the new

e dockers if they stand alone.

the same industry could be further
fit out of all cargo-handling

These tactics have been very effec
conditions will be less favourable for.th
Differences between groups of workers in
exploited by the employers, to wring more pro
workers.

When the five dockers were arrested many vorkers identified with
the imprisoned men. It was clear to many people that action could get
results. Thousands downed tools without the support of the official trade
union or Party leaders. During the 'July days' the movement developed in
spite of them.

The struggles in industry are presenting militants with the need
for closer ties between sections. This applies particularly to workers
involved in cargo handling. Dockers and container and transport workers
should build ‘a joint rank and file organisation to ensure collective resis-
tance to their common employers. This is the main issue that dockers should
now face up to. :

Joe Jacobs.

== E VIEW OF THE
e s UEBINGESNORKERS” STRIKE

Rumours of a nationwide building strike were first heard in early June
when some of the lads tried to organise support in Birmingham for the UCATT
(Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians) claim: £30 minimum
for. a 35 hour working week. We were dubious, as the small b&ilder Tk had’his
own way here for aeons. The constant flow of casual labour has made it almost
impossible to unionise or unify the men at all, 4 huge reserve force of lump

.-men is always available to divide us further. Enyway, in this city full cre-
dit for rallying support for the strike goes to the Building W c? ys Charter
Movement and in particular to Pete Carter, a C.P. shop st 2 dor{ir ked upon
as the'champion' of building workers he manageq withpothewar Sen 228 gas—
sive support for the. strike. One or two ex—buiidin w kers, LONIID, Bp ere
hovering rourd but had to play second riddle to thegc ;r er I.S. members W

Flying squads were organised ? :
Encouraged, the men set up E Strikeagiaszgzz:sggiiz zelnforoed G piCke;lzfl
bread. The forced the S.5. (Social Security, - for ouro ensure they got the s
up a St?lke Centre and to recognise the strike. mhi rgaders CLEOS R O'ﬁeir
solidarity to get payments for single as well as ma;iizzme% ?ie men used t

strikers.

- T
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Pickets at cement depots were reasonably successful although there was
some bother with the prigs at Rugby Cement Depot - where a mass picket was -
organised and some men arrested. There were some well-attended rallies in
the city and a couple of highly publicised crane occupations. The men were
" not fighting alone. Wives and children were fully behind them in the struggle
and formed their own Womens' Committee to help. This Committee had a meeting
with the shop stewards and Ken Barlow (Regional Secretary of UCATT) to ques-
tion them. How's that for a step towards community solidarity? How, many
strikes have been lost by the mass media setting the wives against their Hus-
bands to pressure them back to work°

Just.after the Rugby Cement arrests I.S. (on one of thelr desperate.
recruiting drives) called a meeting for the building workers with Laurie Flynn
an ex-writer for Construction News among the speakers. Some good points were
made, but only once did anyone mention that it is the building workers who
build houses that they themselves can never hope to buy. They build office
blocks, car parks and prisons, while there are still shitty slums that belong
to the Industrial Revolution here, on our doorstep.

_When the final pay deal was negotiated, without thelr original demands
having been met, the men felt that they had been 'marched up to the top of - the
hill- and marched down again'. Sold out by their union bureaucrats over the
newotlatlng table, the scene of so many crimes against the working class!
After 12 weeks on strike, they felt that the union should have stuck it out.
In Birmingham there was a call to stay out. A group invaded the National
Federation of Building Trades Employers for a sit-in.: In our opimnion the sit-
in should have been in the National Headquarters of the union, in London}

Ken Barlow, who was opposed to the return on the Monday, was trying to
negotiate a local deal (over and above the national award) with building
employers in Brum. No chance though! On Monday, September 18, there was a
slow trickle back to work. A wave of disillusionment with orthodox trade
union representation swelled up. Once more it was proved that demands will
only be met in full when the rank and file wrest control of their interests
out of the hands of the T.U. bureaucracy and realise that their bargalnlng
power lies in their own unity and w1th themselves,

The next day the building workers held a demo and a mass rally in Blr—
mingham to show their disgust and anger with the national UCATT hierarchy
and with George Smith, who had accepted the employers last offer without
consulting the Regional Executive, the regional shop stewards' committee and,
most important of all, without consulting the rank and file themselves. . WOmen
and children and about 2500 men turned out to march through Birmingham to the
Mayfair Banqueting Suite (this was something new in strike meetings: COMFORT )
A large contingent came from Stoke on Trent, another area that refused to go
back, after 12 weeks on strike.

Ken Barlow spent an hour trying to appease the men. It wasn't only the
union officials who were to blame for the final defeat but also (wait for it)
‘their weakness in picketing! Finally, Pete Carter addressed the men. Filled
with anger he shouted out from one end of the place to the other '"THIS IS
NOTHING BUT A SELL OUT BY THE NATIONAL EXECUTIVE OF UCATT'. We, the building
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workers would not haUe been in thls pOSition had we not been misle.d f.o th
b} Y e
i to be conned an more . e e 11 g a
last 50 years. We are not going y We are b din :
ts won't be the same as the o ones - we w
new house and the new occupan : h 1d e will

hrow them out. These men must not be re-e
tlﬁud cheers); we, the rank and file, were not consulted about the agreement
and neither was the Regional Executive'. He went on to say that, reluctantly,

they had to return. Only three regions, Liyerpool, Stoke.and Birmingham,
were holding out. That was not enough to fight for a rgglogal agreement.

But they would not be returning the same as before. Th1§ t}mg thgy would
fight any attempt to offset the rise by laying off men, 1nt1mldatlon7 employ-
ing lump labour or reviewing the bonus system. Tbesg would be met with a
total stoppage of work with the full backing of Birmingham UCATT. Carter
also mentioned the underhand methods used by the employers to try to break
up solidarity. For example they sent letters to all strikers asking them to
return to work, to accept the deal and telling them that police protection
would be available if they decided to go back!

There was a great deal of confusion on sites around the country as the
men returned to work. Shop stewards at three sites in London were told that
there were no longer any jobs for them and so the sites walked out again.
There was a walk-out in Manchester because of the removal of a shop steward
and another at a site in London over lump labour being employed. Here in
Birmingham, Bryants and some Wimpey and Laing workers did not immediately
return to work. These firms said that they would only pay £26 (for a 4O-
hour week) despite the fact that at the start of the strike the men were on
£30 a week! (They had got this because of their militant local action and
strikes during the previous year.) WHAT A FARCE! These sites came out in
complete solidarity with the rest of the country for £30 for a 35-hour week
and finished up being shat on by the National Executive! Some employers have
gone out of their way to add insult to injury. Bryants were trying to buy
the men off with the offer of a loan of £10 a week when they returned - but
which was to be repaid at £2 a week. The mind boggles!

To top it all, the basic pay award is binding until November 1974, which
is really a 2% year period when you realise that building workers are not
going to strike over the winter. The men are now aware of the union sell-out
and are very angry and confused. They are even wondering if the National
Executive were given a big hand-out to accept the employers' offer.

There has been a sinister development in the form of a very brutal
attack on one of the leading militants at a Bryant site. Mike Shilvock was
attacked in his own home by four masked men who broke his arm and toes
‘ dislocated his shoulder and gave him extensive body injuries. It had ;ll
the hallmarks of a professional job. Organised by whom?

More developments are expected.

S.C. Brum.

Published by SOLIDARITY (London), c/o 27 Sandri
October 16, 1972. » ¢/o0 27 Sandringham Road, London NW11.
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FOCUS ON

ZORD

FORD STRIKE: THE WORKERS®' STORY by John Mathews. Panther. . 4Op.

This book about the 1971 'parity' strike at Ford is a useful addition
to -the growing body of paperbacks dealing sympathetically with working
class struggles.. The author makes clear his sense of identification with
Ford ‘workers, . But identification is not an alternative to analysis and’
in this respect the book is very weak. There are some glaring factual
gaps. It is not enough sinmply to take sides - one must have some overall '’
conception of the relationship between industrial struggle and the battle
for socialism.

WORKERS; STEWARDS AND UNIONS

The book is critical of the role of the trade union bosses at Ford,
although it lets some of the ‘left wing' ones off very lightly - for
instance Reg Birch; the Maoist AUEW E.C. member and main Ford mnegotiator.
For example it claims 'his hands were tied' (by whom?) and that he could
not say anything openly at the crucial stage of the secret settlement
masterminded by fellow 'lecfties' Jack Jones and Hugh Scanlon on March 30,
1971. This reminds one of the old C.P. excuse for the peccadilloes of.
their officials, namely that they were 'prisoners of the right wing'
Mathews also lets off Moss Evans, national secretary of the Automotive
Section of the TGWU and Chairman of the Ford NJNC. :

The book also has an uncritical attitude towards the shop stewards
committees. For example the author accepts at face value the claims made
by some of their leaders about the effectiveness of the preparation for
and organisation of the struggle. In actual fact some aspects of organ-
-isation were very poor. . This was particularly the case in the area of
communication between workers and control of the struggle by them. ILinks
between factories were weak. In some cases the dominating junta of a :
Works Committec acted more as a barrier than as a channel ofvinformatioﬁ.
Only a small minority of strikers were involved in any way in the day-to-
day conduct of the dispute. At best the struggle was run in a hand-to-
mouth fashion. There was actual resistance, by some convenors, to the
very idea of a discussion amongst stewards =nd other militants - whether
before or during the strilke - about the strategy and tactics to be used
(for example on the question of an occupation, which must be placed on
the agenda in the siruggles to come). :

The book does not deal with the contrlbutlon made by various shop”

stewards committess to the bolstering up of workers' illusions in:the:
very officials who werc to be responsibie for the final carve-up. For
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ham, whether before or during
time officials (usually six
and there were no rank-and-
'this time would be
Another case was

instance every single mass meeting at Dagen
the dispute, was totally dominated by ‘full-
or seven officials spoke one after the other,
file spokesmen at all). The officials toii ti tgi;'
different: the unions would support us a @ . . =
that of the weekly Bulletin produced by the Dagenham Strike CommlF?ge,
Every issue praised the officials to the skies. Even the last edition

(the one for the 9th week, which was produced after Fhe Jones—Sganlon '
carve-up) had no criticisms. It stated that the "unions are still standing

four-square behind us' (a very long way behind, in my view).

The book does not deal with the problem of lack of confidence of the
workers in some shop stewards committees. This is particularly ;cute at
Dagenham, but is also a serious problem elsewhere. It was highlighted by
two events. Firstly the acceptance by the men of the paltry &bk rise in
January 1970. Secondly by the overwhelming vote to end the strike, on
April 2, 1971 (albeit on a less than 50% poll). Both of these events took
place against the recommendations of the shop stewards. Another example
was the two months-long overtime ban which started in September 1968 and
which really started the movement of Ford workers, but which was opposed
by the Dagenham shop stewards committee.

This lack of confidence is not simply due to mistakes. That would
be bad enough. It is the result of a long-term policy of manipulation of
workers, where facts are distorted, mass meetings manipulated, debates
silenced and opposition slandered. It is what happens when those at the
top are more anxious to retain control of the situation than to let the
real movement develop. It is not good enough to say the objective of these
manoeuvres are often 'militant', namely to get workers out of the gate.

In the short term they might even be effective. But in the long run the
manipulators are 'twigged' by workers. They have cried 'wolf' too long
and they find themselves isolated.

This characteristic is best illustrated in the interview which Jock .
Macrae and Sid Harroway, convenor and secretary of the Body Group shop
stewards committee at Dagenham, gave to Black Dwarf. The interview was
published on the day the strike broke out (January 30, 1970). In it
Macrae and Harroway attack the left in general, all those who dared criti-
cise the shop stewards committee, and the very idea of occupation as a
valid form of struggle. Macrae then went on to describe his ideal mass
meeting in the following terms:

= ;You'gst tg the-meetﬁng: In five minutes you tell the workers the
salient point and you say '"we're on strike'. Y 0 4 ;
discussions because that leads to no bloody éctzzn?onTﬁehiZ§ :?tzrﬁzzigiz
goes on the less chance you've got of getting strike action Earried

It's better to have a well-planned, well-organised meeting with all ;;;
own people ready to say the right things and do the right fhin s. a g
you're in. TYou get your strike vote and that's it,! _ SRl
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The tragedy of this situation is that most of these men are militants.
They want to fight the boss. But they don't see the workers they 'repre-
sent' as being active and conscious participants in this struggle. This
attitude is endorsed and reinforced by the traditional left. The book
implicitly shares this view. :

A frank discussion of these problems and weaknesses is needed if
militants are to gain the full benefit from the struggle waged in January
1971. Despite his good intentions Mathews is doing no real service to the
development of job organisation at Ford by ignoring these problems. The
value. of such experiences as the Ford strike is not to provide others with
a vicarious thrill, as they witness workers coming into conflict with
employers. It's real value lies in the lessons that workers learn from
it, The problem is not to laugh or cry - but to understand.

CONDITIONS WITHIN THE PLANT

At another level the book plays down the demands put forward by Ford
workers for control over the tempo of work and over condition within the
plant (mutuality and 'status quo'). It accepts the excuses of the officials
- in particular those of Reg Birch and of Moss Evans - for ratting on these
aspects of the claim, in spite of their repeated promises to achieve them.
It is obvious that wage parity, if and when it is achieved, will be a '
meaningless sham if in the meantime Ford workers are driven even further
into the ground.* Higher wages or even shorther hours are in the long -~
term meaningless unless they are accompanied by real growth in the strength
and power of the shop floor. Indeed management have been known to make .
concessions on wages and hours, under pressure, provided that their total
domination within the plant is not challenged. It is the job of socialist
industrial militants to' do everything they can to bring about precisely
such a challenge.

It is already beginning to look as if the current 'shopping list'
of demands is going to be dealt with in the same cavalier way as previously,
with everything except wages and hours going straight into the waste paper
basket. On September 10, 1972 shop stewards from all British Ford plants

In 1969 each Ford worker produced 10.5 vehicles worth £8,270. This
should be compared with 5.5 vehicles, worth £4,950 produced by each BLMC
worker, and with 8.2 vehicles, worth £5,830 produced at Vauxhall. (Labour
Research, July 1970). Incidentally, this problem was highlighted at the
World Automotive Conference of Trade Union Bureaucrats, held in London at
the height of the strike. At this conference the delegates of the Italian
Metal Workers Union, under pressure at home, seized the opportunity -for
a bit of verbal window-dressing. They refused to support the final document
of the conference. In their own document, issued on March 25, 1971, they
criticised the totally economistic character of the main conference docu-
ment. They criticised in particular its refusal to accept that what goes
on inside the factory is also important (not simply the price workers
receive for the work they do).
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met at Coventry to finalise their claims. These 1§clude ay§§?i:a2tlii-
increase in wages'(this demand is deliberat?ly ambiguous . ;;-l- ; s ink
it means £10, while it is no secret that quite a few TnUafo_ 103% 5, actual
or prospective, would accept £4 tied to a further 2-year freeze); a 35-hour
week; a fourth week holiday; and improvements in pensions and average
earnings for. holidays. Mutuality, as always, is well down on the list,

If the workers accept a paltry settlement on the 1971 pattern - 2ol
seems possible - the trade union machines, who have done nothing to mobilise
workers and who have actually opposed attempts by workers.themse}ves Fo
get things moving, will be able to use the results of their own 1gert1a as
an excuse for 'accepting' a further carve-up.

THE WAY AHEAD

In spite of these major criticisms and of several unimportant inac-
curacies and mistakes, the book is to be welcomed. It does document the
role of the trade union leaderships in creating the situation in which
Ford workers now find themselves. It is this aspect which has caused some
leading convenors and secretaries - as well as officials - to oppose its
circulation. The book provides a mass of information about the hypocrisy
and mendacity of Ford top management. And it is informative about the
day-to-day organisation and development of the struggle providing much
inside information. For this reason alone the book should be read and
kept not only by Ford workers and industrial militants generally, but by
all those who want to understand what industrial strvggle is all about.

~.{. The serious shortcomings of the book reflect, to a certain extent,

the faults of the newly emerging radical movement, whose turn towards
working class struggle we welcome. These shortcomings are all the greater
pity because of the book's considerable circulation among Ford workers

(for example 2,000 copies have been taken by the P.T.4, shop stewards
committee, at Dagenham alone). With a more critical and analytical approach
the book would have been a much better tool for pPreparing Ford workers for
the next round of struggle, whick might start early next year.

Militants should now urgently be considerin
by the next conflict, Is it going to be the same
with the situation inside the plant left exactly t

g the problems raised
carve-up as last time,
he same as it was

n things into something
Yy shop stewards com-
How do we radically -
ARG is no paper run. by
Voice of Ford Workers'

n to seriously thinking

————

before? Or is a basis going to be laid now to tur
qualitatively different? How do we rake the creak
mittees responsive to the wishes of Ford workers?
improve communications? It is a scandal that there
and for Ford workers - and I don't include the
in this category. When are we 80oing to get dow




about international communications?*

The company is preparing for the next round right now. It is
building up stockpiles of components and completed vehicles, transfering
machinery and press tools abroad, so that production of key parts, on
which continental models are dependent, can continue. Ford workers should
also be preparing, from now. 1In this respect they have much to learn from
the workers at the Thornycroft factory at Basingstoke, owned by British
Leyland. These workers have been occupying the plant since August 15,
against mass redundancies. Nine weeks' supply of gear boxes, the factory's
main product, had been built up by the management. The workers had a
work-to-rule/go-slow, which reduced production to 10% after 5 weeks. The
supplies were down to a few days® work. Then the men went for two weeks'
holiday. Then they had the sit-in, a classic case of how to do things,
of how not to go off half-cocked. 3

There have been one or two unconnected efforts by Ford workers. On
September 8, 2,000 men at the key Halewood transmission plant had a 24 hour
stoppage against the taking of work to Germany. A series of demonstrations
in support of the four night shift pattern are planned at Dagenham. But
a much more substantial and coordinated campaign is needed. And this means
planning and discussion now.

There is a need to strengthen financial resources by building up
shop funds. And it is necessary for some hard thinking to be done about

*

The emphasis here needs to be on rank-and-file contacts. Too many
jacks in office are jumping onto the international band-wagon as an oppor-
tunity simply to engage in a bit of meaningless rhetoric. Rather than
rely on this sort of eyewash in future disputes, groups of Ford workers
could for example go to Belgium and Germany to make direct appeals at the
factory gates - over the heads of the officials - to fellow-workers at
Genk, Cologne and Saarlouis. In the past these factories have busily gone
on producing standardised models which have seriously reduced the effect
of strikes at the international level. It would probably be necessary to
produce material stating the case of British Ford workers and making a
direct appeal for support in the appropriate languages (continental Ford
employs many immigrant workers, especially from Italy, Turkey, Portugal,
Spain and Yugoslavia). It might even be necessary to throw:pickets around
the main European plants, if necessary calling for support from the widest
sections of the workers and socialist movement in these countries to beef
up the picket lines. Miners, dockers and building workers have shown the
way to picket on a national scale. Ford workers will have to spread the
struggle abroad, if it is to be effective.




what: forms -of struggle would be best suited Fo the C?:rzn?ugigzziziyand.
strategic needs of Ford workers. An occupation: bexriab 3ould be worth-
concentrated at one plant each at Halewood and Dagenh?mqld S i :
considering in its own right. Workers in gccupatloy ﬂoz M ect-
ively to discourage attempts to transfer gles, machlnef Ooknock—dowﬁ'nents
to keep production’ going.abroad, in the likely event O t? larl f%’ £5
drag-out struggle. Such a tactic moreover would be par 1cu* rly eliectlive
in the likely event of a.union-led 1hack-to-work'! movement. ;

We would like to hear the reactions and comments of Ford workgrs and
others to.the points made in this review. It is only through the widest-
and frankest discussion that the real lessons about the struggle of Ford

workers will be drawn and then acted upon.

Mark® Fyfe.

A For additional discussion and ideas on this subject, see 'Strategy for
Industrial Struggle' by Mark Fore (Solidarity Pamphlet no.37 - 10p.),
'The Great Flint Sit-down Strike against General Motors, 1936-37' by
Walter Linder (Solidarity Pamphlet no.31 - 10p.) and 'Under New Manage-
ment? The Fisher-Bendix Occupation' by Joe Jacobs (Solidarity Pamphlet

no.39 - 5p.).
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DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM AND PSYCHOANALYSIS by W. Reich. Socialist
Reproduction, 57d Jamestown Road, London NW1. 25p (postage included).
April 1972. :

Socialist Reproduction are to be congratulated for popularising this
little-known text of Wilhelm Reich's which appeared simultaneously, in 1929,
in Unter dem Banner des Marxismus (the theoretical journal of the German
Communist Party) and in its Russian equivalent Pod Znameniem Marxisma. It
is a symptom of the void in both vsychoanalytic and meaningful radical
literature today that we have to thread our way back for more than four
decades to find a sensible discussion of these interesting matters.

Unlike previous texts of Reich's to which we have referred in reviews
(see What is class consciousness? in Solidarity, vol.VII, No.2) and pam-
phlets (ggg Irrational in Politics) the current text is of no immediate
relevance to an understanding of human needs or of the founts of human
action. It is something very diffevent: an attempt by Reich to reply to
some of his critics (in both the psychoanalytic and marxist movements ).

It is important to situate the text irn the Germany of the late
twenties. In 1929 Reich's break with Freuvi was on the horizon, its roots
clearly understood. Personal relations with Freud, however, were not as
yet embittered. The break with the Stalinists was also in the offing.
Relations were bitter but had not as yet been traced back to their ideolo-
gical source. In 1929 Reich is walking two tightropes. He uses Freud to
argue against Freud and the Freudians - and Marx to argue against the
Marxists. + is a difficult endeavour, as we have learned from our own

experience.

" Reich starts by pointing out (rightly in my opinion) that most of
those on the left who were criticising Freudian psychoanalysis or marxism
were doing so on the basis of an inadequate knowledge of either - or both.
He sought to define the proper object of psychoanalysis as 'the study of
the psychological life of man in society', an 'auxiliary to sociology!',

15 form of social psychology'. He defines limits for the discipline. He
freely admits that the Marxists are right when they reproach certain repre-
sentatives of the psychoanalytic school with attempting to explain what
cannot be explained by that method. But, he points out, 'they are wrong -
when they identify the method with those who apply it ... and blame the

method for their mistakes'.
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: s Reich as 'science'!
Both psychoanalysis and marxism are Seel by & :

(psychoanalygig as the science of psyChOlOElCalehesgfiga a;iazaizzsgaif
social phenomena) and by implication as unarguably ducté oF historicale~
gories and values of science might themselves be pro s icﬁ s
evolution is barely envisaged. In this Vhole approac %2 Ao I“S:Lng
the 'scientistic!' ethos of the epoch, whlch~had %ts roo it ak athl e of
the bourgeoisie and its drive to control and dominate nature, r er than

to live in harmony with it.

Reich vigorously defends psychoanalysis ggainst the charge of being
idealist. To the indictment that it arose 'during the dffcadencev?f a
decaying bourgeoisie' he retorts that marxisn d}d t0o0, So wiat. he
rightly asks. He dismisses those who crudgly attacklgll kéow gdge as.
'bourgeois knowledge'. 'A culture', he p01nts.out, is not ?nlforg like a
bushel of peas ... the beginnings of a new social order germinate in the
womb of the old ... by no means everything that has been created by bour-
geois hands in the bourgeois period is of inferior value and useless t? the
society of the future'. Reich attacks the simplistic mechanical materialism
of those who would claim that psychological phenomena as such do not exist,
that 'only objective facts which can be measured and weighed are true, not
the subjective ones'. He sees this as an understandable but nevertheless
misguided reaction against the Platonic idealism still dominating bourgeois
philosophy. He demolishes Vogt's once popular thesis that 'thought is a
secretion of the brain, in the same way that urine is a secretion of the
kidney'. To dispose of this nonsense Reich calls Marx to his rescue, the
Marx of the Theses on Feuerbach, the Marx who wrote that it was not good
enough to say that 'changed men were the products of ... changed upbringing'
because this forgot 'that it is men that change circumstances'. Psycho-
logical activity, Reich correctly insists, has a material reality and is
a force in history that only the most short-sighted would deny.

There is no reason, Reich argues, why psychoanalysis should not have
a materialist basis. He boldly plunges the Freudian categories and concepts
into the reality of the class society around them. !The reality principle
as it exists today', he writes, 'is a principle of our society!. Adaptation
to this reality is a conservative demand. 'The reality principle of the
capitalist era imposes upon the proletarian a maximum limitation of his
needs, whilg appealing to religious values such as modesty and humility.
....the ruling class has a reality principle which serves the perpetuation
Of.lt? power. If the proletariat is breought up to accept this reality
principle - if it is presented to him as absolutely valid, e.g. in the name
of cultureé this means an affirmation of the prole%aria;'; e;bioi*ation
and 9f capitalist society as a whole', Reich submits other Fﬁeudian cat-
egories to the same kind of historical ang sociological critique, while
szeklng ?o retain their essense. The 'unconscious' too he pginés Eut,
g yaacqulre new symbols in an era of technological chanée. Zeppelins, in
reams, could assume the same sexual significance as snakes

Having argued, more or les
© B

Boots el e e e materialiss convincingly that there can be - and in

t basis to pPsychoanalysis and that the
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subject requires no roots in metaphysical morality, Reich goes on to try
and show that psychoanalysis is also dialectical. And here he comes un-
stuck. Iike Lyssenko and his genetics, Reich has to 'tidy up' the rich
reality of his own insights (not to mention Freud's) to make them fit into
a ludicrous mould of ‘unity of opposites', ftransformations of quantity
into quality' and 'negations of the negation', all drawn straight from the
simplistic pages of old pop Engels' 1Dialectics of Nature’. Paul Mattick
laid this particular ghost a number of years ago and it is sad to see
Socialist Reprodvition resurrect it without comment. These pages are
certainly the Achilles' heel of the whole essay. Tor all his protestations
that psychoanalysis is an empirically verifiable set of propositions, Reich
shows that he is nevertheless caught in a methodological trap of his own
making ... and that he is not really an unhappy prisoner. Sonmeday, someone
should write about the anal-eroticism of the system-makers, from Marx and
Darwin, via Trotsky, to Reich. Why did they all suffer badly from piles?

Reich finally discusses the sociological position of psychoanalysis.
He is here on firmer soil. ILike Marxism, psychoanalysis is a product of
the capitalist era. It is a reaction to that era's ideological superstruc-
ture, the cultural and moral conditions of modern man in sosiety. Reich
brilliantly analyses the ambivalent relations to sexuality of the nascent
bourgeoisie and the role of the Church during the bourgeois revolutions.
The bourgeoisie now had to barricade itself against ‘the people' by moral
laws of its own, Double standards of sexual morality emerged, well analysed
in other Reich's writings. 'Just as Marxism', Reich concludes, 'was socio-
logically the expression of man becoming conscious of the laws of economics
and of the exploitation of a majority by e minority, so psychoanalysis is
the expression of man becoming conscious of the social repression of sex'.

In lines of great lucidity, but already seeded with that bitterness
that was later to consume him, Reich even foresees the frenetic commercial
exploitation of a debased psychoanalysis. Capitalism rots everything.

'The capitalist mode of existence was strangling psychoanalysis, both from
the outside and the inside'. 'In bourgeois society psychoanalysis was
condemned to sterility, if to nothing worse, as an auxiliary science to the
science of education in general’ . Psychoanalytic education would only come
to fruition with the social revolution. Psychoanalytic educators who
believed otherwise were living in a fool's paradise. ‘Society is stronger
than the endeavours of its individual members'. They would 'suffer the
same fate as the priest who visited an unbelieving insurance agent on his
death bed, hoping to convert him, but in the end went home with an insur-

ance policy'.

The pamphlet is well produced. There is a good introduction, marred
only by the fatuous statement that 'through the twenties ... Leninism in
the hands. of Stalin was rapidly becowming transformed into the ideological
litany of the new managerial class that was being established throughout
Russiat. Alas, Leninism was not 'becoming' anything. %t had been Ju§t that
for many a year - certainly since October and probably from much earlier.
Whether we discuss Lenin's views on sex (see The Trrational in Politics) or
his views on the virtues of tone man management' (see The Bolsheviks and
Workers Control) the clues are there for those who can read them.




E.L.I. could never be granted

. Thus revolutionary consciousness is ne
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n. Available from

'THE RIGHT. TO WORK? OR THE FIGHT TO LIVE: by Keith Patoqop

102 Newcastle Street, Silverdale, Staffs SIS S

The 'Right to Work' slogen, popular in rallies against unemployment,

R e s
implies under capitalism an acceptance of explo?taclogohtBEt i?iel§lt612~-
ative' proposed in the title of this pamphlet ('The _F:Lg to °' ) contains
reformist illusions as well, As it stands it suggests mere.subglotence in
this system - hardly something for revolutionaries to camp?lgn for, ?he
antithesis in the title is difficult to locate. Thg peculiar legegd is,
however, consistent with the content of this anarchist pamphlet wglch }acks
both a revolutionary theory and a coherent purpose desplte a predilection
for hip, angry (ANGRY) oathks, which all of us can understand.

Part I is concerned with the efrects of 'guaranteed' 'Equal Iiving
Incomes' (E.L.I.). The demand for such incomes is intended, amongst other
things, to stimulate revolutionary consciousness, thereby changing people's
attitudes to capitalism's ills and presumably bringing about social revol-
ution:

'When the equation WORK EQUALS MONEY EQUALS NECESSITIES is
broken (by E.L.I.) people will be free to ask WORK EQUALS WHAT?
FOR WHOM? WHY?. Is the product necessary and to whom? ... Is the
work being arranged in the most efficient way? Instead of a single
control pyramid, is there a complex, crisscross, many-centred
pattern, with everyone arranging short cuts with everyone else in
the light of a clear plan? Was the plan drawn up by various groups
of workers and submitted to everyone for criticism and debate

before being agreed upon by a mass meeting?’. (p:6..)
Thus socialism would ensue. Or again, more blatantly:

'Equal living individual inccmes would destroy the nuclear
family dominated by the male adult’, (p:8:)

Let us assume, for the Sake of argument, that: ev Y
E.L.I. 'as of right' in capitalist society. Wh§ would tﬁigogiaizﬁigegezs
Keith suggests, that people would think ang act differently? It éoesg't
necessarily fol}ow. By the beginning of Part LT ('Fightiné for Erual
Living Incomes') the issue is complicateg when Keith suddenly realises that
in capitalism anyway: :
'In the first pert I consider
demand for Equal ILiving Incomes wa
because the state neither

ed ﬁhét would happen if the
s e ”1nt?o§uced”u This was false,
WoUld nor could introduce such a demand'.(p.16)

5 E.L.I.s are to be achieved through o i
tiongry' struggle (detailed in Parts IT gnd8§§$?ne, self
told that the demand for E.L.I.s will help generate revolutionary change!

eded to get E,L.1.s which are needed

ess! The most logiqal explanation

-managed, 'revolu-
Yet in. Part I we are

to obtain ... revolutiorary consciousn
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of this ludicrous confusion is that Keith's perspectives for revolutionary
struggle are severely deficient, even to himself. Hence the substitute of
the mechanistic E.L.I. Throughout the text Keith fails to come to terms
convincingly with such an essential and simple question as 'how can revolu-

tionary change actually come about?'.

The best clue to the author's insufficient answer to this question
is in Part III. This contains a resentful attack on the 'respectable'
employed worker, the 'skilled, white, middle aged and male ... with these
workers suits and respectability are the rule, tradition directs their
"thinking", for whatever motions they pass their lifestyles are 100% cons-
tipated®. (p.17) This sort of arbitrary divisiveness is excellent so long

as you are not trying to
encourage working people,

as a class, to a revolution-
ary point of view. - For.while
Keith supports 'non-integrated!'
and rebellious workers, the
importance of the working
class (however uncool or inte-
grated some sections may be

at present) in changing the
system never emerges from:his
ideas. Keith never refers to
his revolutionary prodigies
(claimants, women, blacks,
"whites', schoolchildren, etc)
as being - or not being -
members of this economic class.
They are merely members of
various social groups. Their

desire for socialism is insuf-

ficient to destroy capital. Socialism, as I see it, would require firstly  :
that capitalist relations of production be changed along democratic lines, -
industry being self-managed by the producers themselves. Although socialism
would require the breakdown of all capitalist relationships, e.g. sexist or

racialist, the destruction of those concerned with production are basic to.@?

revolution in social power.

A revolutionary working class is necessary, then, for socialism.
Those outside of production altogether (students, some white‘collar workers,ﬁ
etc,) can only become revolutionary insofar as they link t?elr actions with )
the revolutionary prolectariat. In place of even sugh a brief and schematic
perspective as this. Keith's prospects for revolution are based on a loose

identification with people fighting oppyession:

tAnybody who feels oppression and fights ag
revolution centrally'. (p.18)

'We shall fight against all oppression as we ekperience aln Ui (p,ﬁg)--ﬂ

ainst it is in the

T
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can only be realised by us, all of us

nd (for E.L.I.)
tThe dema 16)

fighting together.. ' (p.

: cective tenor of these statemen
%‘}E issimgzg:aralt1Z§kng§engiisgxiyaj:‘iﬁsis of society, which is esanEjs_‘,;l
foiyt‘negreasons described in the previous paragraph,
The significance of the working class is sometimes glimpsed, in a

common sense way, but not explained fully:

1Probably it is still true that the mass of white,.skj._lledg middle

aged workers have got to get off 1:,he1r knees a}nd fight the system

if we are going to have a revolution and not just revolts'. (p.18)

But the outline of a political theory based on the sogial analysis that the
quotation implies is missing. In a similarly perceptive moment the correct
statement that 'claimants do not have much economic power' does not lead
to a class theory. On the contrary, a perverse attempt is made to justify
claimants' isolationism:

'We will be forced to use more imaginative methods, symbolic action,
disruptive actions, mass actions...'

This merely emphasises the lack of revolutionary effectiveness of such
methods. If genuine working class unity (i.e. revolutionary unity) deesn't
exist at present, as the author rightly stresses on p.17, then the obvious
task is to help encourage it. It doesn't excuse a liberal attitude to the
anger of oppressed minorities, simply because that anger does exist.

' Industrial reorganisation, fundamental to socialism, is barely men-
tioned. We are told that industrial workers 'will only really fight when
the outlines of a whole alternative way of living everyday life has become
clear, through the struggles of claimants, women, students, etc.' As in the
IBRAIESIES fiemangi_,_illogical inferences (workers 'will' follow the example) are
rﬁ;ded to cover up for inadequacies in the basic ideas. The alternative
a;f?;il‘:zi-eirefei‘ﬁ‘ed ’?o by Kg::.th, however democratic, would surely be quite
Tl .TE scale and fL'mCElon from that of industrial work in a socialis?t

y. The nature of self-managed production will derive from the bitter
oduction itself. Keith's alternative

everyday experience of capitalist p»
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life.style is not related to those embryonic social structures which could
prefigure workers' councils as the organs of socialist society (for example
strike committees, composed of elected delegates revocable at any time by
rank and file workers). Instead he seems to be talking about such schemes
as 'self-managed projects', !'social initiatives!', 'non-boss' and 'unalien-
ated work'. The pamphlet’s examples include: making toys, showing blue
films 'socially', duplicating mutual aid sheets, and even robbing mail
trains. We don't oppose these things for moral reasons but because, when
considered as forms of revolutionary activity, such notions could lead to
the most reactionary consequences. Why not support, for instance, the
'self-managed’ activities of Jesus-freak communities? :

As long as the problem of changing the system of capital is evaded
in this fashion, it becomes more difficult to solve. False solutions sooner
or later help to stabilise capitalism. Self-management on its own is not
sufficient to change society. It must be linked to politics. Only when
applied to the economy as a whole and to all other institutions of society,
within a socialist perspective, will revolution come about. In the end
Keith himself loses confidence in his 'alternatives':

'T began to suggest ways in which we could build it (the welfare
society) - or at least survive, while unemployed, far better than
the bosses want us to'. (p.16)

.- When talking about revolutionary self-management we place the emphasis
on the collective working class, and not on social 'experiments' or 'fighting
oppression'. What does this mean for the activity of revolutionary groups?
It means that we must recognise that certain sections of the class (claim-
ants, housewives, students, 0.A.P.s and certain white-collar workers) cannot,
because of their isolation from production, develop a revolutionary struggle
on their own. They are unable to threaten the real locus of power in society.
On the other hand, industrial workers have the potential power to prefigure
the foundation of a socialist society, namely production run for use, on
egalitarian and self-managed lines. Logically then the working class is,
at the moment, the only section of society where revolutionary self-organi-
sation can meaningfully be encouraged. Job organisation is the necessary
beginning of a desired gencral revolutionary movement for workers' councils,
which could link all social groups to the working class. To maintain, as
Keith does, that 'fighting oppression' is the essence of -revolutionary
politics 4n effect opposes this general movement. It is a confusigg expres-—
sion of, rather than a solution to, 'oppressionff Keith's theory is influ-
enced by resentment towards the socially integrated workers ('We're ANGRY,
Mr. Goodworker') rather than by an objective look at the essential dynamics
of capitalism; Social isolation is thus proudly asserted, and a revolu-
tionary. class position avoided at all costs, for.the sake of'tpc Ego. A
genuine revolutionary critique must undoubtedly include a critique of
'welfare', sexism, racialism, ageism - as well as of egp101tatlon - and
would include a discussion as to the nature of revolut}onary chénge. gut
as far as Keith's pamphlet is concerned such a revolutionary critique is

hardly apparent.

Steve Place.
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We publish below a letter received from the Workers'
Association for the Democratic Settlement of the
National Conflict in Ireland (a maoist organisation)
together with our reply. Some copies of SOLIDARITY,
vol.VII, no.1, which contains the Theses on Northern
Ireland referred to are still available.

Your Theses on Northern Ireland (Solidarity, vol.VII, No.1) seemed
to me to reveal a certain callousness and disregard for the troubles of’
real people in real situations.

You say 'We would rather struggle for what we want - even if we don't
immediately get it - than struggle for what we don't want ... and get it'.
But in a situation such as the N. Irish one, it's not a question of pres-
sing for something we want. There is a confrontation between two kinds of
nationalism, which is causing immense and useless suffering and preventing
the emergence of class consciousness. This being the case, it is the job
of those who want to see a strong united working class capable of tackling
the bourgeoisie .to resolve this national conflict, even if it means putting
:forward an ordinary, dull, unrevolutionary, unromantic bourgeois~-democratic
solution.

. Marxism teaches that new forms can only emerge out of forces present
in“the forms that precede them. Nationalism is losing its effectiveness
as a reactionary force in Britain as the bourgeoisie needs to expand its
-market into Europe. Southern Ireland, ton, is having to accommodate itself
to this situation - hence the dwindling support for the reactionary protec-
tive nationalism of Sinn Fein, as shown in the massive vote in favour of
~entry to the Common Market. The 'jingoist' nationalism of the North -
which you make noattempt to analyse or'explain, except with the usual cli
ches used by Socialist apologists for Catholic nationalism about an 'OC -3 !
bourgeoisie wanting to keep the workers in check - is a defensive t;ange
alism. The people of the North - bourgeoisie and workers - who G
time participating in a confident and expanding industrialism hwgre BLokls
reason to wish to separate from Britain as part of ‘an 'inde e,d : 'no
whose culture was an expression of the desire of small commgdl}tent Zreiaud
to wgrk on a safe home market, protected from all ‘foreign! i;f{uzizzucers




The Unionist bourgeoisie of the nineteenth century were very much
opposed to Orangelsm which represented the landlord interest in opposition
to them. They only joinesd with it tc oppose a common enemy, and this
common enemy has ensured the reactionary nature of Unionism ever since.
Without a threat, Protestant nationalist culture - which is functioﬁal
rather than romantic - loses its force. The seame is largely true of the
'nationalism® of the Northern Catholics, whose support for the IRA is
dependent on the degree tc which they feel themselves threatened by the
Protestants. It was because this nationalism was so lukewarm that the
current anti-partitionist campaign had for so long to disguise itself as a
campaign for civil rights.

It is clear rrom this that the people who are keeping primitive
nationalism alive in Ireland are Sina Fein, whose existence is tjustified!
by the continued efforts of the Southern ruling c¢lass to propagate among
Catholics (they've never really tried it on the Prodsi) the historically
incorrect view that there is only one nation in Ireland, and that the Pro-
testants had no wxight %to secede from it. Of course talking about and cam-
paigning for the righte of nations to self-determination is very tiresome
for Internationalists. Bubt while nations and national consciousness are
real forces in society the problems they raise have to be resolved to pave
the way for Tnternationalisnm. Six years ago, national consciousness was
fading away from N. Ireland hecause there was no need for it: mnow it is
everywhere rampant. It is not our job to dismiss it as tjust! a bourgeois
illusion, keeping ourselves and our revolutionary consciousness pure and
untainted. Those concerned witi the Ireedom of the workers have to connect
with the problems experienced DY the workers.

Of course, in recognising that the IRA are a reactionary and not a
socialist force, and that their nationalist campaign should in no way be
re half-way towards an understanding of the situation. But
have very little vo offer Irish workers in
the wav of a practica. programme to resolve it. The ‘Workers Association:
for the Democratic Settlement of the Mational COH?llCt in ;reland'.puts
forward two principles that any safe settlement will have to take }nto
account:

1) Full recognition of the rig

remain within the UX State. ] Y .
2) Tull recognitica and accordance cf the democratic rights of the
L . - s -

Gatholic mimority in the N. ireland/UK State, and of the Protestant minority

in the Southern State.

supported, you &
you yourselves admit that you

ht of the Ulster Protestant Nation to

There is nothing remotely revolu-ionary ab9ut ﬁXlslprogzamﬂi. TAny
responsible bourgeois party could have PITe ltjt hﬁm Sgileiear:ediry

B s e workme in gide dinecticn NCIGERE S e Al1iame

oG nend S0 Fan [innsdiaiesplobiseiie slag beol ?l“te uz.nz tht o i T
Party Paisiéy and Faulkuner in EVCCERSLORA | 'hi ac+ Z;mwzrkin clas: T
menta%ion of this programme 415 cssential il anj sort g
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A ' . ing Protestant
. We're not supporting . :
Irelarfldour‘members come from Catholic Nationalist

disarm it, by removing the threat to it.

politics is to emerge in N. -
nationalism (a large proportion o
backgrounds). We simply want to

; ; - : rogressive as Esperanto. It will
As an idea, Internationalism is as P 5 el -
‘only become a reellity when the forces that create and maintain nations

cease to be effective.

Peter Brooke )
Workers Association for the Democratic Settlement
of the National Conflict in Ireland

B = CmSC

o It may well be true to say that in N. Ireland today there is no
question of pressing for something which we, as socialists, want. But it
does not follow that we must choose between the available options. We do
not accept the job of ‘resolving this national conflict' - helping the
rulers, on their terms, to solve their problems. The 'bourgeois-democratic
solution' is not simply dull, unromantic, etc. It involves definite social
evils, constant exploitation, manipulation, and callousness inflicted on
real people in real situations.

In fact we do make attempts to analyse and explain, though not to
Justify, such phenomena as nationalism., Ang not only in,the economic/his-
torical terms indicated by P. Brooke, Given that the conflict evolved along
those lines, Protestaant nationalism may be termed defensive. b t there is
much more to it than natural reaction to a recur-rin threat, ;c eld be
said of many forms of reactiionary ideology that theg are k ot 1'Coub si-
cally by fear, and the manifestations of Protestantynationz;iisrzlil :;‘r: nit

typically defensive in character, Nationald : e
25 eI e G, i n0n~functiona]_ll5t culture is always romantic

rooted in tk_le.psychology of the masses and’fg;‘tz;‘rztﬂ.on&l element, deep- 5
social conditioning, is indeed vital to its SUI‘Vi?ralby the whole process .o
And the function served ig
mythical identity of interests be
this explicit when he defines 'tp,
bourgeoisie and workers.) ¢

that of élas
tween rulers
€ PeOI_Jle of ¢

S collaboration, based on a
and ruled. (P, Brooke makes
he North' as comprising

No doubt any militant assertio
sify adherence to the other, but it allon
existence of 'primitive nationaligpy:

15 & yegy rionalism is liable to inten-
on one Y Simplistic view to blame the
Section of one side (Sinn Fein)e
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The consistent practices of Unionism a
as presenting a threat to the minority
pretensions of the Southern bourgeoisie to defend that minority. In any
case, the conditioned acceptance of the mythology ensures its survival in

at least folklorigue forms when no threat is present (as among Irish exiles)
and as a tendency to over-reaction when a threat appears.

nd Orangeism could equally be seen
in the North, and as justifying the

A£11 nationalism is primitive in terms of class consciousness. There
is no acceptable, sophisticated variety. The 'Two Nations! view of Irish
history, the entire Workers Association analysis, grants a validity to the
concept of nationality which socialists should surely question. Fair enough,
if you use certain criteria (as propounded by those who have an interest in
preserving such notions), you can make out a convincing case for the view
that there are two nations in Ireland. But it's all, at best, rather beside
the point as far as we are concerned.

For us, as Internationalists, campaigning for rights of nations to
self-determination is not just 'tiresome'. It would be in clear contradic-
tion with our ideas and aims. Supporting nationalist claims does not tend
to pave the way for internationalism. We have to demystify on all sides,
rejecting such claims as a totally wrong orientation. It is only by refu-
sing to compromise our revolutionary consciousness that we can avoid working
against the freedom of the workers. It is only by explaining the real
nature of apparent 'problems', even if we have to dismiss them as irrelevant
to socialism, that we can meaningfully connect with the workers' experiences

and indicate the issues at stake.

We can agree that recognising the reactionary, non-socialist nature
of the IRA is to understand no more than half the situation. However,
would not the second half consist of an identically demystified attitude
to Protestant nationalism? The Workers Association could.be accu§ed gf
enunciating only a partial critique in the mainstream of its publications
to date. Consistently to attack Republican mythology may have seemed the
most urgent task, and some useful work ha§ been.done here (e.g. re-assessment
of aspects of Irish history). But the failure po.present a more general
critique can only result in distortion of the picture as a whole - and the

position of the Workers Association within it.

t the two principles put forward by the W.A.
the real situation; or alternatively that

pe affected by small groups with no influence
But it is enough for us to repeat that we

- 5 : ccept any obligation to offer a programme that

i: ?§2£ i:mEEZE;uEZSEizizigaiyl.p We go ngt wish to add our vo?ces to those

of 'responsible' bourgeois parties. Qur interests are n9t theirs. As long

as the 5 A. does not differentiate itsel? from such pa?tles except by a X

formal's%'é adherence to socialism, it.w1ll.offer thhlng of valge to Irish

worker; lAnd the bourgeois and/or nationalist parties will continue to get

the workers' support.

It might be argued tha-
are of dubious practicality in
the course of events will not
on the political manipulators.
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a fundamentally alienated view of revolu-
e not fantastic/utopian/romantic/unattain-

able: they are closely integrated with 'real' life, here and now. Our daily
experience-of, and alienation from, bourgeois democracy 15 what leads us to
reject it completely. A precondition of human freedom is the comprehension
and progressive elimination of all that tends to limit it.

Only by principled adherence to ideas like Internationalism will pro-
gress ultimately be made. Among the forces that create and maintain nations,
the misleading ideology of 'national self-determination' is paramount.

Iiz Willis.

P. Brooke's letter betrays
tionary politics. Our politics ar

Here“s Q. qood one
~J

R listener {* oY
6%‘\&7@1}\_(.& asks "

13 " i
tohot about &

A
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2 WOMEN wp 10: UNION

The pamphlet reviewed here tackled questions which have § 5
received scant attention from revolutionaries, SOLIDARITY
included. We have developed our critique of trade unions
and the traditional left without specific reference to
their failings vis & vis women, and we have expressed
general support for women's 1lib. with no detailed critique
of the problems involved. Anna's review does not express
SOLIDARITY's ideas about the unions (or about women's
liberation), but the views it represents are widely held.
We publish it, together with Selma James's reply, in the
hope of initiating further discussion.

WOMEN, THE UNIONS AND WORK by Selma James, Notting Hill Group,'WOmen's
Iiberation Workshop, 1972. Obtainable from E. Runay, 46 Scarsdale Villas,
London W.8. Sp + postage.

This pamphlet was produced for the Manchgstgr Conferencg last March.
It appeared at a time when the movement was beglnnlgg.to feel tye need for
involvement in activity beyond the con501ouspessfra131ng for which some
local groups had deliberately restricte§ their size. Sisters want?d to draw
together, in a wider political perspective, thg forms of st?uggle in which
they had taken and could take part. Selma P051?§Atbe nee% for an autonomous
women's movement, in the context of v1ru1entlcr1t1clsms of left 9rgan}§atlons
and trade unions. She puts forward a new set gf.degapds-tQ provide a‘focus
for the movement, around which women c9uld mobilise. _Inltlally_#he‘pamphlet
was welcomed because it covered hitherto large}y unexploiedlgr?znd» TgaHYf 5
sisters are now less enthusiastic, because Of'lﬁf lack of clarity. They fee
p st in denying the validity of work in unlo?s, at a time when
it to be esc?pls‘f Jomen are Wage-earners. The pawmphlet is, however, of
a 1arge_sectlon o wcatalyst for further discussion in the movement. Much
v?lui’tl?tozigsazsa“elevant criticism of the role played by many revolu-
of what 1 o

tionary groups in struggle.

italist co-option of the women's movement,

Selma sees & d?ngeﬁrginczﬁisai:w field§ of exploitative relations,
both through women belngf 1eft organisations. She claims these see.the class
and through thg agency Of the white male over thirty, thergby blocking the
struggle as being thabhot of othsr groups considered 'marginal!, such as
women's struggle,and : Zh considers that these left groups ahlstor?cally
Diegke apd claimants-2 ée;and for the arousal of 'trade union consclousness'
agopt Lenin's Eriggzgtrial action (such as that of the miners) has shown
although recen
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'ié outsig
. velop methods of strugg ide
the power of the class to organise and de D B2 i smonatoates Row  the

. aucracy. -
of and often counter to the union buretérests of women.. For example thepe

ion i act against the in A B s
Eztzn:econ51st§??ly g (thiugh plenty of unofficial) equal pay stflkes,
én no oiiicia women are often hindered fronm

: i ing has been encouraged; ‘ :
?2§§§zzntizluiiii%ngand despite woman as housewife being the double slave
9

of capitalism (as slave to the wage slave) she Fakeihnocfggg igtznizne—
decision making. Selma concludes that by dividing the : eneralisatg
earners and non wage-earners unions structurally preventhg Gl ion of
struggle and become bureaucratised. She does not Qeny ed o gﬁgan—
isation against conditions of slavery on the shop fl?gr an ig i e office,
but emphasises that it is the power of the worke?s Wnlch abolishes such
conditions and which produces organisation. 'Uplgnlsatlop of women, she
suggests, may occasionally be useful as a mobilising tactic, bgt never as
an end in itself. She calls for a new analysis of the whole of the class
struggle to replace the male analysis of the wage-earning male.

The basis for Selma's attack on the unions is largely her experience
in the U.S. (where unions take their place alongside other large corpora-
tions in supporting Nixon and capitalism) and in Italy (where there has
been widespread rejection of the unions and fairly successful organisation
outside of them). Her eulogies over workers' self-activity in the miners!
strike are not justified by the facts. There was no serious challenge to
the NUM leadership, although workers were able to exert pressure on it with
some success. In Britain, we have not seen a tremendous growth in conscious,
organised, self-active militancy outside the unions. On the other hand,
while the unions are not revolutionary, most of them see their interests as
opposed to the capitalist class.,

All but the richest women work, at least in the home, and most of
them outside as well., Selma sees them as pawns in the cooperation between
the capitalists and the unions, expendable as labour themselves, and servi-
cing the male wage-slaves. She points out that women are alreaéy involved
in some organised unofficial industrial action, and that individual rebel-
lion, especially absenteeism, is rife, She says that the only thing wrong

d from the home, without entering

the wage slavery of capital, They must organise against their oppression,

uniting where capital divides.

for 'the right to work' (i.e. the

1S reaction i R 5
The danger o? Selma's conclusions to the wozzilés ey d?wnlng on the iift
drawal from involvement in the g : movement is a total wit

gy truggle at the i -
teg §°St by cafltiltSt:prOduCti9n’ receivingh; ¥:Zf£iige;f Yﬁmen are z?Pi:;
ag )0 Sgge ix ?: s hey ire.SOClalised into reducegq expectat‘e wa%egn money
etec.). e logical conc usion to much of Selma's ap tions (pi i
gethod§~must be developed linking the factory, the cEulnen’f: is surely thame
involving the whole class, whether male or fepn ommunity, and the home,
struggle as a class. emale, old or young, in its

Anna.
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_ In her attempt to give her anal
enunciates six demands which sh
movenent as a whole.

ysis practical implementation, Selma
! € suggests may be adopted by the women's
Sir. Tadea g bE & The aim is to articulate in few words the breadth of
v ‘€ Ooppression and exploitation of women, and to raise
p0551b1}1t}65 of new kinds and areas of action in each local situation from
L Peglnnlng, while always keeping the fundamental issues before our eyes.
But instead of starting from the foregoing analysis, she seems here to base
herself on the historical evolution of the present movement. Hence the
formulation of 'demands' as such, their close relation to the original 4
demands adopted by women nationally early in 1971, and hence perhaps the
ambiguities and confusion which arise from this section.

The 4 basic or minimal demands which have hitherto provided an easy
answer to the question 'what do you stand for?' are: equal pay now; equal
education and job opportunity; free contraception and abortion on demand;
2h4-hour child care centres. Selma's six are: 1) the right to work less;

2) a guaranteed income for women and men, working or not, married or not -
wages for housework; 3) control of our bodies, the right to have or not

to have children; &4) equal pay for all; 5) an end to price rises; 6) free
community-controlled nurseries and child care. She has explained how these
issues affect people and pointed out some of the far-reaching implications
they might have. 3

However, the main purpose of the programme is not quite clear. Is
it transitional, or a prefiguration of future society? Are these conditions
pre-requisite for change, or the ideal to work for? Items like the struggle
against price rises or for a shorter work week can be seen as analogous to
trade union demands. The 'guaranteed adequate income' fits in with current
thinking in the Claimants' Unions, but how does it_relate to equal pay?

Then the idea of wages for housework would tend further to entrap women in
their traditional role, and to institutionalise as employment what should
surely be a minimal background activity sha?ed ?y all. .And are we to asg
for control of our bodies, instead of assuming it from the §tart and resist-
ing any attempt to interfere with it? (On the chgrlhand, sit everyone was
free to dispose of her or his body with no constraints, the revolution

would practically be achieved.) Lastly, tbe type of nursery gnd other
Wweilpame provisions envisaged places emphasis on community caring and. a

degree of self~-management now.

ible methods of struggle, the pamphlet recommends
. hey work for wages, where they shop, where
that w?men be orginliigtzgiis Ey {eafletting on hours of work, wages,
Phey l}ve and'wgr ;re and slavery. This would give quite high priority to
inflation, chilc, but there is little indication of how the struggle in
1ndustr%al~a?tl?né waged. How can women working together best organise on
production might be 4 towards control of their work, avoiding co-option of
immediate de@agds an Given that job organisation is basic, should they be
shop flgoi m;};;inizé battle against discrimination inside the unions, or
prepared to Il <

In considering poSS
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ate to rank a
try to by-pass male-dominated structures? How do thinZii ;n e ownnd
file male workers - and to the potential un109 bureamore direct link betwee
ranks? Posing such questions might have provided & FOUP TR - R
the two sections, analytical and practicgl, of.the.P tﬁo mo&ement e
answers. could only emerge from lengthy dls?uSSlonnip a%el 1it+l; attenti
is, the ongoing debate has tended to pay disproportion y 4 i

to these problems.

The idea that the struggle itself can provide a soc;a} existence for
women outside the home is attractive. But if all th}s activity is to be
meaningful, it must be founded securely on the con§clousn§ss of those
involved, consciousness that must go beyond accepting a list of deman@s,
The nature of a demand, and the content of this pamphlet as a whole, is to
come up for discussion at the National Women's Conference in N9vembe?.
Perhaps the attempt of the Notting Hill Group to give a new orientation to
the movement will then bear fruit, though probably not according to their
prescriptions.

Iiz.

NEW PAM PHLETS We have produced 2 new pamphlets. 'AS
WE DON'T SEE IT' (5p + postage) was spe-
cially written (after long discussions in the London group) to eliminate
certain ambiguities in previous statements of our views. It is a response
to repeated questions put to us concerning (1) our analysis of various types
of contemporary societies, (2) our concept of socialism, (3) our view of the
trade union and political bureaucracies, and (4) our attitude to other poli-
tical tendencies on the 'left'. It has been sent to all subscribers and we
hope it will become the quickest and most accurate introduction to our ideas.

CEYION : THE JVP UPRISING OF 1971 (25p + 5p postage) is a detailed ana-
lysis of last year's events in Ceylon. A movement of disaffected youth,
drawn mainly from the petty-bourgeoisie (both urban and rural) almost brought
down the Coalition Government of UNP, Stalinists and ex~-Trotskyists. The
State Department and Mao's China, the Tory government and Russia's rulers,
India and Pakistan, all sent money, weapons or moral assistance to Mrs.
Bandaranaike. The pamphlet contains a full background to the events
interview with a Ceylon revolutionary, an epilogue on what has happeéed
since the uprising, and an article 'Third Worldism or Socialism! outlining
our views on Third World struggles in general. The pamphlet is being sent
to all subscribers whose sub is well on the credit side (it is bein gcounted
as the equivalent of 5 issues). If you don't receive the pamphlet %efore
the end of October, it means that you sub won't stand it. pamp.

an

The production of these two pamphlets in offset 1j
back financially to the zero line and we are faciiztalizgzigiiykggigig us

We appeal'to readers and supporters, who feel thi 5 7 .
useful, to help us urgently with some bread. 1s kind of documentation is




SeLMA JA

Dear Anna and Iliz,

Tpough I'm glad to have the opportunity to put my point of view
’ along with yours, it is difficult to raise disagreements with you in a
journal of an organisation dominated by men. I am conscious that my view
may be used against you or your view against me, not to disprove our
arguments but to discredit us; Those who have more power tend to retain
that power by the principle of dividing and dominating the less powerful.
T think I'd better explain this because it is bound to be scoffed at by
some men who believe they know all there is to know about 'politics',
certainly more than women do.

A1l organisations in which men and women work together are inevi-
tably dominated by men. I am a feminist and a Marxist; I don't believe
democracy, which is based on tequality', works. The men have organisa-
tional skills which we women are only learning. They are not worried about
‘the dishes they left in the sink or whether there are clean nappies for
the morning - their heads, then, are more able to concentrate on 'important'
things, rather than on the decimating details of routine women's work.

Most of all, they are used to authority over women. Therefore they have
more confidence, in themselves and in other men. They listen to each other
more easily than to us, and give each other's views more careful consider-
ation. All this doesn't stop when they join an organisation that calls

itself socialist.

We've become aware in the women's movement of the pressure on the
women in these organisations. Though we complain and fight aga?nst the
male supremacy We meet there, yet we tend to feel on the @efen51ve,.feel
we must justify the autonomy of the wogen's @ove@ent and its ?x?luSlon of
men., must convince them that Women's labgratlon is not 'unpolitical'. IFls
pfeéisely this defensiveness that justifies the move@ent's aut9??my and its
exclusion of men. And it's precisely thg great gap 1n_the gOllFlcs of
male-dominated left organisations that }1es at the bas1s of their male
supremacist theory, attitudes and practices.

itd le-dominated left
shatter the outdated politics of the ma 4 1e
1o étiﬁjzdzg the women's movement that the pamphlet you are reviewing
:zleriitén I see by your review, Anna, that you know this.

b But women have as their
: tics are based on the factory. _wor :
. These.polizlsociety; their primary mode of exploitation, ?he home.
arliary ?elizzzg Workers in 'private' - more precisely,
orkers in

i wages.
; 2 iz homzzezoift %n relation to the wageless, waged people have
individual - ¥
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power, and this is the basis of male supremacyuané:gg:nsggzzge2§iziﬁiiiin
of women in the whole of capitalist 5001e:y° dEV?gLLCiSely because their
factory, as 50% of the women in this country ﬁmofe exploited'thaﬂ~Mén

base is the home, a wageless job, they are cyen :
are. It is assuéed that women don't need money of their own. But look

how the left shed tears when unemployed men don't get a wage. . We are told
they lose their_self—respecti

: . _
- 'So the pittance that bosses pay women is called pin money, though
women- work as hard, often harder than men. : :
Women are not the only traditional wageless people. One of the
reasons that young people run away from home is that, while capltal is -
preparing them in schools to be efficiently exploited, they are wageless
and their parents' wages are & power OVer them. Recently a. 16-year old
girl was put in Holloway by her father for stealing something to eat. Her
father had decided not to feed her because she couldn't or wouldn't get
a job. -The unemployed are also wageless. The sick are wageless, and the
old. ‘But the unions don't organise them. The structure of unions is based
on this division between the waged and the wageless. Unions are for people
with wages, and for nobody else. :

And unions are for work. If anybody thinks they're entitled to live
and get back some of that surplus value they are making or made when they
were young or not sick or that their parents made, unions are against them.
Unions are for a fair day's work, fair, that is, to the capitalist.

OK, you may say, but they fight for the worker. Nobody can fight
for the worker. Anybody who comes along and says, leave it to me, I'1ll
fight for you, is going to negotiate your struggle out of existence. That's
what thb»unions do all the time. This is not because they are bureaucrat-
ised; they are bureaucratised because they have to ram negotiatiéns and
work down workers' throats. The unions only betray workers who have not
yet understood that, no matter how hard we fought to establish them in the
past, they have now become part of the State apparatus. Younger men workers
and women in factories, homes, hospitals and telephone exchanges show by
their' action that whatever the unions once meant is.hot going to blind them
to what the unions are today. The unions can't bétray thesegworkers because
they expect what they're going to get. To say the unions betray is like
BRlEE a0 el . on woien Toadtinost obpetially

By the way I notice, Anna, that af e
the pamphlet, you say: 'The basis for Selzzfsg;¥i2§kaospifndld-Summ?;y ¥
1argely;her experiepce in the U.S. where unions take thg' lelunloni al, £
other coérporations in supporting Nixon and capitalism al§ place i onﬁ S
there has been widespread rejection of the unions and ¢ nd in Italy Y_i
orgenisation outside.them'.. I'q like to take you = onaiiii successfu




bl ieiitzgewidejt expgriepce with unions is in the U.S. I have also
NSt aﬁ zgzgrles 1p Englagd. But do you really think that A
K capitalisme' 1' gyent from unions all over the world? Do you think
: 2 S 15 different' or 'better' than elsewhere, or workers

in Britain not militant enough for the state to need the unions against
them? Do you think that when the unions here support Harold Wilson they
gre not supporting Nixon and capitalism? A good deal of industry in Britain
}s owned by American capital. The Labour and Tory governments' function

is precisely to defend capital, their own and Nixon's, against the working
class here. And when you say that in Italy there has been 'fairly success-
ful organisation outside' the unions, where do you think that came from?

It came from workers and the extra-parliamentary left together working out
clearly and precisely what the role of unions is (at least as far as men
are concerned!) and organising autonomously. The result of the struggle in
Italy and the U.S. against the unions is that the unions' demands in those
two countries make Vic Feather, Jack Jones and Hugh Scanlon look like 19th
century reformers. The more we organise autonomously, the more we'll be
able to use the unions, instead of as now trying to tie women up into male-
dominated adjuncts of the capitalist state. The miners didn't have to
challenge the NUM leadership in words. They used the union structure when
it suited them and ignored it when it didn't. That's autonomy. It made
the state tremble and put the NUM in a crisis it hasan't got out of yet.
It's scared of the miners. There is no 'British road to communism'. Capital
is international and though its negotiators differ in language and style,
they are international too. Unions in Nigeria and Israel are not gualita-
tively different from unions in the U.S., and Mexico, Italy and England,

France and South Africa.

The purpose of the programme is not ‘transitional' - transitional
to what? - or a !'prefiguration of future society'. No. Notting Hill made
that clear in their preface. 'They are not a plan for an ideal society,

and a society based on them would not cease to be oppressive. Ultimately
the only demand which is not co-optable is the armed population demanding
the end of capitalism'. The purpose of these demands is to have a tasis

for organising an autonomous struggle of women, autonomous of men'; domina-
tion (though not necessarily of men - see below),.autonomous of unions,
autonomous, that is, of capital and all its negot;ators.‘ ?hey arise from
where we are, and wWe are everywhere in the.5061etj, at different §tag§s of .
struggle, facing different obstacles and~d1fferent modes of exploitation,
all based on the fact that we are born with a uterus. When tpe Unsupported- .
Mothers call for a wage for all regardlgss'of sex, age or mérltal statu§,.
they are implementing these demands, bringing men in under the leadership

of women, teaching them a new way to s?rugg}e, to §truggle n9t o?ly_for :
better conditions in which to be exploited but against exploitation, against

work And who has worked more for capital than women !
4 be pointless to try to articulate each demand,

Only a movement in action can do that,
~option of our struggle from the

In this space it woull

i se i ible.

and also in a sense impossi :
once it has set its sights against any cé




right or from the left. We'll make mistakes and haye faliures, b:ttﬁe are
attempting to do what has never been done, to organise an hgonn;cth . o
struggles in every area of exploitation, under the 1ead§rs 2P O J0e MWD
are exploited. We women must break the power over us of thg meagre wage
men receive. As I tried to say, for every demand we need tlme.and we need
money, the two things that capital robs us of. I can't see, Liz, how this
relates to the previous four demands which were & call, in my view, for a
more cfficient Walfare State.

: We in the women's movement must ensure that our heads are clear
about what capital is. Men have not understood it up to now, because they
didn't know we were exploited and they didn't know that in the home, they
were the instruments capital used to exploit us. So we have a lot to tell
them. But more important, unless we work out what capital is as we know it,
we will never understand or be able to assist the persistent day-to-day
revolution which women (you know who women are - those backward, flighty,
non-political appendages to men) are waging daily.

There are a lot of things the pamphlet doesn't say. It's a pamphlet,
not a book, first of all, and secondly there is o much I don't know and
that we all can only learn from the struggle. If you want to know more
about the general political view from which the pamphlet emanates, however,
there is one book. It's called THE POWER OF WOMEN AND THE SUBVERSION OF THE
COMMUNITY by Mariarosa Dalla Costa and myself, and is published by PFalling
Wall Press and a group of women who love women, the women's movement and
therefore themselves, and who hate the ruling class. It's available from
me for 25p.

You are in.a male-dominated group, and I feel very much that this
is a failure of the women's movement. We have not offered you enough as
yet. We hope to change that soon. My hope is that the ideas in the pam-
phlet, when put into practice, will hasten that change.

Much love and much power,

Selma.

P.S. I don't like all the quoting that goes on and the general tone of
debate on the left in which I also for many years engaged. But I'd like to
quote one thing which will clear up a misunderstanding.
of 'Lenin's pre-1902 demand for the arousal of "trade union consciousness'.
The left certainly gives this as Lenin's view. Tt was never his view
Listen to this: 'The history of all countries shows that Rpinden oclass
exclusively by its own effort, is able to develop only trade union cins— ’
CcioUBNEessS. .. " '...the spontaneous labour movement is pure and simple trade
unionism ... and trade unionism means the ideological enslavem t Pf i
workers to the bourgeoisie. Hence our task, the task of Socialig o Weieas
to combat spontaneity, to divert the labour movement from its emgc oi;
trade unionist striving to go under the wing of the bouy QOiS'spon Znio b;ing
it under the wing of revolutionary Social-Democracy'° Th?s .Sli, anWHAT o

70 BE DONE (Lenin's emphasis). In 1902 Lenin obviously didi't rog derstand
the working class, but, oh god, how he understoog the unions! yet un

You speak, Anna,
1
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EDITORIAL

A

RED RAG is a Marxist journal of Women's
Liberation, a journal that challenges what-
ever and whoever demeans women, and
stands in the way of their struggle.

We are committed to the destruction
of capitalism. and the struggle of the
working class for liberation from a de-
humanizing and divisive society. Integral
to this struggle is Women’s Liberation,
which is articulating the suppressed bitter-
ness and desperation of women - the
hitherto silent majority.

Up to now the movement has been less
concerned with women'’s relationship to
work and the trade unions, than with
consciousness-raising -women collectively
discovering the extent and ramifications
of their oppression. This determination to
calculate the price we pay for being
women in capitalist society is vital if we
are to evolve an alternative to our prob-
lems being dismissed as private when they
are the political symptoms of oppression.

However, like something of a bomb-
shell, Selma James® pamphlet ‘Women, the
Unions and Work™ has provoked a great
debate in the movement around how
women working inside and outside the
home. paid and unpaid, relate to work
and the trade unions.

Whatever is thought of her observa-
tions. demands and conclusions, the
pamphlet has clearly signalled a new
phase in the women’s movement, and this
is why we are reproducing a summary by
Selma of the pamphlet, together with
several articles responding to it.

Working class history has certainly
been stained by the betrayals of leaders
corrupted by racist. sexist, bourgeois
ideology. although the collective potency
of workers bound together in the Labour
movement has at least inched forward and
upward the material conditions of the
working class against the crudest exigen-
cies of the employers.

What is important is not to reject the

unions, but to inject into them persistent
and comprehensive demands for change,
so that they begin to mean something to
women, and to move their weight against
sexism, instead of reinforcing it.

It must be stressed that the trade union
movement can only partially improve our
situation, for there are many dimensions
to our oppression. Organising women in
unions cannot solve the problems of
women at home.

To argue for the involvement of women
in unions is not to minimise the need for
other forms of struggle. One of Women’s
Liberation’s most poignant achievements
has been to reach out to the unpaid and
the unorganised - and our activity on that
iront must surely be galvanised, and must
penetrate deeper into the unplumbed wells
of women’s society.

However, the women’s movement is
not only vital to those unrepresented by
other movements, because the women’s
movement is indispensible 1f women’s
demands are to be articulated.

Without the women’s movement mili-
tant wonen are 1solated, often at odds
with their sisters, and women’s demands,
if asserted at all in the unions, get drowned
in a sea of male incomprehension and
indifference.

The movement has a responsibility to
thrust its demands, its programmes, into
all spheres and institutions.

Women trade unionists can only begin
to be effective if their ideas and their
demands are invested with the experience
and insight of the women’s movement,
and if their campaigning is bolstered by
feedback and support.

Women’s Liberation could be the best
thing that ever happened to the trade
unions.

RED RAG. Produced by a Marxist
collective in the Women’s Liberation
Movement.
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A Summary of Selma James’ Pamphlet

WOMEN, The Unions
and Work

‘WOMEN, the Unions and Work® begins by
facing the twin dangers of co-option of
the women’s movement. The first and
most easily recognized is the capitalist
machine itself, which has expressed its
willingness (0 incorporate women, not
only as tokens, but also as “grateful out-
siders” who will bring new energies and a
greater rationalization of production and
discipline to the system. The system, in
other words, wishes to use women to
make capitalism work better.

The other danger the pamphlet defines
is more insidious for the very reason that
it comes from those who pretend to speak
for the interests of all women as they pre-
tend to speak for the interest of all
workers: namely, the white male-
dominated organisations of the Left.
These organizations see working-class
women, especially working-class house-
wives, as backward. They believe that
women can only liberate themselves by
going vut of the home to work for wages.
Once there, they will have their ‘trade
union consciousness’ raised. Then they
will be able to help men in the ‘general’
struggle instead of hindering them.

Such a conception, the pamphlet
shows, can be entertained only by mas-
sive self-deception. First of all, the Left
glosses over the record that the unions
have in regard to women: that they have
helped to maintain unequal rates of pay
for men and women; that they have under-
cut struggles of women against discrimina-
tion by bosses and by men workers; that
they have not tried to organize the most
exploited women in small shops; that
they have ignored the labor (as well as the
struggles) of the houseworker.

The Left misrepresents the natural and
logical reaction that women have to this
record. The pamphlet elaborates on these
points and its centrefold, a reproduction
of a union form, illustrates the real con-
cerns of trade unions.

Second, the Left ignores the nature of
women’s work. Not only are women clus-
tered in the lowest, most tedious and op-
pressive jobs in factories and offices, and
segregated in small sweat-shops, but fac-
tory or office jobs do not relieve them of
their non-waged job in the home. Most
working women endure a double slavery.
The Left organizations define this con-
dition as the ‘road to liberation.’

Third, they fail to see what every
woman knows by bitter experience that
even though she works only in her home,
1solated in the most menial, repetitive
chores, she is an integral part of the whole
productive apparatus. She services the
worker and produces the worker of the
future; she stretches the worker’s wage to
cover the family needs and sees most clear-
ly the wage rise, for which all suffered,
swallowed in the inflated prices which
follow the strike: she sces the decrease of
social services and the destruction of
human relations in separation of the old
from the family, in hostility in the young,
in alienation between the sexes that
capitalism brings.

In short she has a view of the total
problem which Left orgamzations lack.
T'heir narrow focus on the factory and on
trade unionism 1s substantiated in the
pamphlet.

Against this position and in defence of
women and of the autonomy of the
women’s movement, the pamphlet asks us
to look at the real conditions of women,
their work, and the kind of struggles that
they have waged against capital in an arena
where the factory is a part but not the
whole. To quote from the conclusion:

We must not allow what we know is

the female experience to be translated

into the secondhand politics of “trade
union consciousness’, which has been
presented to us as the only viable alter-

native. Goodbye to all that. When 20

per cent of the women of a mainly

women's factory don’t turn up for
work on Monday, they are light years
beyond the trade union struggle, in
fact its mortal enemy. They are strugg-
ling not only for better conditions in
which to be exploited but against ex-
ploitation, against work itself. We in
the women’s movement should be the

" last people to believe or act upon the
absurd notion that women are incapable
of leaping beyond the oppressive insti-
tutions which trapped men. Because we
have been ignored and excluded by
these institutions it is precisely us who
are in the position to move beyond
them.

N/

1. WE DEMAND THE RIGHT TO
WORK LESS. (For starts, a twenty-hour
week.)

2. WE DEMAND A GUARANTEED
INCOME FOR WOMEN AND FOR MEN,
WORKING OR NOT WORKING,
MARRIED OR NOT. WE DEMAND
WAGES FOR HOUSEWORK.

3. WE DEMAND CONTROL OF OUR
BODIES. WE DEMAND THE RIGHT TO
HAVE OR NOT TO HAVE CHILDREN.

4. WE DEMAND EQUAL PAY FOR
ALL.

5. WE DEMAND AN END TO PRICE
RISES.

6. WE DEMAND FREE COMMUNITY
CONTROLLED NURSERIES AND

To strengthen and focus this self-activity cHILD CARE.

of women, the pamphlet proposes six de-
mands for the Women’s Liberation move-
ment to act on. They are:

Q. Qe R
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THIS is not a detailed review of all the
points in Selma James’ pamphlet ‘Women
the Unions and Work’. Instead I want to
take up some of the more general ques-
tions she raises. >

CO-OPTION

Selma is pre-occupied with several
forms of co-option, unions are presented
as continually nobbling workers and
capitalists co-opt both workers and
Women’s Liberation, while left groups lie
in wait for women’s liberators.

I’'m not going to deal with the last kind
of nobbling as I think it’s better discussed
out loud with very specific examples.
Vague accusations only create an atmos-
phere of political paranoia and a reds-
under-the-bed mentality which I am sure
is very far from what Selma intends and
only benefits the ruling class.

As for the co-option of unions, the
working class and possibly of Women’s
Liberation too, it would be absurd to deny
that these have not gone on and are not
going on, or might not go on. The point is,
how can we most effectively stop this
process?

Selma keeps coming up with a series
of scapegoats to explain failures and par-
tial successes. This is all very well if we
want to work off some rhetorical rage.
But it doesn’t help us to see how capital-
ism works and understand how to change
it. The scapegoats serve as decoys. As
long as we chase them we miss the social
reality which brought them into being.

UNIONS

She says the unions fragment the
working class, ‘into those who have wages
and those who don’t’. In fact such a divi-
sion was created by capitalism. The fac-
tory system finally removed production
from the home and brought the working
class under the wage system. The growth
of modern unions has come from this
concentration of the labour force in the
factory.

The work discipline of the factory
which kept the machines running regular-
ly was, and still is, bitterly resented by
workers. It takes hours, days, ycars out of
their lives. The employer takes a large
part of what workers produce in the form
of profits.

In resistance to the exploitation of
their labour in this way workers have com-
bined to raise the sum they can get out of
the surplus they produce. Capitalism has
thus made it possible for workers to create

The Carrot The Stick
and The Movement

organisations to defend themselves on a
scale that was impossible before.

Now although this kind of organising
is limited to the wage bargain, it still con-
stitutes a threat to the absolute control
the employing class has over what the
workers produce and the time they spend
at work. It also makes possible the class
pride and confidence workers gain through
solidarity in strike action. The union orga-
nisation is necessary in order to prevent
isolation of particular groups of workers.

Ever since the unions have been made
legal the employers have tried alternatively
to use the carrot and the stick. The carrot
has been the co-option Selma notes. The
stick has been the use of the state and the
laws in the interests of private capital. The
only effective weapon against this has
been the continual creation of rank and
file pressure and organisation. The shop
steward movement is the obvious example;
the movement for workers’ control,
another.

But this does not make the union struc
ture unnecessary. If we only say women
should organise where they work how do
women on strike get support from other
workers? How do they get strike pay?

If we are really serious about challeng-
ing male domination in the unions we
should start by organising Women’s
Liberation groups at work and in union
branches. Not as alternatives to unions
bpt as a way of making industrial organisa-
tion both more effective against capitalism
and more democratic, to go beyond the
economic basis of the wage bargain.
Women’s Liberation groups are places
where women can develop trust for each
other as women. But working class women

EMMA GOLDMAN

need class solidarity with men too_

WHERE WE COME FROM

Both feminism and the Women’s
Liberation movement have come, like
the unions, out of particular historical
situations in capitalist society. The early
feminist movement’s origin was the
economic, social and political helplessness
of middle class women who were excluded
from production.

The main theme of this kind of femin-
ism was for equal rights of jobs, before
the law and for the vote. But Selma does
them a disservice by saying they invited
women to vote and be free. Many socialist
feminists in the early 20th Century saw
the vote as a necessary reform but by no
means the answer to the oppression of
women.

It is very important that we try to
understand what kind of changes in
capitalism have produced our own move-
ment. Selma picks out one important
factor, the potential use of educated fe-
male labour in middle management at
lower rates of pay than men. She sees this
as a way in which the women’s movement
could be co-opted. But the way she
presents this very real danger is confusing
in the same way as is her analysis of the
role of the unions in capitalism.

It was not the women’s movement
which produced the girls coming out of
university as she implies. Higher education
for women is a result of the need for a
more educated labour force and of femin-
ist agitation. It is of course still restricted
mainly to middle class girls and is also not
equal to men. Nonetheless the concentration
of girls in universities which resulted from
post war expansion, meant that middle class
girls were shuffled into one of the most
developed points ¢f capitalism only Lo
confront more clearly the underprivilege
of their sexual future.

We came up with a terrible bump
against the block between educational
promise and practical reality.

REPRODUCTION OF THE LABOUR
FORCE .

We were not the only ones to be affec-
ted by changes in modern capitalism. The
growth of welfare and the direct interven-
tion of the state in the reproduction of the
labour force has not only come about as @
result of working class pressure. It also
serves the long-term needs of capitalism
for a relatively healthy and intelligent, if
subservient, labour force.

Fortunately this combination has
proved dodgy again for capitalism and has
created new ways of bargaining with the
state, like the Claimants Union.

It has also made the nature of our up-
bringing in the family, our education, our
sexual relations, our feelings towards our
parents and children, and the work women
do in the family in reproducing the labour
force, vital political questions. It is very
important that we organise against capital-
ism at all the points where it reproduces
itself.

AND ORGANISATION AT THE POINT
OF PRODUCTION

However this does not mean that we
throw the baby out with the bath water
(to use a bad image). We should not dis-
miss effective organisation at the point of
production.

Selma’s analysis disregards the signifi-
cence of what has been an interrupted, but
long-term trend in this century, the ab-
sorption of married women into the labour
force. Capitalism has landed itself in the
awkward position of depending on
women’s work in two places at once, at
home and in industry.

It has tried of course to have it both
ways, and force women to do two jobs.
This process pre-dated the emergence of
women’s liberation. It was not a result of
it as the Italian article Selma quotes
implies.

‘Capital itself is seizing upon the same
impetus which created a movement—the
rejection by millions of women of
women’s traditional place—to recompose
the workforce with increasing numbers
of women.’

In fact, this recomposition was well
under way in the U.S. and in parts of
Europe in the 50s when the propaganda
about women being in the home was
strongest and when Women’s Liberation
was being thought about only by tiny
groups of women, among them, Selma in
America and Simone de Beauvoir in
France.

I am not saying that movements are the
automatic response to crude economic
facts or that consciousness does not change
society, but that in reacting against this

distortion in marxism, Selma lands us in
another one.

Because she does not see movements
and ideas as coming out of social reality
as well as transforming it, she misses the
contradictory forces which bring us to
conscious resistance. This has a serious
strategic consequence because it means
she emphasises organisation at home,
around the reproduction of the labour
force at the expense of organisation at
the point of production.

Simply because some boneheaded
marxist men have been dozy enough to
stress only economic organising doesn’t
mean that we have to rush off in the
opposite direction.

The importance of Women'’s Liberation
is precisely that it makes it possible to
cut through the separation between home
and work, production and consumption,
wage earner and dependant, man and
woman, which has always helped to make
capitalism stable. That is why working
class women are such an important group
—their class and sex situation makes the
connection necessary.

It’s no good making a demand like pay-
ing people to do housework. This does
not socialise housework. It merely con-
firms the isolation of the houseworker, in
her, or less likely in his, nuclear home. It
does not connect those who are respon-
sible for the reproduction of the work
force to wage workers in commodity
production.

UNDERDEVELOPMENT

Implicit in Selma’s pamphlet is an
analogy between women and the under-
developed economies. The Italian article
she quotes touches on this and the danger
of struggling against women’s specific op-
pression only to reach ‘another degree of
capitalistic control and regimentation’.
This is a very real danger and [ think it's a
pity she hasn’t tried really to disentangle
what this underdevelopment of ours in-
volves and how this relates to the domi-
nant form of production in capitalism
and to the dominance of men in our
culture.

This confusion means she falls into the
opposite trap. Instead of simply getting

capitalism to rationalise itself, she tends
to idealise the symptoms of our weakness
in capitalism. Absenteeism may be a ges-
ture of revolt, but [ don’t see how we can
stop the Tories cheating us out of equal
pay if we never turn up for work.

We must be careful in asserting an
alternative to male domination that we
stress our possible strengths not our
existing vulnerability.

Many of Selma’s demands are based on
the desire most of us feel to find a short
cut out of capitalism. Of course we are
opposed to price rises but it is a problem
when we try to take long-term effective
action against them. Of course we would
like to work less. But this demand would
get many employers laughing up their
sleeve at the moment.

This is why the men and women who
are demanding the right to work have a
more realistic idea of making a demand
which can be organised round in a decay-
ing capitalist economy. To say we want to
work less confuses the present situation
with a future socialist society and misses
out the struggle in between.

There is no short cut out of capitalism,
no amount of wishing and willing and
demanding in the air will make the gro-
tesque old monster pack his bags and go
quietly off to some remote desert island
for a quiet retirement.

PATRIARCHY

The disentangling of the non- or sub-
capitalist elements in our predicament is
one of the most crucial theoretical and
practical tasks ahead of us. The danger of
exposing women more completely to
capitalism mentioned in the Italian article
quoted by Selma is very real.

Capital itself has whittled away at pat-
riarchal authority, which is based on the
ownership of women’s persons by men
and rooted in the family as an economic
unit of production.

Patriarchy, however, has survived
though in a distorted form into capital-
ism. Like other ‘backward’ i.e. non-
capitalist forms of ownership and pro-
duction it owes its survival to the manner
in which it serves capital. Capitalism is
thus continually eating away at the sub-
capitalist remnants which feed it.

It is not clear whether capitalism could
continue without patriarchy and the spec-
ial oppression of women. It is certainly
very difficult to imagine capitalism with-
out male domination. But it would be rash
of us to imagine that the struggle against
male domination alone is sufficient to end
capitalism. Our success will depend on the
strength of other movements, against
imperialism, racism and class exploitation
and our ability to unite with them.

Our task is to make a strategy which
will guard our autonomy but to make
alliances with other movements of the
oppressed, which will devise means of
continuously breaking dow the divisions
capitalism has forced between us, and
which neither idealises underdevelopment
or exposes us to more systematic exploita-
tion. The difficulties are tremendous. But
it is our only chance of victory.

Qi
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Sue Cowley
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I’M putting down here some reactions,
problems and questions about Selma
James pamphlet ‘Women, The Unions and
Work’. I've been in a number of discus-
sions on the paper and they’ve usually
been favourable but concerned about
specific aspects such as the payment for
housework demand. Some women have
been antagonistic but not able to explain
why or if they have it has been from a
rather male defined position.

My reactions may represent questions
and confusions as well as misgivings other
women feel about Selma’s piece. Please
other women write what they feel about
their opinions.

Selma states her position on trade
unions early on and it is one of the domi-
nating themes of the whole piece. She
uses the miners’ strike as an example of
what she is against and for in organizing
against capital. The miners’ strike she says
was an example of ‘autonomous class
action’ and the leadership of the miners’
union is an example of the sell-out ‘of ficial’
management of labour by labour for
capital.

It seems clear that the miners fought
and won the strike because of their ‘rank
and file’ militancy and refusal to play
down their struggle but it also seems clear
that their strike was a union activity. The
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Eclectic but not Dialectic

strike represented the more militant acty-
ality and mood of the workers but it was
a union strike—a withdrawal of labour
power—and was done, however rebellious-
ly, thru the organization of the miners,
their union.

Because the strike was supported by the
men and reflected their real conditions,
their fed up emotions, it drew to it and
was part of the community life around it,
The mining community women organized
around the strike. I’'m not suggesting
they’re not strong, independent women
but they were activated by the strike.

Selma James does have good ideas and
insights about women’s real relationship
to production—both in terms of their vital
and intimate connections with its main-
tenance and in the validity of day to day
life outside of production. But her ans-
wers still leave me confused. The problems,
prejudices and limitations women face in
unions, if they get in them, if the union
even wants them, are as much reflections
of the whole ideology of capitalist society
as of the particularity of the unions.

Sure trade unions are often corrupt
and do regulate labour for capital but they
have been used to win and maintain very
important and necessary gains for labour
against the bosses and maybe they could
become a lot more aware and militant in
that sphere than they are now. But in an
overall view of a future/now political
movement of the working class, S.J. places
the T.U.’s too high on the ladder in order
to knock them too far down into the
gutter.

I’d like to suggest that it’s not so much
that trade unions prevent organization
outside of production but as much the
lack of a political movement in the work-
ing class that prevents the politicization
of trade union members. The trade union
fight can be taken to its limits only with
the development of a revolutionary move:
ment which is leading to an overthrow of
the structure which brought forth trade
unions. This lack also prevents
ment of political activity which could be-
gin to unite all the strands of lIlOVL?nlCl"
against oppression into a concerted fight
against capital.

Unions are limited to strug !
duction. The political movement of the
people to get rid of capitalism must be
part of us—women, in and out of P"F’du.c_‘
tion, in and out oI‘Iunions. Trade umomS’L>
must also become political with us and w¢
must figure out and be clear about how
we relate to the struggles in producuon:

I suppose my biggest criticism of the
piece is the very nature of its reasoning
My feeling is that S.J. is eclectic in hef
presentation of the contradictions in
T.U.’s and of the possibilities of W25°
forward. I’d tentatively say that she’s

gles in pro-
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at all dialectical about the way she pre-
sents trade unions. From the way the
pamphlet reads, you'd think the capital-
ists sat down and decided to start the
struggle for trade unions so in the end
they could control them. But to get them
took decades of struggle and death on the
part of the working class. Because trade
unions are only part of an overall political
movement which can act against capital
but is located at production, some left
groups do get hung up in work with or
around T.U.’s—economism etc.

We reject this and any political move-
ment must reject it if it is to work out
revolutionary politics which take into
account all the different spheres of life.

The legitimacy, importance and force
of activities in the community does not
deny production. It does recognize the
necessity of dealing in depth with our day
to day life particularly at this point in the
development of capitalism when ideology
has blunted and obscured certain relations
and also perverted the perception of ex-
ploitation on our doorsteps and which we
ourselves are so determined to end—sex,
race, class. We women will attack sexism
where we have always experienced it—in
all areas of our lives.

The brief excerpts from the ltalian

paper are interesting but do not convince
me. How necessary is the family to capital-
ism? It has been vital but is it necessary?
Also are exploitation and work synono-
mous? The puritan work ethic has to be
recognized and dealt with in any left wing
approach to life of now and the future.
But is Selma really saying that work equals
capitalism? Or is she posing new defini-
tions of work? It’s also clear that we have
to explore what the development of
technology —automation—really does to
people’s relation to work.

The demands themselves are often con-
fusing because it isn’t clear when they’re
meant for or how to achieve them orina
general sense what sort of women’s move-
ment they are directed at. [ know what the
introduction says about them but that’s
not enough.

Specifically I need more explanation on
numbers 1, 2, and 5. What do they really
mean in terms of the situation we live in
now? How should we—the W.L. movement
_understand the demands? They are not
all equal. Some would mean very different
things to different women. How we made
them a perspective could be completely
different. Does that matter? All the econo-
mic points Selma brings up for me need
much more clarification. What is the

relationship between wages and inflation?
What are price rises, including tax, rent,
food and clothing connected to?

I hope argument and discussion will
help clarify some of these things for me.
[ agree that we've got to start moving,
acting and working with women in this
country now.

OF COURSE Y 'KNOW
WHAT WOMENS LIA
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POLITICS

SELMA JAMES’ paper reaches out to us as
an authentic and desperate search for a way
of understanding our movement, of bringing
strands together, of looking for the traps
we might unwittingly have fallen, or be
falling into. It is a call for action, and a cry
of warning.

Full of intuitions of danger, and of the
fear that we might wake up one day finding
ourselves demoralised and broken, having
been the political expression of women’s
desire for release from the oppressed and
subordinated, intolerable lives that we live,
but having pursued the desire for freedom
down dark alleyways which have left us as
oppressed as ever.

What comes over is the sense of urgency
—the potential of our movement is being
squandered—an anguished look at our
politics, expressed with an energy which
drives through all the confusions, contra-
dictions, all those, in my view, profound
errors, with which her paper is riddled.

What I am trying to do here is to present
some alternative framework for the analysis
of the womens movement, an alternative
perspective on the problem of the relation
of our movement to that of the working
class. This means trying to go through some
of the problems of the relationship of
capitalism to sexism. For although there are
points on which I am in agreement with
Selma, I am in fundamental disagreement
with her conclusions and with many of her
theoretical positions.

The main consideration which prompts
me to write a reply to Women and the
Unions is a political one. I looked at it from

this point of view: if we won our four exist-
ing demands, I could envisage that we might
find ourselves in struggle around the appli-
cation in practice of those demands, but not
against the principles they embody:

Thoroughly Misconceived

That women should have control over
their own reproductive powers and that
discrimination against women in all spheres,
schools, factories and so on, should be
eliminated. But the demand for wages for
housework should be institutionalised as a
category of paid wage labour and that in
this way the housewife should be treated
in the same way as any other wage labourer.

This demand seems to me to be
thoroughly misconceived, and I will try to
show why later on. In the long and the
short term we would certainly be squander-
ing our energy if we fought for demands
which, if ever we won them we would then
find ourselves struggling against.

Then the way in which the demands are
discussed, in terms of whether or not they
are ultimately ‘co-optable’ by the govern-
ment, is profoundly depressing. The first
consideration must always be the relation of
demands to the needs of women and to the
struggle of women against sexism.

Of course there is a real need of women
to which this demand does correspond—the
need for just a little more time, just a little
more money, particularly in a situation of
rising unemployment, rising prices, wages
being forcibly kept down and so on. But it
does not follow at all that housewives
wages is_the solution we should put forward.

Ros Delmar
o

Understanding the Movement

It seeins clear to me that as a movement
we are extremely weak in certain respects
We haven't yet solved the problem of how to
create an information service, although that
is the need we have felt from the beginning
It is not so much that we don’t know what.
groups are doing—in our own city, in other
towns and cities—even more important we
have not yet worked out ways to commun-
icate how we evaluate our experiences, what
kinds of criteria we use in reflecting on and
learning from our work.

We have no journal in which the ideas
which we are developing can be expressed
and debated, and have tended to turn for
that to American journals. So that in a very
real sense we are ignorant of our own
movement.

The movement’s energies are not being
‘squandered’. To put it like that implies a
direction, a controlling group. The situation
is much more that the movement has a
spontaneous dynamic, is in a sense out of
our own control in that we have not yet
learn how to understand the movement.

How do we respond to this situation?
One way is to try to impose a centralised
direction. This solution became the politics
of the Womens National Co-ordinating
Commiittee, which we abolished last year
at Skegness. Competing groups within the
WNCC saw in it a potentially centralising
body and tried to gain control over it and
the movement.

The WNCC was abolished because it had
signally failed to keep in touch with the
politics of the developing movement, and
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prepared a conference the terms of which
the majority at the conference rejected.
These groups confused the politics of
womens liberation with the politics of a
committee. It was perhaps no coincidence
that the contending groups were both the
womens sections of male dominated left
organisations.

Demands

Another way is to struggle for the
acceptance of specific demands as a
unificatory element of the movement.
Thus, much of the debate around Selma’s
paper has centred around the demands
spelt out at the end of her document, and
specifically around that for the payment to
housewives for their domestic work.

As a women’s movement we have adopted
three historic demands developed within
socialist women’s movements: cqual pay,
equal education and job opportunity, and
24 hour day nurseries. To these we have
added one new demand: free abortion and
contraception.

One thing about demands is that they
certainly do give a kind of direction to the
movement which power struggles in
committees do not. The campaign for free
abortion and contraception on demand, for
example, has united on a practical level
women with very different theories of
women’s oppression and women’s liberation.

But one of the mistakes which can be
made is that of summing up the objectives

Crowe 1874 (City of Manchester Art Galleries)

of the movement as the gaining of particular
demands, ie, to present the women’s liber-
ation movement as four campaigns, and to
talk as if a society with free abortion and
contraception on demand, equal education
and job opportunity and 24 hour day
nurseries would be a society within which
women would be liberated rather than a
society within which the minimum pre-

more on our ability to communicate to the
mass of women on the basis of our specific
critique of sexist and capitalist society, on
building eventually a mass movement to
overthrow sexism rather than the gaining
of a specific demand.

Capitalism but not Sexism
It is striking that Selma James constantly

conditions of our liberation from our present talks about capitalism and never about

oppression would exist.

Another problem of demands is that part
of their significance derives from the politics
within which they are articulated. Thus,
the demand for free abortion and contra-
ception has one significance as a part of a
strategy for liberating women; it has a
totally different significance when it is the
objective of a pressure group like the Family
Planning Association, and we should be
quite clear what that difference is.

Eugenics movements for population
control will support the same demand as us,
but their objective is totally different in
that what we demand is the right of women
to control their own reproductive capacities,
and our objective should be to wrest the
control of women’s reproductive capacities
from men and the state.

We must be clear that our development
as a movement depends much more on the
development of an understanding of the
structures which oppress us as women and
the strategy which we work out in order to
overthrow this oppression. It depends much

sexism. However, she represents capitalism
as if it were a self-determining and self-
controlling institution. An example—‘the
government, acting in the interests of the
capitalist class in general, has created
unemployment in the hope that, instead of
fighting for more pay and less work, we will
be glad for the crumbs etc.’ This is in fact a
psychological image of the government.

The point is that the government, however
powerful it may be in capitalist Britain can
no more control unemployment than it can
control the sun and the moon. The
impression which it tries to give us is that it
can, and reassuring noises have been broad-
cast to this effect in all the mass media for
the past five years.

Theorists, notably John Maynard Keynes
in Britain, have been dedicated to the
attempt to find methods of controlling
employment and thus the labour market,
but there is no reason at all to believe that
they have yet discovered the secret.

Marx devoted his intellectual life to the
discovery of the mechanisms of the capital-
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ist economic system (mode of production)
one of whose characteristics is that itis
precisely anarchic (the anarchy of compet-
ition), and operates independently of the
will of the capitalist.

It is only through the process of the
transition through socialism to communism
that a dominant class (ie, the proletariat)
learns how to control the laws of economy
so that man governs the economy and not

the other way round. Although the capitalist minority’? Women graduates. Doesn’t this

class is a powerful and dangerous enemy to

ly demonstrated the way in w_hich the over-
riding principle of capitalism is the extrac-
tion of surplus value, not the use of. ;
rebellion to co-opt articulate minorities,

(whatever those articulate minorities might

think). ,
Sentences like these do not stand up to

liberation movement, will be co-
turned into an annexe of the Cap?&tl?gr;lﬂnd
system. And that this could be done th
bribery. Tough
But this fear of co-option seems to t,
somewhat mysterious one. The idea js ea
indeed, clear enough—that capitalism \’vill
political analysis. When examined they absort? tl}c movt.:mer_lt into itself and ip this
reveal a curiously liberal centre. Who after  way kill it. But is this an adequate descrip-
all are being described as the ‘most articulate tion of the process by which a movement
can become a secondary aspect of bourgeois

suggest the equation between ‘most politics?

all who struggle for liberation from all forms articulate’ and ‘most highly educated’ which

of oppression we must not ascribe to it
magical qualities—that would be to believe
its myth about itself.

In the present situation we can see that

what is happening is out of the government’s what the real condition of women is—and

control—civil war in Ireland (or are we to
believe that it created that in order to have
somewhere to send the unemployed?),
endless strikes, rising prices to the extent
that even the Confederation of British
Industry is asking the government to put an
end to it, a return of female militancy,
revolutionary groups even appearing in
schools. From the government’s point of
view the situation must appear sometimes
to be frighteningly out of control, rather
than well in hand. We have no reason at all
to believe that they knew it all along.

Liberal Centre

A similar confusion is revealed in these
sentences: ‘This use of rebellion, to co-opt
the most articulate minority for the purpose
of developing capital . . . is not new and not
confined to women. It is the over-riding
principle of capitalist development.’

It is difficult to see the point of writing
such nonsense in the name of Marxism. The
whole point about Marx was that he precise-

is so popular among the state functionaries
who run this educational system? Surely
from our point of view the ‘most articulate
minority’ are those women who express

The Suffragettes

Within our own history—the history of
English feminism—we have the example of
the suffragettes, who although demonstrat-
ing great militancy and courage, in the end
seem to have been an attempt to gain
women eniry into bourgeois politics,

How can we explain this?

The beginnings of some sort of answer
can be found by looking at the main
organising body of the suffragettes, the
WPSU (Women’s Political and Social Union).
One outstanding feature of the WPSU was

these will not necessarily be university
graduates.

The women’s liberation movement (and
it is important to take this very seriously)
represents ‘the most articulate minority’. We
must not accept the definitions given to us
by this society that you need a degree in
English before you can be considered
articulate, This same curious liberalism can
be found in the description of the indigen-  that it was totally undemocratic, to the
ous ruling groups in ex-British colonies as  point of mimicking a military organisation
‘grateful outsiders’. What, after all, are they (the organisers were called ‘the General
grateful for? The chance to be cut in on Staff’, the main organiser was nick-named
the proceeds of the exploitation of their “The General’ and so on.
own people and their own country. They This small and powerful group of women
are only ‘grateful outsiders’ to the extent  which dominated the suffragette movement
that all quislings are. And when these were absolutely determined to restrict the
peoples rise up against imperialism and its  significance of the movement to the gaining
aggnts they will be swept away without a of the demand for the vote. Their power
twinge of sympathy. came from the popularity of the demand,
which, as militancy developed and the
government became increasingly recalci-
trant and repressive, gained the resonance
of a symbol of female emancipation.

The decision was also made, early in the

Co-option

_O.f course, the fear that lies behind all
this is the fear that we, the women’s
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history of the WSPU to link the fortunes of
the women’s movement to the governmental

struggle between the Liberal and Conserv-
ative Parties: ie, there was a determination
within the women’s movement, more, in

the leadership of the movement, to link the

women’s movement to parliamentary
manouevres.

This was itself accompanied by a parlia-
mentary understanding of the significance
of the demand. As a demand the right of
women to political citizenship on the same
terms as men is unexceptionable. As one
demand in an articulated strategy for
freeing women from their oppression it
would certainly have its place. However,
the strategic decision of the leadership of
the movement was to limit its objectives to
the gaining of that demand, and this
signified the adoption and absorption of
bourgeois politics by the movement.

That Christabel Pankhurst appeared on
recruiting platforms for the government
during the 1914-18 war is as unsurprising
as the fact that before then those women,
including notably Sylvia Pankhurst, who
wanted to link the fortunes of the women’s
movement to that of other oppressed and
exploited groups were forced out of the
WPSU.

If we examine and analyse our own
history we will find plenty of reminders
that the question of which kind of politics
was to dominate the women’s movement
was as much under discussion then as it is
now. And that there is much more to the
failure of the suffragettes, (as indeed there
would be to our own) than ‘co-option’ by a
fiendishly clever capitalist class.

It should also be added that the demand

was never ‘co-opted’. The ruling class resisted

female suffrage as long as it could, and the
battle was only won after a hard and

courageous struggle by thousands of women,

many of whom went through the torture of
forcible feeding in prisons to win the vote
for women.

Of course, there is always the possibility,
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ary struggle against capitalism. Which is to

reading through Selma’s paper, that co-opted be expected.

stands for successful. From that point of
view it could be argued that female suffrage
was ‘co-opted’ because it became law.

But this obliterates the reality of the
struggle which was waged, and of the mess-
age of that movement, which is that you
only get what you want by struggle, and
that as long as you content yourself with
simply asking politely you are ignored. Of
course capitalism proved itself equal to the
task of accommodating the female vote,
just as it accommodated to the working
class vote.

Goodies and Baddies

To understand that we need a political
analysis of the theoretical and political
weaknesses and failures of the movement.
Otherwise we are left with the hardly
satisfactory schema of the cternal goodie
fighting the eternal baddy who, mysterious-
ly, always somehow wins.

Perhaps the most enlightening confusion
about what the term ‘demand’ is stretched
to mean lies here: ‘Ultimately the only
demand which is not co-optable is the
armed population demanding the end to
capitalism,” which put simply means that
the bourgeoisie will never lead a revolution-

But why express it in such tortuous
terms? Surely the whole argument about
‘«demands’ and ‘co-options’ stands in place
of a serious analysis of the problem of how
it is that parties and movements of
revolutionary forces in society —the
exploited and oppressed—can be dominated
by what is fundamentally a bourgeois
ideology. A conspiracy theory is inadequate
to explain that problem (for example, leaders
always ‘sell out”). In What is to be Done?
Lenin began an analysis of it.

The paragraph on Lenin really is in-
comprehensible. ‘We are told we must
bring women to . .. “trade union
consciousness’’. This phrase is Lenin’s and
comes from a pamphlet called What is to be
Done. In many ways . .. brilliant . .. but
written in the early days . .. Lenin repud-
jated a good deal of what he wrote before
these two revolutions’ (1905, 1917).

We are left with the distinct impression
that Lenin repudiated his particular concep-

tion of ‘trade union consciousness’ in later
life, and that he would have endorsed that
view were he alive today. The latter is such
speculation as to be closed to discussion. As
for the first claim, [ believe that we have a
lot to learn from Lenin’s analysis of trade
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union consciousness, never, to my know-
ledge, disowned by him.

In What is to be Done, Lenin engaged in
polemic with those who considered that
trade union struggle and trades union
consciousness (that is, the theoretical under-
standing of capitalism which comes from
that struggle) were sufficient to the develop-
ment of a revolutionary movement capable
of overthrowing the state.

Lenin’s argument was that this was not
the case and that a revolutionary politics
was needed which was capable of articulat-
ing the struggles of all the oppressed, not
just the working class, for the overthrow of
the state power. It was revolutionary
political consciousness which was the need
in the struggle, not trade union conscious-
ness.

More, Lenin argued that trades union
consciousness was a spontaneous product
of capitalism, and, if left to its own spon-
taneity, would be dominated by bourgeois
ideology, just as all mades of thinking
spontaneously produced by capitalism are
spontaneously dominated by those modes
of thinking which are dominant in capitalist
society—those of the bourgeoisie.
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THE paper, ‘Women, the unions and
work—or what is not to be done,’ seems
to me important because of the kinds of
discussion it has provoked, rather than
because of anything particular it adds to
Women's Liberation analyses, or any of
the demands put at the end.

Its provocativeness stems mainly from
two things, one useful, the other mislead-
ing and confusing. The most useful parts
of the paper are those in which the dangers
of political co-option are described and
warned against. That ought to challenge
women who do advocate ‘trade union
consciousness’ as the pivot of women’s
liberation, and those middle class women
who exploit the confidence they’ve got
from the movement. However, the paper
seems to me to achieve very little in the
way of analysis which is helpful in form-
ulating demands, or even describing the
nature and role of an autonomous
women’s movement—which is what the
paper claims to do.

I’m not going to offer criticisms of the
section which deals in detail with unions,
but to focus on the ideological weaknesses
and confusions. They fall into three areas.

1. The absence of a discussion on
sexism, which seems to me to be crucial
in terms of the suggestions for organis-
ation and the demands;

2. The confusion created by the
demands and the way they’re presented.

3. The implied comments on the
movement.

1. Sexism and The Unions

The question of women and unions
involves a general argument about the role
of unions which applies both to men and
women. The paper lumps all unions to-
gether, without making the distinction
between those which really are controlled
by their leaders and those in which there
is more flexibility. However, at the mom-
ent unions are the only way in which
people can protect themselves and make
demands at work. And in theory this
includes woimen at work.

However, we know that women have a
particular problem; as the paper points
out, we have {o fight the prejudices of
men in unions (and everywhere else)
before we can even get near employers.
Of course this could be a strong argument
for forming a national women’s union (less
conservative than Pat Sturdy’s short-lived
union), but the paper doesn’t suggest that.
However, since the paper also talks about
a women’s movement trying to unite what
capital has divided, it seems to me that
one of the most obvious and useful ways
could be through women joining unions
with a feminist consciousness, with the
awareness that the first thing to fight is
sexism, both in terms of union organis-
ation and in terms of the way their own
relationships with their men are affected.
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A separate women’s union could have
the same effect; by organising sepuratcly}
women could force employers to recognise
them as a group force, and also union men
to realise that they won’t sit down and
shut up just because the union won’t take
them seriously.

However, given the existing situation,

I don’t know whether this would be
practical, and as long as women see that
sexism is as powerful a repressive force as
capitalism, it would make more sense if
more women joined the unions and worked
on transforming them, on uniting a class
which sexism (as a separate force or as a
consequence of capitalism) has divided.
Men have a lot invested in their conviction
that women are inferior, and they won’t
change unless women force the issues.

Because the paper makes few distinc-
tions between its objects of criticism—not
distinguishing between criticisms of ‘trade
union consciousness’ in general, and as it
applies to women in particular it finally
has a three-way see-saw effect; it seems at
different times to be advocating feminist
action, socialist action and radical feminist
action, without linking them together, or
clearly separating them. This confusion
pervades the subject of this first criticism,
and also the second.

2. The Demands

Firstly, 1 think it would have been
more useful to use the existing four
demands as a more concrete starting point.
Three of them, Equal Pay, and Control
over our Bodies, and Free Community
control and nurseries remain. Why isn’t
equal education and opportunity included?
Who are the demands for, and at whom
are they directed?

The first and second demands (the
right to work less and wages for house-
wives) raise enormous questions, They’re
attractive as ideas, but aren’t based on any
definitions or analyses nor do they have
realistic potential. A shorter working week
could only be demanded by a national
workers organisation; if that is what’s
suggested why not organise this demand
through the unions? And if we spend all
our time asserting that we ‘work’ in the
home—up to 70 or 80 grinding hours—
then we have all the right in the world to
demand that our men share the home
responsibilities when they are there.
Upless we fight sexism in the home. men
will go on thinking that women ha\;e a
cosy time of it at home all day.

The second demand is the most
provocative and also, | think, the most
dangerous. As far as | know it has come
fro_m groups like claimants, mothers in
action—most of whom haven’t chosen to
be in a situation of economic dependence
on the state, and don’t see motherhood as
a career. Obviously people in this situation
need to defend themselves and make sure

T

they have enough to live on, and equally
obviously, as long as they don’t have jobs
compatible with looking after childrep or
there are good nurseries for the childre
they will cxther’bc ‘dcpcndcnt Oon men or
the state. They’re forced to choose be
two foums of insecurity.

It seems clear that women whom the
state forces to depend on it, shouldn’t
allow themselves to be pushed around; byt
the final answer 1sn’t' to ‘elevate’ or ‘redyce’
housework and looking after children to
the current alienated definition of ‘work’,
If anything it would make it harder for
women to attack the conditioning and
ideology of woman’s role as wife and
mother. And in practical terms, what does
it mean?

Claimants and mothers on Social
Security already have a social mechanism
they can challenge; they can squat in SS
offices, take cases to rent tribunals,-
demand things from local councils. By
demanding wages for housework we are
also demanding the setting up of machin-
ery to fulfil this demand.

Who is going to pay the wages? The
state? Or should men be paid according
to whether they’re single or married, and
then pay their wives a salary? How is the
scale to be determined. How could women
withdraw their labour? It would only
effect their families if they did—unless
their men supported them.

At present social security is calculated
on some nebulous estimate of the cost of
living, not according to any rate for the
job. If wages for housework is calculated
on the same scale as industrial wages, with
overtime women would be probably the
highest paid group in the country.

‘Wages for housewives’ is thus a provoc-
ative demand, but not in any way a
realistic one. And if Women’s Liberation
is to continue questioning the division of
labour according to sex, to assert that both
men and women should be directly res-
ponsible for looking after children, that
the myth of the mother-child bond is
indeed a myth, then wages for housework
is a diversion, and will exacerbate sexism
rather than try and solve it.

This sounds to me like a demand which
would be expected from radical feminists
who don’t think there are any possibilitics
for combating sexism at all, other than
simply separating as much as possible from
men.

I've heard it put as an argument for the
‘wages for housework’ demand that if
women have economic independence then
they’ll be able to choose to work out
alternative ways of looking after kids, and
even possibly of communal living. This
doesn’t seem to me to follow. The dem;md
for nurseries financed by local authorities
and involving at least some, if not total,
control by those who use them, will have
far more effect in getting women out of
the isolation of their homes. They will at
least see themselves as part of a grOllP,F’nd
it might be more constructive to organisé
around this demand omrselves rather than
wages for housework,

The throwaway sentence at the end of
the second demand about dumping kids in
their fathers’ laps is another example of the
confused tendency towards pseudo radical

)
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feminism in this paper. Who are we black-
mailing? The men or the capitalists? And
even if you say they’re one and the same,
I would have thought that women in
Women'’s Liberation understand enough
about oppression not to use their own
kids as political pawns, especially since
the kids wearing the nappies will be too
young to understand what’s going on.

The fifth demand is like the first two,
and like them involves questions which are
not confined to the women’s movement
alone. From whom do we demand all
these ends of price rises? How? If she
simply means that groups must organise
themselves into direct community action,
then we already know about this as a
tactic. The need isn’t to demand for it to
happen (it already is) but to work out how
actions like these lead to wider revolution-
ary activity and how they affect the
women’s movement in particular, After
all, men are consumers too. Why should
women lead rent strikes on principle? If
the men in tenants’ struggles exclude the
women, then they must either force the
issues on sexism within the group or
organise separately. Which is meant here?

3. The Movement

The last section is most disturbing in its
tone. The long paragraph just after the
fifth demand sounds as though it’s talking
about a new, exciting and potentially
revolutionary organisation for women;
one almost expects the next sentence to
Say something like ‘We must form a
Women’s Liberation Movement’.

What have we all been doing for the last
three years, except all and more of the

various things suggested in this paper. It
seems written from a peculiarly narrow,
middle-class perspective of someone who
has done nothing but contemplate what’s
been happening in her own small group.

Even those of us who have done very
little direct political organising can’t have
failed to notice the general increase of
militancy among women all over the
country, the number of women who have
become involved in the movement for vast-
ly different reasons. Claimants and tenants’
groups consist largely of women; and
whether these women are directly involved
in the movement or not, it seems likely
that the activity surrounding women’s
position in society must have affected
them in son  vay, even it it is only
through the asstortions of the media.

The paper talks as though there is a
minute, embryonic movement; in fact,
the problem is the opposite. How do we
make sure we are in contact with each
other, so that all the different things we're
doing can cohere? How do we use what we
already have learnt? The paper seems to
think we’ve learned very little. It says ‘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’.

There is one form of women’s analysis,
which seems to have crept unconsciously
into this paper, and that is the radical_
feminist analysis, which considers sexism
as the primary oppressive force and ﬁgh.ts
it by separatism, by stating that the radical
feminist analysis is the correct one, correct
for men as well as for women. If this is
what is meant by an ‘autonomous women’s

VOLUNTARY WORKERS IN FLAX FIELD, DODINGTON, NORTHANTS by Randolf Schwabe (Imperial War Museum)

movement’, [ wish the paper had been
clearer about it.

It seems to me currently the most
crucial issue for women in the movement—
to be aware of the areas in which what
might appear as purely ‘feminist’ demands
(like, say, wages for housework) could, if
logically examined, be seen to stem from
an analysis of sexism as the primary
antagonism in society, that between men
and women, and to which the answer is
the overthrow of men by women.

And what happens then? While every
area of analysis which has so far excluded
women, and in fact the whole of the
society, must be analysed by women
themselves, does this analysis have to
replace class analysis? Sexism doesn’t
make class analysis superfluous; it shows
how ideological oppression can produce
painful cross-class oppressions. A middle-
class woman oppresses a working-class
man because of the nature of class
antagonism; but at the same time, a
working class man who has been brought
up to think all women are inferior to all
men, oppresses that woman ideologically.

Any demands made by a women’s
movement must take these cross-oppres-
sions into account. It isn’t a question of
cla. rsexism (as this paper and the
den.. .ds in it imply beneath the confusion)
but of how and where the two are joined,
where they are separate, and whether as
women we aim ultimately to separate them
even more, or to make an analysis and
organise a movement around a united aim
to get rid of both capitalism and sexism.
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IT IS a great pity that Selma James’
pamphlet should be so muddled, contra-
dictory, uninformed and negative that it
is of very little help to the Women’s
Liberation Movement 1n its search for a
programme.

On the contrary, it could well, if
accepted, divert the movement from its
main tasks.

The pamphlet is on firmest ground
when it attacks the sexist nature of trade
unions, for there can be no doubt that on
the whole they have failed to meet even
the elementary needs of the nine million
women going out to work in this country.

It is all the more surprising, therefore,
that the pamphlet only scratches the sur-
face in its indictment of the shameful way
the unions have ignored women workers.

Aside from the basic criticism of the
unions for failing to campaign vigorously
for equal pay, for acquiescing in the dif-
ferential between men and women in the
form of percentage pay rises and discrimi-
natory grading, the only other evidence
produced for the unions’ sexist role is that
‘they have not tried very hard to get us
into unions.’

This understates a situation in which—
in a country with the most highly orga-
nised labour force in the world—only two
out of every nine women going out to
work belongs to a union.

Destiny—Domesticity

Although this can, to some extent, be
explained by women’s overall difficulties
in our society, the onus must lie with a
trade union movement that fails to take a
woman seriously in her role as worker.
Far too often this is seen as little more
than a temporary diversion from her real
destiny —domesticity.

Of course, this point is not really
developed in the pamphlet because, as
will be shown later, it basically falls for
the same notion. And for some reason the
pamphlet does not really touch on the
many other important ways women’s
interests are shunned in the unions. As
badly as women may be represented in
union membership, virtually none are in-
cluded in the leadership.

Some unions, particularly in the crafts,
often practice open discrimination by
actively keeping women out of many
trades.
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Equal pay is only one of many issues
on which the trade union movement has
failed to fight for women: child care faci-
lities, equal opportunity for training and
promotion, abolition of ‘men only’ jobs
and restriction of women to ‘women’s
work’, equal pension rights—all these and
more must be won before women can
enjoy any semblance of parity with men
in industry. Most unions have not even
declared war yet.

With these nasty facts clear, what
should the Women’s Liberation Move-
ment’s attitude be to the problem of
organising women going out to work. This
has really just begun to be discussed in
the movement, partly because so few
women have had any experience—through
no fault of their own—of the organised
Labour Movement, and partly because the
movement has rightly been concerned
with becoming an autonomous force.

This problem has not been helped by
those on the Left who have ignored sexism
within the Labour movement, while mech-
anically asserting the primacy of the trade
union struggle.

) Thus, for a compound of reasons, some
in Women’s Liberation have shaken off
any suggestion of work within the unions.
So when Selma James says ‘a major issue
on which we have . . . been co-opted to
defeat our own movement has been on
the question of unionising women’ she
may be reflecting the doubts of some
Within women’s liberation. But this
pamphlet goes beyond raising doubts, and
positively affirms instead ‘the struggle of
the women of the working class against
the unions.’ This is a strange conclusion
at a time when the Government itself is
Waging what it regards as a decisive battle
against the power of the trade unions.

But Selma anticipates this reaction and
attempts to add an apparently revolution-

ary perspective to her anti-union approach.
She implies that the unions must be
fought not only in women’s interests, but
also in the interest of the entire working
class, for unions are not only sexist, they
obstruct the class struggle.

Stand in the way

Firstly unions are portrayed as inherent-
ly reformist organisations which not only
divide the working class and stand in the
way of militant action, but also serve the
ruling class by mediating between work-
ers and employers.

Secondly, unions are mainly concerned
with improving conditions and with the
demand for jobs when unemploy ment
looms. The pamphlet argues that women’s
liberation will not come through work; if
we want to fight capitalism and oppression
our role should be to encourage women
to abandon productive work altogether,
and avoid the exploitation that comes
from working in a capitalist system.

Unfortunately these rationalisations
show that Selma James has little under-
standing of what unions are. She also !ms
a naive approach to building a revolution,
and—even more surprising for someone so
involved in the women’s movement—a
tacit acceptance of women’s traditional
role. .

She recognises that the miners strike
was one of the most dynamic recent ac-
tions of the working class, but comes to
the extraordinary conclusion that_lt \Yas
momentous because the miners ‘dx_dn t
depend on their union, but on their own
self-organisation and methods of struggle
... this is not the first attempt at atltopo-
mous class action, but it is the first major
success.’ Trig-s

This misses the vital point (\yhxch is
also missed far too often by union of‘ﬁ-
cials) that the workers are ‘the union and

‘the union’ is by definition the self-
organisation of the workers.

So when miners—all members of the
National Union of Mineworkers—refusea
to man safety crews, or defended their
picket lines by every means necessary, it
was the union. We shouldn’t be blinded to
that simply because some union officials
might not have liked it.

The miners won because:

their high level of organisation,

gained after decades of union

struggle, made a national strike
possible. (If only half the pits had been
self-organised could the strike have
succeeded?).

their high level of consciousness

made it impossible for that section

of workers who no longer remember
whose side they are on not to control the
struggle.

the wave of solidarity from the rest

of the organised trade union move-

ment meant the strike could not be
broken.

It is fantasy to say that the ‘mining
community went its own autonomous
way’ divorced from the trade union move-
ment.

Doesn’t understand

Just as the pamphlet does not under-
stand what a union is, neither does it
understand what a union is not. It calls
for a movement to unite the whole work-
ing class population against capitalism,
combining the struggles of productive
workers, blacks, housewives, the unem-
ployed, the old, the ill and children—a call
that all revolutionaries would support.

But its validity is submerged under
Selma James’ naive and indignant dis-
covery that unions don’t fulfill this func-
tion. ‘It is not simply that they don’t
organise the shoppers; it is that the unions
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prevent such organisation by fragmenting
the class into those who have wages and
those who don't.’

Again, this misses some fundamental
points: It is not the unions who divide the
working class—it is the ruling class which
attempts to divide and rule workers by
separating black from white, male from
female and wage earners from the wageless
—even though the unions themselves may
perpetuate and reinforce these divisions.

Given these existing divisions, unions
were organised to unify at least that sec-
tor of the working class involved in pro-
duction to protect their immediate
interests.

This is a vital function, particularly
since virtually all working class people are
at some time or another involved in pro-
ductive work.

But since the working class is divided,
this essential function in no way rules out
the necessity of parallel organisations
among other sections of the working class
with special interests in need of protec-
tion: claimants unions among the wageless,
Women'’s Liberation groups among women
and the black liberation movement among
black people.

More important, we should understand
that these special interest groups can
never remove the necessity for an indepen-
dent and consciously revolutionary move-
ment which links all these immediate
struggles into a conscious and united con-
frontation against the capitalist system
itself.

The trade union movement on its own
can never become this revolutionary focus,
and no Marxist-Leninist has ever viewed it
this way.

Lenin, in What is to Be Done (despite
Selma James’ apparent misreading or non-
reading of it) made precisely this argu-
ment: ‘Trade union consciousness’ will
not automatically lead the workers to
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revolution. It is the responsibility of
revolutionaries to inject their theories
into the trade union movement.

This point escapes the pamphlet, how-
ever. It castigates the unions for not ful-
filling a task that was never theirs, and
then fails to appreciate the importance of
the task the unions can and do fulfill.

Unions may not always see the need to
end the wages system, but they are
attempting to limit the degree to which
the bosses frelly exploit workers.

Unions may not all be pledged to
socialism, but they are working to elimi-
nate the squalid and de-humanizing con-
ditions in which so many have to labour.

Unions may not always demand that
the workers control industry, but they are
struggling to carve into the bosses’ hither-
to inalienable right to make ALL the
decisions.

No Excuse

This does not excuse the trade union
movement for its weaknesses. We have

mentioned the prevalence of sexism, and
this is only matched by the prevalence of
racism.

The long tradition of small craft orga-
nisations has helped, in part, to generate an
elitist hierarchy within the movement,
which is only beginning to be undermined
by the impact of huge industry-wide
unions.

And no one can deny that a section of
the union leadership has consistently
snubbed militant struggle and has too
often sold out.

But it would be mindless to view these
problems as Selma James does as discases
injected into an otherwise pure and unin-
fected working class by a corrupt union
bureaucracy.

One cannot abstractly separate the
trade union movement from the working
class from which it springs—unions are
sexist because the working class is sexist.

But the weaknesses of the trade unions
are also a measure of the failure of revo-
lutionaries to combat the bouregois
ideology which cripples large sections of
the working class and allows reformist
leadership full rein.

However, we must reject the characteri-
sation of the trade unions as agents of the
capitalist class. ‘What else does capital have
to control the workers when they move?
How else can they get us to participate in
our own exploitation . .. 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 government.’

Ferocious Fight

Some individual unions, of course, have
been either set up or bought off by the
management in an attempt to keep out
militant organisation. But let Selma
explain why most bosses have fought so
ferociously against any attempts to
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establish unions in unorganised industries,
or why the highly organised industries
have the best pay and conditions, and the
least organised the worst. Let her demon-
strate where and when workers have
‘moved’ successfully or stopped ‘partic-
ipating in their own exploitation’ as a
result of the non-existence of a union.

Individual workers cannot move
successfully on their own in a capitalist
society. To advocate abolition of unions
has all the logic of knocking down the
dyke because it was leaking. What we must
do is plug the hole, nor surrender to the
flood.

But this previous argument does not
end the pamphlet’s onslaught against the
trade union movement: ‘Finally,’ it states,
‘there is the question of women and
“unemployment”.” From this is developed
a rather confused argument, which on the
one hand condemns the unions for their
unconcern for unemployed women:

‘It is characteristic that the unions and
the labour exchanges . . . in Scotland have
made a deal not to give jobs to married
women,’ and then attacks them for their
concern over unemployment.

: ‘They’re desperately trying to shove

we want jobs’ placards into workers’ hands.
You would think it is immoral to be dis-
engaged from exploitation.’

The pamphlet then makes an uncharted
leap from its not too startling assertion,
that the ‘only thing “wrong” with un-
employment is that you don’t get paid,’
to the even more dubious and unfounded
notion that ‘the unions are trying to lead
exactly the kind of struggle that would
Mmake Ted Heath . . . a happy man: they
are demanding jobs.” To demand the ‘right
to work’ is to demand the right to be
exploited, states the pamphlet, implying
that the only revolutionary approach is

rather to drop out of production altogether One can see from the experience of the
with the demand of ‘the right not to work.” 30s, here and in the United States, that

Thus the women’s movement, if it
wishes to struggle for the true liberation
of women—including those 50 per cent of
women unable now to work outside the
home, though not necessarily unwilling—
must not see the demand for jobs (or for
conditions making work outside the home
possible) as a central issue—for work will
not bring liberation but ‘another degree
of capitalistic control and regimentation.’

Make or Break

According to Selma James this is ‘where
the movement can be made or broken.’
and it is on this issue that the dividing
line between ‘reformism and revolutionary
politics within the women’s movement’
will be drawn.

Here Selma James may be right; it may
indeed be on this sort of issue that the
direction of the women’s movement will
be decided. But if a revolutionary role is
sought by the Movement, it will never be
found in the quicksand of the uninformed
and itself reformist rhetoric put forth here
by Selma James.

The capitalist system needs the un-
employed and is inherently unable to lofvfer
full employment ot all its citizens. This is
an economic fact, admitted to in perhlaxps
unguarded moments by even bourgeois
“Olrtl?smé:triﬁinly partly for this reason that
women as a group have been convinced by
our society that their real place of employ-
ment should be the home, for what arrange-
uld suit the capitalists better than
nemployed who
t, some of whom

ment co
to have a large group of u
accept their unemploymen
can be drawn into production }vhen
needed and then thrown back into the

home when not.

the capitalist system can survive even
massive unemployment when there is not
an equally massive struggle on the part of
workers demanding the right to useful
work. There can be no doubt that the
Tories would have welcomed the oppor-

tunity to dole out money to all the ship-
workers of Clydeside, if it could have
prevented the united struggle which
demonstrated so clearly to the working
people of Britiain the potential power that
is theirs.

There are even more fundamental mis-
understandings made by the pamphlet
when it urges women to abandon social
production. It states correctly that women’s
liberation will not come through work but
then implies that liberation can be found
through some other channel.

No Individual Solution

The vital point, that is missed is that no
working-class person—man or woman-has
ever or will ever find their personal
liberation within a capitalist society. There
is no individual solution to the oppression
and exploitation that are necessary found-
ations capitalism; if there were, there
would then be no real need to overthrow
the system.

It is this search for such answers by
tampering with our present system that
diverts from the difficult though unavoid-
able task of building a revolutionary move-
ment.that will challenge, not social
production, but the right of the ruling
class to control this production, and
thereby our lives.

And this diversion is the heart of
reformism, whether the obvious econom-
ism of those trade union leaders who see a
wage claim as the end in itself, or the more
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subtle appeal of Selma James who suggests
that women can individually avoid exploit-
ation by not working.

But even more than this, though Selma
James seems to consider herself a revol-
utionary, she also seems not to understand
what a revolution entails,

A revolution is essentially concerned
with power—taking power from the oppres-
sing class and giving it to the oppressed
class. Most of the potential power of the
working class lies in their role as producers.
To ask workers to give up this role and to
take up a position of powerlessness on the
dole queue, whether adequately paid or
not, is to accept the existence of a society
where the only alternatives are the
exploitation of the wages system on the
one hand or the demoralisation of
dependence on the other.

It is, of course, women who understand
most clearly what these alternatives entail.
Women when they work do have the worst
pay, worst conditions and most boring

jobs. But they know full well what the
alternative means: the individual isolation
from the outside world, the absence of
whatever stimulation comes from adult
company and conversation, the hours of

repetitive and boring work, and most a
degrading of all, the absolute dependence
on a man for their very existence.

The experience of the Women’s
Liberation Movement has certainly
indicated that the minimal pre-requisite
for any degree of equality must be
economic independence; the fact that a
woman’s job is in itself not liberating, or
is even quite awful, does not invalidate
that point. It is not enough to say, like
the pamphlet, that ‘we have worked
enough’, unless it is proven that another
alternative does in reality exist.

Private Servant

Selma James’ offer to housewives of
‘the struggle itself’, in place of a role in
social production is simply not sufficient.

And most tellingly, her subsequent
demand of wages for housework, far from
being an answer, rather accepts and further
institutionalises woman’s traditional role
as private servant to her husband and
children. For there is nothing in this
pamphlet which really does challenge
women’s unequal role.

It criticises what it calls the ‘barren-
ness’ of the four demands of the Women’s
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. these (nurseries, abortion and contry

Liberation Movement, though three of
the pamphlet’s demands are deriveq from
I cep-
tion, and equal pay). But her three addeq
demands—whatever their intrinsic merits—
have little to do with solving the specific
problems of women.

Demands for a shorter working week
and an end to price rises are commendat;le
but should they be the province of a move:
ment that exists to deal with the specia]
oppression of women. (Unless we believe
along with Ted Heath, that women are g
specially suited to such ‘domestic’ issues
as food prices). Would we not here run the
risk of once again being asked to submerge
our special fight beneath the ‘general
struggle’?

The demand for wages for housework
seems in this case to be a superficial
attempt to avoid confronting the real
problems facing women: ‘If we raise kids
we have a right to a living wage . . . Let y
them pay us, or else we can go to the
factories and offices and put our children
on their father’s laps. Let’s see if they can
make Ford cars and change nappies at
the same time.’

In this vision of the future, it seems
clear that nothing basic has really
changed. Father’s still the real breadwinner,
out in the world producing things and
Mother’s still at home, changing baby’s
dirty nappies (though she is now a paid
private servant instead of a wageless one).

Narrow Horizon

But why should it be necessary for the
Women’s Movement to retreat to such a
narrowed horizon. The problem is not that
women are not paid to do housework, it is
rather that they are expected to do house-
work, that housework is considered their
true vocation, and thus women do not
need education or training or opportunity
or equal pay, and thus a woman’s real job
1s sexually defined and she does not need
to be taken seriously in any other role.

For the Women’s Movement not to
challenge all these assumptions is to
acquiesce in the sexist nature of our
society—this unfortunately is where Selma
James’ proposals lead.

_ The women’s movement must not fall
into this trap. It must instead insist at
every level that it does not accept the
traditional definition of a woman as wife
and mother. It must instead assert that
women have a right to any job, any train-
ing and any education they might want. It
must instead expose the sexism that perm-
eates our society and meet it head on. And
1t must instead force the trade union move-
ment to realise that it is not really an all-
male enclave and to finally begin to fight
militantly on the whole spectrum of issues
affecting women workers.

All this will be difficult, and tiie first
step may be, as Selma James says ‘to make
our own independent evaluation of the
political situation.’

But let us make sure this evaluation is
based on the political realities of women’s
experience in a class society, and as a
response to the concrete needs of women,
and not of rhetoric born of frustration
and confusion.’
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IN the mining valleys of Wales there is a
strong tradition of militant left wing acti-
vity and the union movement is strong
but this is also an area of strong paternal-
istic tradition. Dad dominates the house.
He is expected to go to work in harsh
conditions and the wife and daughters are
expected to do all the housework and to
look after him when he comes home.

It is an area also of poor housing now
aggravated by unemployment and the
running down of the coal industry. The
majority have no chance of escaping from
the grim housing and harsh working con-
ditions. Life follows an established pat-
tern. The boys grow up to be men and
work in monotonous and often dangerous
jobs, the girls get married, have children
and spend the rest of their lives looking
after the husband, children and home.

The man earns the money, the woman
must spend it wisely. The money rep-
resents the hours of uncongenial work
done by the husband, and it is the res-
ponsibility of the wife to see that the
children and the home are well looked
after with it. Otherwise it is the man’s
life she is wasting. He has worked to get
enough money to live on and perhaps one
or two fuxuries, but another resuit of his
Work is the increase of the profits of
someone else.

Small wonder then that the fairy tale
land of television should have such a great
appeal. On the TV screen large happy
families dressed immaculately and fashion-
‘fbl)’ live exciting lives in the comfort of

dream homes’ equipped with a vast num-
ber of shining labour saving devices and
beﬂuﬁful and expensive furniture. Most of
the things that these families take for
8ranted are out of the reach of most
People, but by buying those goods which
3“‘ \_vxlhiI} reach financially the housewife
41 identify more easily with the dream
amiljes,
801::1:‘)); can convince themselves that
R the gl.un}our will rub off onto
ami]ie;'all'lhelr lives resemble the TVA
ives more closely than they in
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he earns the money

she spends it wisely

fact do. The television spends a lot of its
time creating wants in the minds of ordi-
nary housewives. It also, however, spends
some of its time not very subtly suggest-
ing that the unions are self seeking, short-
sighted opportunists who are responsible
for rising prices. The rising prices help to
prevent the family from enjoying the high
standards of living portrayed on the TV
screen and so housewives tend to blame
the unions for being ‘greedy’ and holding
down their standard of living.

Hence when women do go out to work
ta try to get that ‘little bit extra’ or even
through sheer economic necessity they
are so much less likely to join a union and
therefore less likely to realise their real
enemy is not the union movement but the
capitalist system which exploits the
majority in order to increase the profits,
wealth and power of the minority.

It is no coincidence that the TV’s ideal
family is a couple and their offspring.
They are shown as being emotionally self-
sufficient and seem to suffer from none
of the stress that accompanies such re-
lationships in reality. This is imgonant_ to
their position of ideal family unit legdmg
an ideal life. By dividing society up into
the maximum number of isolated ;mf.l
competing units (Lo see wh9 can achieve
the nearest possible approximation of
idealised dream home existence) Big
Business can sell the maximum number
of items and so achieve the maximum

fit.
prOBig Business, and its mouthpiece the
mass media, recognises the threat posec:l
by Women’s Liberation M(_)vemcnt calling
for equality and co-operation. Hsnc; t.hey
seek to discredit the movcm'ept by ridicul-
ing it (like the massive publicity ac_cgrdcd
to bra burning) and giving no publicity to
i itical implications. ;
L %cz'lmunds b)l/) women for day nurseries
have met with much pseudo-;nor_ahstw
criticism but little action while rich 2
women enjoy the services of a nanny wit
no censure. Nannies are not frowned upf)n
because the women who can afford to pay

a nanny belong to the class which profits
from the existing class structure and there-
fore these women do not pose a real
threat. Providing an adequate nursery
service would end the effective imprison-
ment and isolation of mothers in the
home. Men must go out to work and
women must stay at home and consume.

Men go to work to compete against
each other for jobs, promotion, etc. and
the harder they work to outstrip each
other, the greater the profits for the ruling
class. The wives are taught by the mass
media to see their lives only in relation to
one man and his children and therefore
encourage him to compete to enhance
their status, for alone they have no status.

The social stigma of being classed as
an ‘old maid’ is one example of this. The
only way the mass media suggest that
success and status can be measured is in
lavish spending on fashionable (and there-
fore always changing) goods. Hence the
capitalist class gains from both the in-
creased production of the men at work
and from the increased consumption of
the wives at home. Both are exploited by
the capitalist system.

That this is so is illustrated by the
heavy income taxes but relatively insig-
nificant wealth taxes. Because of the tax
structure it is difficult to earn a great deal
but easy to continue to enjoy great wealth
(and therefore power). In this way the
ruling class prevent any disruption of the
status quo while at the same time paying
lip service to egalitarian principles. Hence
workers at all levels are exploited by the
owning class, the class with real wealth
and power. Women are exploited and
oppressed not as a class in themselves, but
in so far as they belong to an oppressed
class within the present class structure of
society.

Women’s Liberation calls for equality
for women but at the same time, because
of the class structure of society, it is also
a struggle for equality for men.
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an. A married woman in Eng,land who hqrd against the cohabitation ruling which
“’omot «work’ because of non-existent tries to do precisely this,
cann

' °
Monica Sjoo
facilities (the nursery situation Many married women at home with

A anldcate b land than anywhere  Children have boen bullaing o s e

WOMEN Claimants Unions and the — fiimieiabisiy fiiaticne
Y ° ° IO
Cohabitation Ruling

to wo{l\ Ctrf; income. To be economically ‘thcy look at their own situation and say,

on the ma body is NOT the best Why should they be able to get money for
dependent on somebody bringing up kids when I have to ask my

This article by Monica Sjoo, Bristol vices controlled by the people who use it. ‘wage-stop’ (designed to keep poor families

w°,me“‘5 Liberation Group and Claimants 3 No secrets and the right to full infor- poor), the most vicious of the Social

Union is to clarify what Selma James mation. Security practices.

pasis for & relationship with that person; g1 man for every penny’.,
means by the demand ‘a wage to the 4 No distinguishing between so-called The cohabitation ruling is used to

NO other worker is requi'rcd to make love WHAT WE SAY IS LET US FIGHT
and bear children by their employer, or TOGETHER FOR EVERY WOMAN'S
jiave them around after the end of the RIGHT TO AN INDEPENDENT INCOME
week-day. (This of course apart from that WHETHER SHE IS MARRIED OR NOT.

house-worker’ (not housewife—but the deserving and undeserving. terrorise unsupported mothers who are

persons doing housework, whether male Part of the first demand is a guaranteed given a measly allowance—as if it were 5

or femgle) since she has quite close con- adequate income for every woman, charity—for themselves and their children

tacts with the C.U.’s whether she is married or not, and thisis  to survive on (and survive is the word, too)

eat numbers of working-class filf““ies One of the ideas put forward for the
suffer because the man’s wage isn’t enough week of action against the cohabitation
\\{hy the Claimants’ Ul_]ion na_tionally de- Not only are they given very little money
cided to have a campaign against cohabita- but what little they are given is taken

to live on in any case.) ruling was that married women go and
When women ‘work’ they are always sign on as ‘unemployed’ and either claim
channelled into the boring, dull, monoto-  unemployment benefit OR an allowance
nous, badly paid service-jobs and the em-  for doing housework and looking after
ployers are confident that women who children and if refused, dump their child-
tion ruling from the 21st to the 25th away from them at the first opportunity are resignedy already totsl'ixvery n l(l;e ren in l‘he offices. _ o .
August. if the Social Security can prove that there Homes ¥l : protesf e i iy cohabn.anon Falingis the
This ruling is, along with the ‘four-week s a boy-friend or lover about. The way ploitation 1n th actory. S,mce i, o Preposterons assumption that s caise 5
ruling’ (the ‘right’ to cut off a single man  they do this is by using ‘special investiga- e O D e W Womnand s st slbsn getiter th man
from his benefit after four weeks) and the

homes, and for their children, they will should also keep any number of children

The demands of the Claimants’ Unions
are:

I The right to an adequate income with-
out means-test for ALL people.

2 A free welfare state for all with its ser-

SHASH THe Comng

d]
i

TATIo

RULING
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tors’ 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 co-
habitation according to the act, because
cohabitation is defined as sharing board
and lodge as well as bed, many women are
terrorised into believing that they are co-
habiting if they have a boy-friend. Many
women have their 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 ‘unsuppor-
ted mothers’, i.e. women who have either
chqsen to have children and remain on
their own, or widowed, separated or deser-
ted women with families. These women do
a full day’s work, doing housework and
loo%(mg after children, and they should be
entlglgd to a wage irrelevant of whether they
are living with men or not. If children are
taken into care the state have to pay a lot
more for them than they are in fact now
paying for their mothers to look after
them.

) Why are ‘unsupported mothers’ treated
like this?

It is because they are not working for
an employer and in capitalist society you
are worth nothing if you are not doing so.
Unsupported mothers are not ‘productive
members’ of society —they can’t go out to
work. They are a drag on the cconomy
because they haven’t got the money to
consume, They are no good as the ‘pillar’
of the family unit, 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
Othomes, producing electrical parts OR
babies.

What js really at stake when one attacks
the cohabitation ruling is the status and
economic dependence of the MARRIED
womay since the aim of the ruling is to
make it impossible for the unsupported
mother to be more independent and
€conomically better off than the married

also accept being paid less and be given
shitty jobs when they work for an
employer.

[t is this situation in our society of
women'’s economic dependancy —always
getting paid less for a job OR having to
get the money from the man-—that is re-
flected 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 un-
employed—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
_lhe woman as a dependant 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
cutt off after four weeks). There is NO
Buarantee that the wife and children ever
see that money. A woman has no right to
her husband’s income—many women don’t
¢ven know what their husbands earn—and
:}eﬂss to rely on his kindness and sense of
Sml;tﬁmblhly.'The »Social Security makes
secupml her sntuauon_ remains equally in-
S ¢ when he_r man is out of work. The

€ cannot claim on her own account
or for her children.

\Vitgr::}ﬂ(e} oth_er hu_nd a father on his own
ok sil ren is bgmg almost forced out to
illves s Nice according to the S.S. a man is
= mez:: \lvorker and breadwinner and is

It Shonuléo 'be at homc_: with children.
&rading sity Say something about t_he de-
that if o abllion of {nally ‘housewives’ !
and go on)’sot_cltl)me ul}supporlc(_i mothers
the firgt limccf“ Security that might be
actually R or many\ycax"s that they )
Tegularly Com{“?r_ley of their own that is

s Wilhomuzll? 1:1 and !h:_xt they know IS
anyboqy o irectly huvm_g to urse:lwk
a]lOWanc;; er)WC;men on Social Security
aain ingq lh" © ten very relu?tant to get

o ¢ situation of havmg lo'de-
Mman for money and will fight

that woman might have by other men, i.e.
he is supposed to pay her for sexual ser-
vices. Social Security force women into a
form of prostitution like this. I 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 bring-r
ing up small children on very little money
on their own but they are not allowed to
have any normal sexual outlets either.
Many men will also think twice before
starting going 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
tranquilisers.

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, demanding
decent hou g and a decent life for them-
selves and tneir children.

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

Apparently the Social Securitx now has
a special directive that says that if a wo-
man is cut off for cohabiting, she can get
money for her children if they are not the
children of the cohabitee for four weeks
pending appeal and also if she lo§es the
appeal, 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. Most people
do not know this though and are too
intimidated and afraid even to find out.

QLRSS
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THE BEGINNING

A Century of Liberation

IN one of his more depressed moments
towards the end of his long life, Sir
Winston Churchill used the phrase ‘the
terrible 20th century’. From his point of
view he was probably quite right. when
he compared the century in which two-
thirds of his life was passed to the one in
which he was born, at a time when Britain
was at the height of her pride and power.

There is, however, another point of
view, much nearer, [ believe, to the esti-

mate that future centuries will make. I
would call it ‘the century of liberation’,
the century in which a beginning was
made in freeing us from the social oppres-
sions that men and women alike have had
to endure, for the creation of a society
‘in which the free development of each is
the condition for the free development of
all’.

There are many liberation movements
active today, from the national liberation
movements of former colonial peoples to
sectional and professional movements in
most countries. From a historical point
of view the Women’s Liberation Move-
ment is as important as even the national
liberation movements. This may seem a
very exaggerated view, but just consider
the matter in relation to the history of
social development.

For the past 25,000 or so years, since
the emergence of societies based on agric-
ulture and stockbreeding, an outstanding
feature of them all has been that they
were male-dominated. Previous to the
Neolithic Revolution, as it has been
called, women played a much larger social
role in such societies as there were, for
one thing because, as bearers of children,
they were the links ensuring the perman-
ence of the society.

With the change in the economic basis
woman’s sphere now came to be regarded

as largely confined to what the Germans
call the three K's—Kinder, Kuche, Kirche.

The Women'’s Liberation Movement
challenges that whole conception. It chal-
lenges the thought-ways, the ways in -
which people think, that have prevailed

for thousands of years. That is why I say
it is no exaggeration to consider it quite
as important as any of the other liberation
movements. It 1s not an casy matter to
change the ways in which people think
that have become fixed through hundreds
of generations. But there comes a time
when it becomes necessary to do just that.
There comes a time when to continue in
the old ways of thought means that any
social change that occurs will be largely a
mere reshuffling of already existing ideas,
rather than the emergence of something
qualitatively new.

That this is no fantasy is shown by the
course events have taken in the socialist
world in regard to the position of women,
In last November’s issue of World Marxist
Review, Arpad Pullai, Secretary of the
Central Committee of the Hungarian
Socialist Workers’ Party, writes:

‘In February 1970 the Party Central
Committee plenum emphasised that
equality under a law has been fully
secured, but in practice this is not always
consistently observed. And not because
of some defects in our laws or policy or
their underlying principles, The cause
should be sought in restrictions resulting
from backward views on woman’s role in
soci-ely and shortcomings in her material
position.

‘Besides, we have to reckon with the in-
adequate level of the general and political
education of many women, and much re-
.mains to be done to raise their activity and
interest in public affairs. Some are inclined
to the view that since we have enough

Robin Jardine
e

nurseries and factory canteens, and since
our industry produces enough household
appliances, the whole question of woman’s
cquality is solved.’

How true it is that there is only one
race, the human race, and that we all live
in one world, whatever our economic or
social systems may be!

It is not only from Hungary that such
reports come. Throughout the socialist
world similar facts are being brought out
into the open. The good thing about it is
that such things are being discussed, so
that we may hope that the many advances
towards equality that women have receiv-
ed on paper will be fully implemented n
practice in the years to come. The wind
of change on this question is blowing in
the socialist world. In the capitalist world
too it is beginning to be felt.

This movement is not just to improve
the lot of women and right the social in-
justices under which they have so long
laboured. It is that. But it is also a great
deal more, Some countries are farther ad-
vanced on the road to socialism than
others; but there is still a long way to g0
before a socialist society is created, in
which the old thought-ways have vanished
and been replaced by new, socialist
thought-ways.

To do this means that men must cease
to think as they have thought these many
thousand years in terms of their holding
a leading place in socicty, assisted by their
women help-mates. Instead the thought
must be of co-operation on a completely
equal footing of all individuals in the
development of their society.

That, I believe, is what Women’s
Liberation ultimately involves. That, I
believe, is what a socialist society means.

P Q9
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at politics should illﬁo‘rclulu to
jie poetry of experience; and 1 feel .lhal
e s what is lacking in your rag. (I'm
diEn ing Lo sound liKe D. H. Lawrence).
“«Ol ”'\-l:‘;@non, i think ‘Bread and Roses’
l-Ol\lllrl\ uo‘(;d slogan: we need brcud. but
¢ J« Is , n:-cd roses (I'm not trying to

i Tlikc Boris Pasternak). Perhaps the
SO”mvhich also relates to the gap between
the intellectuals and The People) cm-ﬂd

be parl way filled with a hitle humour,
irony and so forth? y .

I:m not quite sure who you're ‘;um!n'g‘ :
at. Are you trying to sol-ulll,\' the “political
wing of Women’s Lib? (} ¢. those women
whd relate to W.L. chiefly via Left-wing-
New-Left concepts) I so._lhcn I am the
¢ of the women for whom you
And frankly, my reaction is
this: impatiently, I say to 1§}'s;‘11_ yes |
know all this, I'll put it by for when |
really haven’t got anything else to do but
rc;ul.il. or for when I find I need that
kind of argument, put in that way

Now I 2m not an anti-intellectual. but
there is 2 massive contradiction in your

I FEEL th

gup (¥

protolyp
are writing.

magazine: it 1s all about class, about
n and the working class, about ¢
not one paragraph of all this

won

equal pay ‘
will be comprehensible, I'm suggesting. to
these women that you're talking about.

Now I'm sure you're aware of this criti-

1 (it 1s after all one of the commonest
of criticisms around that the Left makes
on its neighbours). 1 do think in this case
though it’s valid.

Now | know that one of the most
nauseating things one can do is to patron-
ise a potential working-class audience by
deliberately ‘talking down’ to them
crassly over-simplifying everything,
spattering around phrases that we fancy
makes our style sound casual and un-
pretentious and sincere. and Every-
Womanish - but still, we must {ind some
way out of the problem of always just
talking to ourselves.

Do we have to talk in this boring.
second-hand language stripped of ‘femi-
nine’ things like subjectivity and indi-
vidual eccentricities of style? Isn’t it wil
a bit of a strait-jacket on us? Aren’t 't
_”k‘l‘c better, more biting ways of saying
Intelligently what needs to be said? (1 can
S¢e your reply: ‘All right, Sister, you say
them.”)

X I'm sorry this is pretty ‘unconstructive
Criticism’, but 1 can’t think of any very

constructive things to say. I’m not suggest-

ing the kind of self-indulgent drivel that

fills the pages of SHREW as an alternative

either,

. 'mafraid m in most people’s posi-
tion. 1 just don’t know. I know roughly
What I don’t like. I don’t know what 1 do
?“fc Or might want because I don’t think
1Us in the world yet.

ANN PETTITT

Desin Red ?2,%

WE thought the presentation of it was
excellent. The title is great too. Articles
were all interesting, although the overall
effect was a bit academic. )

It would be better to include some
articles of a more practical nature to vary
it a bit, we felt, ¢.g., an account of an
equal pay struggle by a woman involved,
or something by May Hobbs on trying to
unionise the night cleaners. I also won-
dered whether you could include a little
humour in the form of cartoons etc?

There seems to be a great demand for
this sort of magazine. I've sold mine to
Communist Party members, a Labour
Councillor, Women’s Lib group members,
International Socialist women. It’s some-
thing you can feel proud to sell, anyway.
as an example of Women’s Lib opinions.

Another idea—could we get articles
from other countries, e.g., a woman from
the German Democratic Republic on how
they got the abortion law reform. a
woman from a Common Market country
on what the EEC has meant as regards
women’s employment, etc.

SHEILA TAYLOR
~
a8e,

P

Dean Red Rag,

THE Women's Lib Movement has provoked
us to a realisation of the way in which we.
4s men, are involved in the oppression of
women. You have made us aware of the
prevalence of sexism n the lubour_
movement and in ourselves, ;mq of the
necessity for the eradication of this
opprussi'un for the attainment of

socialism.

We owe this awareness, also, to Red
Rag, u journal crucial for the d‘:\'ulopmvnt
ot 4 Marxist analysis of women’s oppres-
As men we have found

sion and liberation. ‘
asis

it thought provoking, and a sound b
for discussion and action.

We therefore offer you our sqppm‘t
and look forward to the second issue.
DAN MUIR
MARTIN SMITH
LESLIE ZEEGAN
DAVID KESSEL e
(f;r the MEN AGAINST SEXISM
GROUP)

D@ﬁ’i QLX Eé’g;’

I’m Sorry.

SONG

to the tune of

111
Our
Favourite :
Things !

Chip pans and brillos and dustpans and

brushes,

Jeyes cloths and dusters and curly
eyelashes,

Washing machines all filled up with
clothes,

These are a few of our favourite things.

‘Woman’ keeps telling me that I should
look pretty, ]

When most of the time I'm feeling quite
shitty,

Skin that’s like baby’s, and teeth just like
pearls,

So 1 can be just one of the girls.

Acne and hairyness,

We mustn’t look a mess,

Our men would desert us

And we would be surplus

And make us feel so bad.

When we have intercourse, its not for us.
of course,

Having a tumbles not as good as a jumble!

We really dont like that sort of thing,

Babies and bottles are really our scenc.

Politics and arguments are not in our
sphere. - e

Thats for the men when they’re out drink-
ing beer, :

We just wash the dishes and tidy the floor,

Then look attractive when they're at the
door,

Qur defender!

Our protector!

Without him we’d crumble

We'd blunder and fumble

And make us feel so bad.

Julian Doyle (male)
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Forward to a

Proletarian Revolutionary
Women’s Movement !

An Answer to the Reactionary Seima lames

" Without a revolutionary theory there can be

no revolutionary movement '’

“"In its struggle for power, the proletariat has

no other weapon but organisation ~
V.I.LLENIN

Union of Women for Liberation



WHAT MUST THE WOMEN'S LIBERATION MOVEMENT DG? -

an answer to Selma James.

CONTENTS:
Women's Liberation Workshop group published
a pamphlet written by one of its members, Selma James. The title of this

'Women, the Unions and Work, OR ..., What is not to be done.'
as we will shortly demonstrate, is a

; t a In April 1972 the Notting Hill
;ui articles written by U.lW.L.comrades in reply to gais
8lma James' article 'Women, the Uniomsand Work!'s pamphlet is :
Every sentence in this pamphlet,

What Must the Women's Liberati
eration Mo ; : % s ;
- an answer to Selma Ja;e;ement 2o distortion or a concentrated expression oOf reactionary thought, or both.
v PRt SUMMARY OF S.JANES' VIEWS AS_EXPOUNDED IN HER PAMPHLET, AND THE REASON FOR OUR RECCK
What is to be done with Selma 3J To anticipate, and by way of a brief summary  of this pamphlet, we may -
ames. se10600000000000 B2 state that Madam James pursues in this pamphlet the following objectivess
No R )
Biziio ole sloreTelaletela srate atol 4D (1) She seeks to 'organise' women agalnst men, to set women and men
: graphy R et et ars e 46 on each other's throats, rather than unite together in their common fight
Aims of the Union of Women for Liberation 2 against their common enemy, monopoly capitalism/imperialisms
(2) She seeks to ‘organise' women in order to disorganise the working-
For;hcomlﬁg m?etings of the Women's National . class movement. She seeks to build a ‘movemant’ (only God and reacti?nary
o-ordinating Committee ingide Selma James know what this would mean as used by Selma James ) ‘whose main
e00csecessoooeback aim, it appears from the pamphlet, would be to disorganise and to campaign
cover against organisation as such. In other words, in the circles in which ~
Lt ; our petty-bourgeois auther, Selma James, moves, to organise and to be part
st of available literature Bt of any organisation; particularly a working-class organisation, is con-
”‘°°"’°°°-~ooacover sidered the worst misfortu ne = an utter humiliationj

(3) She makes an attempt to discredit and refute Marxism-Leninisms
launches open as well as veiled attacks .on the thoroughly scientific.
Marxist theory, as fully propounded by Engels in hiss: 'Origin of the
Family, Private Property and the State', concerning the cause of the opp-~
ression of women and the way forward to their liberationg and tries her
best to embellish the thoroughly reactionary idea of tliberating' women,
not by introducing them into public production, but by paying them for
housework i.e. by keeping them chained to the kitchen sink and, therefore,
also to theibourgeois ideology which has such a hold over women because
of their backwardness - a product of the previous confinement of women
in the kitchen etc. j

(4) she seeks to 'organise' women in order to abolish the family and
not for the revolutionary overthrow of capitalism. With the consistency
and accuracy of a petty~bourgeois intellectual she always manages to hit
the wrong target.

In brief, her pamphlet is a reactionary diversion and should be understood
as such by everyong in the women®s movement. A consistent fight should
be waged against the ideag contained in It It is only by so doing that
we shall be able to build a revolutionary women's movement, which is part
and parcel of the general working-class movement and which does not weaken
the revolutionary struggle of the working class for the overthrow of cap-
italism by causing women to fight against men, by causing them to dis-
organise, by disarming them politically by preaching the renunciation of
revolutionary theory,‘and by causing them to fight against an imaginary
enemy ~ the family - rather -than the real enemy - capitalism,

It is, then, for these reasons that we have found it necessary to refute
the petty-bourgeois rubbish and' reactionary’ nonsense containgd .in. Selma
James! pamphlet. % 5

Selma Jamess--on page 1 of this document, says ‘
"It is impossible any longer to sit in the protection of a group and
see the potential 'of the movement squandered." g
We must say that for us, too, it has become "impossible any longer to
Ssit ..... and see the potential of the movement squandered" by the reaction-
ary preachings of the servile lackeys of the bourgeoisie such as Selma




James, who have set themselves the task of a“ding to the confusion in the
women's movement, disorganising this mouement, splitting it and of thus |
rendering a useful service to the bourgeoisie. Whether this service to
the bourgeoisie-is rendered by our petty bourgeois intentionally or un-
intentionally is ef no concern either to us or to the movement. That
such service is in fact rendered rcmains a most important fact which
calls for a resolute ideological, pelitical and orce nisational struggle
against those rendering this service. 1Hence the present pamphlet.

Let us therefore deal with Selma JameéF distortions in some detail.,

»

madam James establishes her credentials as a “"revolutionary" by stating
in the preface to this pamphlet of hor'ss :

"Ultimately the only demand which-is-not co-optable is the armed pop-~
ulation demanding the end of capitalism, But we feel that at this
moment these demands can be a force against what capital wants and
for what we want,® i '

The apxious reader shall search in vain to find a single idea in the whole
of thl; pamphlet which, if followed, could contribute to the overthrow
of_capltalism. There is nothing in it with respect to, ending capitalism,
there are no "demands® in it which "can be a frrce against what capital ’
wants and for what we want®, because "what we want? (and “what we want®
acgordlng to the author of this pamphlet, Selma Jaméég are such wonderful
thlng§ as setting women against men, “organising" to disorganise, re-
nounc1n9.revolutionary theory, cringing before spontaneity and achieving
the contlnued enslavement of women and, therefore, the continuation of
capitalism)is precisely “what capital wants", ¥

Continues Selma James:
“?hey 4?%5 demands 7 are intended to mobilise women both 'inside' and
outside' the womén's liberation movement, They could. provide a

perspective which would affect decisions about local and national
struggles, After discussion and modification they could become in-
tegrated and far~reathing goals which the women's movement could come
to stand for, " ( p i) .
Supposing the demands contained in the pamphlet could actually mobilise
uomeq, what kind of "perspective" could they provide to the women's lib-
eration movement, in what way could these demands "affect decisions agout
local and national struggles”? A careful reading of the pam hiet leav
no dgubt.uhatsoever that the only "perspective" #thgge deméndz“ coulda v
ﬁr?vld? is a Feactidnary perspective and the only way these demands could
gffect decisions ahbout local and national struggles® would be in a o
tlo?ary way . This we say because “demands" such as the setting of ot
agalnst men, renunciation of revolutionary theory, promoting thg'id Uom?”
dlsorgahlSlngg the continued enslavement of women in the kitch =l
such "demands® cannot but be considered as- reactionary demand SR e
mobilising women on the basis of these "demands® the ‘ilJomen?n i?b BY:
movement will not become a revolutionary fighting force a ajn t BraFlO”_
but-a r?actionary force fighting on the side of decadoﬁt g d 2 CaPltallsmy
capitalismg on the basis of thesse "demands"‘our‘movenent Ij]1 3 el
working f9r any "far-reaching goals", it will only bé uors% Tk be‘
preserv§t%on of those %goals® which, in Britain were achilng 4 Fhe
?Ourgqolsle a long while ago i,e, capitalism, 9luhat we tEVEd e
1s not a "modification® of the "demands® in this am Ifgt ErefDr?, i
plete rejection and the acceptance in their steadpb p;he' S, pon
those demands and premises which are truly revolutignérs L e
SELMA JAMES' OPPOST . i
S oie JAMDS | OPPOSITION TO WOMEN WORKING
"There are more ways than one in which the womgnt
coopted and be cut off from the possibilitiesenf
omous / our emphasis? and revol_i.:tionary'politiO
is that we will assist capitalism to introdug i
into new facets of its exploitatiye relation G"and
In support of this, argument she | C "

S movement can be
becoming an auton-
; Sl
movement, Qne
integrate women

then goes on ‘to quote g Passage’ from

the Financial Times of March 9th, 1971 which runs as follous
MeooseosThe thousands of trained girls-who come out of the universities
every year are desperately anxious to escape from the triple trap of
teaching, nursing, or shorthand~typing scoooe
"Many of these girls are clearly of high ability, and they constitute
a pool from which skilled middle management could be drawn., They
would be as hard working and conscientious as only = grateful out-—
sider could be, and it is concelvable that, in spite of the equal pay
legislation; they might pot cost as much as male equivalents, at least
in 'the first instance. We will use such women, in increasing numbers,
when we realise that they exist and feel able to recognise their
qualities. Until then, a good deal of talent that is costing. a lot
of money to train inm our universities will continue to be wasted, and
‘British industry will have failed to see a source of renewed energy
and vitality that is befeore its very eyes.” (p.1)

WUe wish to make the following observatiecns on the above argument,

Firstly, it is not explained by the author as to what is the meéning of "
the words "autonomous and revolutinnary political movement®. Does ;
"autonomous™ here mean independent of the working~class movement and
proletarian politics? Does it mean a movement which in every way is
opposed to men? Or does it simply mean-a separate women's organisation?
Ourreadimg of :the whole pamphlet confirms that only the first two of the’
above three meanings are’ intended by the author. When Selma James ad-
vocatee an “autonomousfwomen®s movement, it can only ‘mean one of the
following two thingss either she wants an Yautonomous” women's ‘movement
which is independent of and -ut off from the working class or that she
wants a movement which is independent of the bourgeoisie. There can be no
third meaning attached to this expression, fFor there can be noc movement
which is “autonomaus® in the sense of not iwing bound up with the interests

of one class or the other, either the working class or the capitalist

class, Selma James, we repeet, wante an “autonomous" women's movement of

a kind which is independzsnt of the proletarian movement and oroletarian
ideclogy, and whicih is, therafore, completely dependent on the bourgeoisie
and on bourgeois ideclogy. ; '

Secondly, juet because the Financial Times cays that women graduates
ought to be drawr into middle management, it does not at all censtitute
a Jjustification for us to oppose the introduction of women as a whole
into industry.- It does not constitute such a justification because -

(a) the'women graduates are not the only women with which the women's
liberation movemcnt ought to be concerned; in fact women graduates form
a tiny minority of the female population, and therefore the interests of
this tiny ‘minority (and a privileged minority at that) cannot and should
not be given preference over the interests of the overwhelming  majority
of women ie. proletarian womens; i i { iy

“(B) uhenever the bourgeoisie draws any section of "the populatiom into
public production they arec motivated by nothing else than the simple
desire ‘to make a profit. Nevertheless, its subjective desires notwith-
standing, it ends up by producing not only profit but also its own grave-
diggers - the proletariat. Selma James is only able to see the ex-
ploitative aspect of wage-labour. She is eitherunable or unwilling to
see thé4revolutionary aspect of it. She cannot see that ‘if women are
drawn into industry that represents an advance over their present con-
dition , for it breaks the isolation and economic dependence of the
women and provides them with an opportunity to organise themselves. No
one is asserting that the drawing of women into industry automatically
‘makes them revolutionary,.anymore than‘has been the case with men. What
we are saying is that the introduction of women into social production lays
the basis, prepares the way as it were, for their introduction to truly
revolutionary proletarian politics, We must, thersfore, on no account
oppose the introducticn of women .into social production., Ihe bourg-
eoisie is drawing women into social production to make profits - to
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s opportunity and organise working women

and bripg to them truly revolutionary politics and raise their conscious-.

ness to a revolutionary. consciousnesse. ~ Guch is the nature of the task
confronting the women's libpration movement in this regard - a bask which
s—hourgeois author. i

is.beyond the comprchension of our petty

exploit women.. . e must-seiz

-option has in some measure.already

measure already taken place, and ts agent has been ~left.erganisations
_.c..a.For them /ﬁle?t organisations % the 'real! working class is uhiteuv
male and over thirty. e..-s-e They'e?fectively want to make us auxiliar7
to the ‘general! struggle =~ as if they represented the generalisation 1
of the struggle; as if there could be a generalised struggle without
.women, without men joining with women for women's demands." ( p 2)
Selma James' feminism and her buminghatred not only of men but also of
proletarian politics emerge clearly from the above paragraph Ffom he g
pamphlet. She charges all left organisations with racism, male su rr a
:Sd agflsuprcmacy without givirg a single example to subs%ahtiate Eeimgcy
Cai;gzuig?i, -Fa? bg‘it from usﬂto,eyan wan? to defgnd many of -the so~-"
R Qrga?lsatlonsn What we demand 1is that if there are some
s g;gan%s§tlon§:uhiqh_Practicevracism end male supremacy then they
.'nameo-and should justly stand. exposed. Ue know-that ther
gre_some tleft’ sorganisations which are the S r ; -
; ; & purveyors of bourgeol
}deo}qu into the ranks of the working class Among - suct 'Tgf 's
lsaﬁlons,can be included the.Communist Partynof Grea% BriZai;G(E B
varlogngrotskyite organisations and the so~called Labo Part opo5-§o>9
organisations, peddle bourgeois ideclogy within: th lUr ?lty. s
énd s B e V: 1_; he pro Etarlan movement
ideolngy such+as racism and. male ;;o;;;éccr—ous TOFTS * bgUf@EOiS
serve to, be condemned fcr-spreading‘o; Fo§,F i Thesf i il o
.of bourgepis ideology within the working-cl el o FheCk R
of these organisationé,,‘left' in nam; g:z ESS mDV?meﬁtu e g
pc U?ed_to_condemn S s e tgurgoo;s'ln essence, cannot
1sa?loﬂS, .- Jo do st would be bour eog tsé lUﬂS? gEEiX e e
opdinapx,women and making them hoq%il S' rlckery a%med el L
B hoirnipolitics, Yot this i; Efzpzolfyo}etar%an organisations and
James has indulged in. UYe believ SR iy the: kind” of trickery ‘Selma
is a ferinietss asfonals suorengi - ;Edshc h;s ‘g?od' reason, for she
Qu}ded'byqbourgeois ideology e a} - is, therefore, just as much
S e body ma%e supremist. She has not the
. inibisriceoiodyes This st seselanyst ek mhecDanbe 75
§he e hnated soc%ét lf aloqe can explain the fact that
itdlists dominate - TLg ey ; SZ 5 a_sgclety in which female cap-:
doriinate, 2 gobiety 1n GRich both méCl@ty in which peither men nor women:
can only bé'afsocialist ey _,é.n‘aﬁd women are equal. Such .a society
does' ot desire'toisee”bécause’;~‘."éoc%ety which Selma James certainly
female ‘domination, : > @ soclalist society would not ensure o
igLﬁgRJAMES' DISTORTIONS OF LENIN'S V i T - 3
1 VIEW : 3
Contlnue_,sDbIeS,LrIr;)gR?a:En%]gsin Hef a"cnté‘él.' . U_S & QUR»REFUTAT'ION
< on left organisations: ' o

" SR o4 8ed K 5 ot
A @ajzrl%ssue on which we have swallowed thei
”.orlgn athn and been co-opted to dcfea£ o
thg guestion of “uniconising women 2 2HD

[N 03 t
Kiother, but-connected, way of co

/left organisationﬁ7ig j

- ' of movement has been o =

"ye are ‘told, that we i : . I : |
2 'Lglgi that :must bring. women ' 2y

con501ousnessf. ‘This :phrase is Lenin;cD wbat.ls called

called ‘‘What: is..to:.be = Bl e e

a 'trade ‘union
: done®s T ; om a2 pamphlet =
s L N many ways it is a brilliantp i higt,
e e ey days: of the -Russian - FEIMERN e g
and rebuaiéfed a go s workers and peasant of Rus ig I e Lolrs.
Tt pebpiendb ndg 2 dgal of mhat he  wrote beFoi dtlT 1905 and 1917
view much of-uhht p PO N S ey ety : hese i S
i asses for left t conclusions, and in'm i
1902 . - In 1972 this:i hseny@endip i H
: A9 :1s a.serious practice) today is pre-
They- can read Leniniand -charge, and I thi i 4 5
o SR el quote him i think it can be proved.
abils - o BT } AL proved .
to lea?q from the actions that»uobk::il:ekFanlnz they are not B
i ¥ : ake," (¢
e R R ke, (75 2)
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agraph might lead an inattentive reader

A superficial reading of this par
full of praise for Lenin. As a matter

to gain the impression that itvdis
of fact every line here is a distortion:

that Lenin was in favour (o B
could be more malicicus than this.
Lenin's pamphlet "What is to be
those who advocated nlending the
i.z. subservience to

The reader is left with an impression
wipadeunion consciousness™. No libel
The facts are just to the contrarye.
done?" is full of biting criticism of
economic struggle itself a political character™ -
spontaneity i.e. subservience to trade union politicse. The whole of

this pamphlet is a brilliant attack on economism -~ on those, like the
petty-bourgeois Selma James, who cringe and kneel in prayer before spon-=
taneity. It is a pamphlet that demands of the revolutionaries the ability
to CQHVGrt trade union consciousness, which the workers acquire without
any assistance from the revolutionary intelligentsia, into revolutionary
consciousness, .that is wio convert trade union politfcs into
Social Democratié”politicaL struggle.™

Here is what Lenin sayss
#The demand'to lend the
most strikingly expresses subservience to s

economic struggle itself a political character!
pontaneity in the sphere of
Very often the economic struggle §pontaneouslv
that is to say, without the interven-—

i - the intelligentsia's without the

intervention of the class--conscious Social-Democrats. The gconomic

struggle: of the £nglish workers, for instance, also assumed a political

character. without. any intervention on the part of the socialists. The
is no't exhausted by political

political activity.
assumes a political character,
_tion of the 'revolutionary bacill

task of the Social--Democrats, hOWeVer,
agitation on-an cconomic basisg their task is to convert trade-unionist
emocratic pulitical struggle, to utilise.the

politics into Social-D

of political consciousness which tha economic struggle generates

for the purpose of raising the-workers to the level

at consciousness. The Martyncvs, hou=
mulet ing the spontaneously awakening

instead of raising and sti
the workers, bou to spontaneity and repeat

that the economic struggle 'impels' the
liticel rights. It ig unfort-

sparks
among the workers,
of 59331}7Dem0c29t;9 political
EVET,
political consciousness of
over and over ad_nauseam,
workers to realise their own lack. of po
unate, gentlemen, that the sﬁontaneously awakening trade-unionist
political consciousness does not 'impel' you to an understanding of

your Social-Democratic taskso™ (Lenins What is to be Done? foot-
) note, pe415)

trade union aiuays helps the
he helps them to expose

factory abusés, explains the injustice of the 1aws and of measures
that hamper the freedom to strike and to picket (ig., to warn all
and sundry that a strike is proceeding at a certain factory), explains
the partiality of arbitration court judges who belong to the bourgeois
classes, etc.,etce in a word, every trade-union secretary conducts and
helps to conduct 'the @gconomic strqule'against the employers and the
government‘° It cannot be too strongly maintained that this is still
not Social-Democracy, that the Social-Democrats ideal should not be
the trade-union secretary, but Eﬂgﬂggibune of Qngagggg;g, who is able
to react to every manifestation of tyranny and oppression, No matter
where it appears, nO matter what stratum or class of the Péq?le.it
*affedtss who is able to generalise all these manifestationé,ahd produce
a single picture of police violence and capitalist exploitations who

is able to take advantage of every eyent, however small, in order to
set forth before all his socialist convictiong and h is democratic
demands, in ordg?-iz'blarify for all and everyane the uorldnhist?ric
significance of the struggle for the emancipation of the proletarlat.v-\
Compare, foOT example, @ legder like Robert Knight (the well-known 4
secretary and leader of the quleruMakers‘ Society, one of the mgst
pOuerFul trade unions in England), with Wilbelm Liebknecht, and try to

and further:
nFor the secretary of
workers to carry on

any, say English,
the economic struggle,
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apply to-them the contrasts that Martynov draws in his contrQVB?SY_
with Iskra. You will see ~ I am running through Martynou's article -
that Robert Knight engaged more in 'callina the masses to ce?taln
concrete actions', while Wilhelm Liebknecht
engaged more in 'the revolutionary elucidation of the whole of the
present system or partial manifestations of it e that Robert:
Knight 'formulated the immgdiate demands of the proletariat and indicw
ated the means by which they can be achieved', whereas Wilhelm
Liebknecht, while doing this, did not hold back from tsimultaneously
guiding the activities of various opposition strata', 'dictating a
positive programme of action for them! that Robert Knight
strove fas‘far as possible tc lend the economic struggle itself a

" political character? and was excellently able 'to submit to the

* government concrete demands promising certain palpable results’,
‘whereas Liebknecht engaged to a much greater degreec in 'one=—sided'
'exposures'; °  that Robert Knight attached more significance to the
'forward march of the drab everyday strugglef; whereas Liebknecht
attached more significance to the fpropaganda of brilliant and com-
pleted ideas' ; that Liebknecht converted the paper he was dir-

f ecting inta 'an organ of revolutionary opposition that exposed the
state of affairs .in our country, particularly the-political state of
affai:s,Jingofar as it affected the interests of the mest varied
.gtrata of the population?, whereas Robert Knight 'worked for the
cause ;of the working class in- close organic connection with the prol-
etarian struggle' -~ . if by 'close and organic.connection' is
meant the subservience to spontancity which we examined above, by
taking. the gxamples of Krichevsky and .Martynov —.and 'restricted the
spherg of his influence', convihced, of course, as is Martynov, that
by‘dolng»so‘be dgepgned that .influence! . In a word, you will see
thét qe'f??tQMMarﬁynov reduces Social-Oemocracy ta the level of trade~
unionism, chough he does so, of course, not because he does not ‘desire
the ggod of Soc1al~Demg;racy?ibut simply because he is a little too
muchllp a ;hurry to'render Plekhanov more profound,; instead of taking
the. trouble -to understand him.,” " (ibid p 423 ) ! X )

UEACQUld guote mahy more passages'from 'What is to be Done9;'uhich irref=-
utabiy‘put on record Lenin's irreconcilable struggle againét trade-union
consciousness and trade--union pclitipsL ) But all these passages have
fesqaped"the_attention of Selma James who, since she makes a refercnce &
%p,:mgst'have read this book of Lenin's, 1In fact she sayssiIn ;an : i
it is"a brilliant pamphlet”. e are guite entitled to esk:~ what Z uixét
of Fhe “brilliance" of this pamphlet if the main theme éf ;his 5am_21 ?r
= St?qggle against trade-union politics and for revolutionar ;iig"e;;n
is either ignored, or misunderstood or deliberately disgqrteZVP mhlis N
kind gf'hOQour are_ue:dping the author of this ﬁbriliiaét améhl t"a'fb
we ascribe to him ideas which are the complete opposite ofpthgs>eh ‘;
:ﬁ:zatﬁy.?xp;gss?dhinnﬁhe pamphlet? In all féirness; it must bz sfidas

: 'gm praise heaped by Selma. James on Llenin for havi i i
"brilliant pamphlet” turns out to b i 7 i ngAwr}tten ¥
do.w}thopt. . In all fairngss, it mss: E;Szaz; ng:i Wg;i: Lgnln CPUlﬁ‘Uell
u31ng;the name of Lghin,to fight against revoiutionary Leiirngz -
Having described Lenin's pamphlet as "brilliahif 6

; G e 1 g T -
MBUE 1€, Uas  uBitter in ool e Ra Selma, James continuess

19u7 s s Lenin Tepludiated uééian'mévément, s
o 18 00 ceso.TepuUdiated a d 1
Much of  what passes for left théor EfematRRG R] uhal be uiot

el isses for y today is.pre-1902,%
12? Uﬂg;+ttgq.cgq91q§lggh;s ¢ we need not take sgriousgi'an thing in’

1; Fll;lant pémph;e;“ of Lenin's because it was mfitt’ Y_ 1800
t?;;n 2;?§§lz “gepqq;ateﬁf“at ét;ater date not only what'ﬁg“ngigoinand
éflggg“éﬁa'igij_;t'also lg.gqoq_geql of what hé wrote béféfe these Luo
o e L ale e s R, e that peallysar Np, it 15" Ao ad
(o Bl 2ietl e lie th§t‘Len;n“repydiated "a good deal of what h e

beythese tuo zevyolutionst,  hat wolild Ba left ‘of [aniblle  ha s note
had répudiated "a good 'deal of what he' P L eNRha eI G Gbnin
what he wrote before these twg revolutiors®?

Bl e

—Ga e

NOTHING, is the answer. Selma James is making a futile attempt - she is
not the first nor will she be the last to indulge in such a reactionary

" attempt ~ to divide Leninism into tuwo parts, the supposedly rubbishy and

useless Leninism of the period lasting up to 1917 and the.good Leninism of
the post 1917 era, It is well known that such an attempt was made by
Trotsky. as well., Selma Jameg is doing no more than following in the wake
OF'Trotskyite slanders. Ghe is "free" to follow anyonec she likes but

she must answer our gquestion: where and when did Lerin “repudiate a good
deal of what he wrote” before the revoluticns of 1905 and 19177 Lfshe
cannot answer this question (and we know that she cannot) then she must
stand exposed as an ordinary despicable bourgeois liar whose main aim is
to sow confusion in the women's liberaticn movement, divert it from the
revolutionary path and channel it along the reformist bourgeois path.
This and this alone cen explain why Seclma James has resorted to such dis-
tortions and utter falsehnods in presenting Lenin's views,

One more point on this paragraph. Perhaps there are some 1left' organ=
isations ‘who say that "we must bring women to what is called a 'trade~
union consciousness'? We know that such *left'! organisations do actually
exist in the form of the C.F.G.B., the various-Trotskylte organisatiens
such as the Socialist Labour League (S<L.L.), International Socialists
(1.5.) and-the Intcrnational Marxist Group (I.M.G ). Therefore, the
correct- thing would be to wasge a-resolute struggle against the economism
of these organisations: and to expose their anti-Leninism, But what

Selma James does is to deliberately confuse the above reformist organ-
isations with really proletarian crgenisations and she deliberately con=
fuses the anti-Leninism of these organisations with Leninism, In brief,
she makes an attempt to confuse Leninism with anti-Leninism, for if Lenin
" e pudiated a good deal of what he wrote before thesc two revolutions",
as Selma James asserts ‘that he did, then, what passes for Leninism gen=-
erally (and correctly) stands “repudiated? by Lenin himself! The overall
impression is created in which Leninism and anti-Leninism become indisting-
uishable from each other! The result can only be to cause confusion in
the minds of those who are but little acquainted with revolutionary theory
and the great writings of Comrzde Lenin, It is therefore the:duty,of all
revolutionary women to bzscome infectea with the spirit of intolerance
towards all bourgcois intellectuals, such as Selma James,; who join the
women's movement in. order precisely tc subvent it by sowing confusion

and causing thecoretical chaos, §

SELMA JAMBS OPFORTUNIST VIEWS ON ORGANISATION

Having presented a distorted versicn of Lenin’s standpoint, our author,

Selma James, goes on to discuss the miner's strike, as a result of which
strike, says Selma James S
ye have all had a leap in consciousness as a result of the action of
the class. Therefore what we consider possible is expanded. This
is the immediate reason for our restlessness. We are not satisfied
any more to stand aside and let the world go by. After three years
of our movement, Morthern Ireland, Zimbabwe and then this strike, ue
want to do something, but not just anything," (p 3) ;

We,in the Union of Women for Liberation, are ‘aluays glad to discover
people who have had a Vléap-in consciousness" provided that it is a leap
forward and not a leap backwards. BUt-unfortunately in the case of
Selma James, as indeed is the case of the bourgeois intelligentsia gen~
erally, this "leap in conscinusness” turns out to be a leap backwards.,
It is &lways the case with the petty-bourgcois radicals, such as Selma
James, that after "many years' consideration" {p 1) they come out with
some really old reactionary rubbish about which they talk ad nauseum as
though they had discovered a New Americaj and this reactionary rubbish
thay represent .as a "leap in consciousness®. To what conclusions has
this "leap in consciousness“led our-acthor? The conclusion to which
this much trumpeted "leap in consciousness™ has led our author, Selma
James,-is 3 "we want to build a movement which is at once political and
new, one which speaks specifically to the needs of women." (p 3) (our
emphasis '~ U.W.L.) That the 'real meaning -of this statement is the
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advocacy by Selma James ‘of the abolition of unions, the renunciation

of revolutionary theory under the pretext of "making our own analysis®, (p6)
the setting of women against men, the working for the abolition of any
imaginary enemy ~ the family - rather thzn for the revolutionary overthrow
of the real enemy - capielism -, tha coniinued enslavement of women, and
general support for capitalism, can be seen from the following statements
in her pamphlets

on_the abolition of the unions -

"There is no doubt that certainslave conditions are done away with when
factory is organised, and usually when workers in factories organise
into unions (or against them). It seems the only alternative to
slavery, The whole histcry of the class is bound up with this inst-
itution. But it is the way workers get unions formed, organising
together and almost always going on strike, that abolishes the slave
conditions, not the unions, It is their power that brings th ; -
uninr - in and it is their pouwer that abolishes slave condition@%“(Q?)

on keeping women out of social production -

“"Here is where the movement can be made or broken. We can be the’
modern suffragettes, only mors dangerous, since where they invited ©
women to vote and be free, we will be inviting them to achigve free-~
dom_through work.™ (p 13)

and further ‘
"We demand wages fnr housework" ( p 15)

on renunciation of revoluticnary theory -~

"I would likg to qgote from a forthcoming document which. does not
analysg women from the point of view of Marxism, but farxism from
the point of view of women" ( p8) ; '

and further i

n 5 T 7 T -

The first step in the process of our liberation at this stage is
to mage our oun independent evaluation of. the political situatio
12 this ccun?ry (and later in the werld -~ with the help of womﬁnn'

° h?r cogn?rles) on the basis of what our guts and people likebthln
in the mining areas have told us, and then act on it, @ j 4
(our emphasis - U.W.L.) " Lo

Suc e (S] S
e ature o the I ap 1 consclousnes chieved by our
T is t S a Y Y

petty-bourgeois author. 0One cannot help laughi {
; : A C { ghing at the patheti ight
i; iﬁZESEECGUhSﬁtzE?horShlp'has given birth to such gems Zs are'zoiiggﬁed
e in.donsgio _Dni, going around boasting about having had a sudden
=l go 2ec ig?nesi . The whole thing would really be funny if it
our zuthor tgfm;ke ahie:;ufz ;zrt:Z:tihe ek T has'C;uéed
: : : : ap is b stlessness; in h 3 2
;ztﬁzgszézuzgziizols ?ot the ?esult of scientifi: undgistzigiﬁgoofleap’
AN gho moW?q in any class society, éapitalist societ
L there; € position and role of classes generall i

5 fore, has been a "leap" backwards This is hoz'm 1:9

o y matters

stand with regard to the notori
: orious "leap in :niaci i
you have been afflicted , Madam Jrune;p e

To return to the subject of unions
Ef Ehe unions because she thinks taat
orkers and. militant action on the part
z e t : of the wor
g:zﬁlilzzggggliheihthe mlqers"g_saYS Selma Jamezf?sis that t
e i gt E1r unlons but. on their ouwn self-organi z?y
e to.diftgile. More than once during the strikesatlon
ot w;rs e the terms of struggle, Fdr example, :e
e 2 Violeﬁt : irs‘to man‘safety Crews, or tried to d;.slu £l
el e Nt de gnuo-of Picket lines, or stood in th S
ganising independently . But the mining qomminz:y . t
y wen

Selma James demands the aholition
unions hinder the unity of the

=g

its own autonomous way. ﬂg_@mggggig,it won, among other reasons
because in this way it won other workers to its cause." (. p 3)
(First and last emphasis = U.Wolo)

Selma: James is here hopelesssly confused. -

She confuses unions with union buroéucraCy; it is right and.proper for
us to denounce and expose the trade union bureaucrats of the T.U.C, and
of the individual unions and expose them &s class—-collaborators and the
betrayers of the interests of the working class. But on no pretext g
should thess' class collaborationist policies be confused with the organ—
isation of workers formed to resist the daily encroachments of capital
on their wagesy’: And yet this is precisely what Selma James is guilty of.
She advocates “the tiigbandment, the abolition of the unions, the organ-
isations of workers to protect their living sténdards, on the grounds
that the union leadership has become bureaucratised and that this priv-
ileged bureaucracy subofﬂiﬂates the interests of the workers to its own
selfish interests and its policy of class collabdiétipn, The correct
conclusion, houwever, would be a demand for 4 resolute struggle against
the trade union bu:eaucracyjtthorough-equsure.of this:-bureaucracy,
resulting in the isglatiun from, the: workers of: this burecauoracy. It is
our duty to enlighten Tank and file members of the unions, to raise their
consciousness and make them aware of the tasks fating them.:’ But this
cannnt be done, Selma James!.assertions to:the contrary notwithstanding,
without an organisation, outside of an Qrganisation,-bynpassing an organ-
isation, as it were. The role of the organisation-must,not“beAunderw :
estimated. Without organisation the working ctass is nothingj . with
organisation it is'évcrything. But it has become fashionable once again
for the bourgeocis intelligentsia to assert;that all organisation is the
cause of all evils - all our troublesg-enly if the working class could
get rid of this burden, organisatinon, weighing heavy on its back, then
it would be able to achicve miracles. -Historical experience shous Jjust
the contrary. Our bourgecis intelligentsia rush to their conclusion re-
garding the need to get rid of organgation only because they find the
ideological, political and organisationa;.tésks7 requiring many years
patient and painstaking work, in order to organise the working class
and to prepare it for its historical mission of cverthrowing capitalism,
too difficult and beyond them. And with usual modesty they think that
if this task is too difficult and beyond them then it must be too diff=.
icult and beyond esverybody else. Rest assured ladies and gentlemen, this
task, difficult though it is, shall be performed by truly proletarian
revolutionaries. There is no royal voad to revolution. But our un-
stable intelligentsia want a revolution, like everything else, on the-
cheap. 5o, finding . the rovoluticnary tasks difficult and beyond them,
they advocate such fsolutions' as the disbandment of all organisation
so that the working class, no longer fettered by organisational (ties, :
may,. one fine morning (when our inte;ligentsia,are fast asleep)y Tise
up without any leadership, overthrouw capitalism, wake our intellectuals
up,-not too early - and put them in pcsitions of authority as the
guardians of the interests of the working class. . NO, friends we can
guarantee nothing of this sort will ever:happen. The working class will
be victorious only when, among other things, it is led by the highest
form of organisation ~ a revolutionary:proletarian partys. Here:is what
Lenin saya on the importance of organisation tg the proletariat: s

"In its struggle for power the. proletariat has_no pther. weapon but
organisation. Disunited by. the tule of anarchic competition.in.the-
bourgeois world, grpund down.by forced labour for capital, con-—
stantly thrust back to the-ﬁloygr depths?® of wutter destitution, FO
savagery, and degeneration, the proletariat can, and inevitably will,be-

zome an invincible force only through.its ideological unification on :
the principles of Marxism being reinforced by the material unity
of organisation, @h;ch velds millions of toilers into an army of the
working class. Neithep'fhe senile rule of the Russian autocracy nor
the decrepit rule of inter-national capital will be able to with—
stand tQis army., It will -more and more fimmlyclose its ranks, in spite
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in spite of the opportunist

- . o ssent—day Social-Democrac
i Yhe Girondists of presentzte s, oS
Phras?;m0228€;29s2§fzs;tisfied exaltation of the retrograds circle
;niigt 2nd in spite of the tinsel and fuss of %ntellé?tfallft
asarchisﬁ*“ (g HUT R Fortazd, Tua Steps Bask® p 211)

of all zigzaés and backward steps,

B e !
Selma James says that the miners won their victory oﬁcause they were
c . : . '
successfully able to prevent the union from "leading them. What she
iners were able to prevent the union

should be saying Zs that the mi LT :
bureaucracy, not the union, from tleading" them. The mlners won alsg

because of their excellent organisation and not simply -by preventing
the union bureaucracy from "leading" them.  The correct. conclusions tg
draw from the miners' strike would, in our view, bei- ;

(a) the need for a determined struggle against. the bureaucrats of
the unions who are always attempting to enter into sell-out agreements
with the employers and the Government.

(b). the need for an exccllent‘organisation~offuorkers headed by
such leaders who truly represent the-interests oft ordinary workers,

But what are Selma James' conclusions? The conclusions she draws are
totally erroneous. 'She'sayss let us have done with the organisation,
The "mining: community®. she says won because "it went its own autonomous
way. -As.a.result it won, among other reasons because in this way it won
othgr workers ‘to its cause " This sentence seems to indicate that

the non—existencc-of a m;hers‘ organisation was a condition precedent
to.thg other workers' showing solidarity with the miners. The general
pr%nzlple, therefpre, seems to be that only on-the basis of ‘the non-= -
e g T e
Tepeaty .this -ds a thoroughly erroneounE b ; bc Org?nlsa?lonu' ik e
the whole-of the working class, what jscgggdzglggothln Ord?? i
highest. form of organisation known to the working ?_Creatlon'of Fhe
Darﬁy —:and nD?'ﬁﬁg di;bandment of all organisat?og%éés LR

It is well Known tﬁat unio :
: o L Ns were formed by worke 2y
fully to resist cuts in waqe Y uopkers'to be able siccess~
ages, The existence ioh : s
def : TR 5 = nce of ‘such orgs 5
EXi§226229d$??Eomlc 1nte;ests of the workers ig dicfatedggn;iﬁﬁ}onf b
to offer by w; : ?yStem Df.capitaliSt production, .what haé SeimVGSX e
= s Zlo alzeplacement if the unions are to be aboli had‘;::l‘“S
' > ass itself or if = = lshed? er
th : A5 9 Yyou please, the ® SR s
isztziiss-XETElf. But"thg Bl as P B AN nee oot ;xczet 2Et0nomous" action of
QR classes have their'organisation Tﬁis igozgh anfoiaan_
. rTue o e bour-

geois class as well as of h ian s eolsie is

' : the proletari 3 h our

= : ) 2l i -arlan class, e b a] isi i

ighl DFQ?JlSEd. E It has % .Brltain9 or instance 10t one but aT’U'b“I
?f bo rgeois POllth?l partles, uho-mislead th i . n the -

its disposal - the army, financial oligarch

the police,  the bureauyg e B ouer B

media and so on and so forth, 1n these cire - boncmas Bhe
2 ums

ngj W 3 .
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investigation dons so far does not entitle us to declare ourselves on
the subject. One thing, however, is certain. UWhatever happens to the
present unione, the workers will certainly not be able to get by, let
alone make any advances, without an organisation. This simple truth
seems ﬁq;bc_beyond the comprehension of Selma James.

TRADE UNIONS AND SELMA JAMES

Having drawn incorrect, and reactionary conclusions from the miners'
strike, Selma James turns her attention to the particular away from the
general. Hitherto she had finformed' us that organisation as such ues

a hindrance to the working class, "class" if you please, sclidarity.

Now, she goes on to argue that women should not join the unions because
of the specific role that the unions have in the past played "in relation
to women". (p 3) In this context she draws our attention, very correctly
in our view, to such evils as the toleration by the unions of the main-
tenance of unequal rates of pay, their failure to organise a struggle

for equal pay, acceptance by the unions of job categories which keep.
women as the lowest paid, the lack of enthusiasm that the unions have. .
shown in the recruitment of women, These are all valid points with
which we agree completely., But what should be our conclusions, what
should be our attitude, our line of action in the face of the prevalence

of these evils?

In our view, the only correct course to adopt would be to organise women,
get them to join the unions and fight against discrimination.on grounds
of sex. In our view, the only correct course to adopt would be to con-
duct’ revolutionary propaganda and make our men comrades realise that the
discrimination against women alsc, in the end, constitutes a discrimin-—
ation against them. For instance a low paid women can always be used

by the bourgecoisie tc undercut and replace men - to reduce men's wages.
More than that — the toleration by men of discrimination against women
divides the working class on sex grounds, it sets. ong half (female) of "
the working class against the other half (male). It further postpones
the day of proletariam revolution. What is required is the maximum
unity of the members of the working class, men and women, not their
disunity. Yet disunity is the only consequence of pursuing -the policy
advocated by Selma James. She would have women taken out of social
production (more on this ‘anon) and those who insist on working outside of
the home = she will give them the orders to march out of the unions.
She will then collect them all in a women's organisation ( 3! Prev-
iously we were told that all organisation was a hindrance to "class!:
action and’solidarity.) and then begin the task of making "our own
independent evaluation of the political situation in this country ( and
later’in the world /7t!}} 7 with the help of women in other countries)
on the basis of what our guts and people like. those in the mining areas
have told us, and then act on it."

We leave aside for later discussion the wealth of reactionary thought
contained in this passage. UWe shall, on the basis of this passage,
simply note the burning desire that our author has for rejecting all:
evaluation, all theory, with which men had anything to do, the burning....
desire that she.has for turning men and wome en into arch enemies of .
each other. We ‘can judge from this alone -what she means when she talks
about "class” action, and since on page 9 she uses the word "class" as
being -synonymous with women, "the class acting for itself" must mean

an army of women fighting against men. Such is the nature of Selma
James' class action that it gets men and women fighting each other, -
rather than uniting in order to fight monopoly capitalisms

Selma_jamos then makes the silly point that unions do not recognise
the existence of housewives, that housewives are not protected by the
unions because "unions are organisations which are supposed to protect
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kers in (some) work institutions." (p 5)~-quite so. Yesz
trade unions, as the very name implies, -are organised onthe basils of
trade to protect workers in that trade., If women (or men for that
matter) are not in that trade or stay at home, then, surely the pa?tm
icular trade union cannot in anyuway protect them. This, in our view,
would all the more be an argument favouring the introduction: of women
into social production and their joining-the unions ard "not, as Selma
James:would have them, by women wrefusing the myth of liberation

through work? ( p 11) and by their whole—sale walk out from .the unions.
Unions, by their very nature, cannot protect the general interests of
the working class. For that a higher form of organisation of the working
class - a proletarian revolutionary papty -~ is required. For such a
party there can be no substitute. 1f the unions were a substitute for
a revolutianary party, we would have had a revolution by now. How
little this simple truth is understood by Selma James is clear when we
read her innocent complaint that the unions ugtructurally make a gen-—
eralised struggle impossible". { p 6) Ue repeat, the unions are not
meant to look after the general struggle of the working class. That
precisely is the job of the party which is the vanguard of all. the
toilers and. is -for that very reason not organised on the basis of trade.
Madam James thinks she has really made an earth-shattering discovery
with her realisation that the unions “structurally make a generalised
struggle impossible".

(some) wor

Anether reason why, according to Selma James, women should not join the
unions is that all unions cver do is to secure a wage risa. Displaying
brllliénce of logic and mastery of economics continues Selmé Jamess a
wage rise is as good as no rise. 3

"Unti% 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
standaFd of living. That!s not true, and women élways know it
Thgy give me@ a pay packet on Friday and take it back from us ;n
Saturday at the shops." ( p 6 )

No ﬁeed to say_that Selma James has got it wrong again. As a matter of
iact a wage rise does constitute a rise in the standard of living of
t;: uuriers l.?, a rlsg over and above that standard of livipg which
Consiiiuigz ingoiid.befgre the wage rise. A wage risc at the same time
a in the profits of t i i ' e i
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~will not affect the value of the commodity, A general rise of wages
would , therefore, result in a fall of the general rate of profit, but
nci ‘affect -values. Zrbur emphasis ~ Ugm,L:;W(Marx: 'Wages, Price and
Profit.' p 61)

Should the working class ever try to improve its economic position by.
demanding wage rises? Here is the answer given by Marx:

" ..., the ceneral tendency.of capitalistic pro duction is not to
‘raise, but to sink the average standard of wages, or to push the value
of labour more or.less to its minimum limit. Such being the tendency
of things in this system, is this saying that the working class ought
to renounce their resistance. against the encroachments of capital, and
abandon their attempts at making the best of. the occasional chances
for their temporary improvement? . If they did, they would be ‘degraded
to one level mass of broken wretches past salvation. I think I have
shown that their struggles for the standard of wages are incidents ;a4
inseparable from the whole:uwages system;:thatfihéggfdééés~odt;cf*&ﬁ§'¥f“’
their cfforts at raising wages are only efforts at maintaining. the
giueh value of labour, and that the necessity of debating their price
with the capitalist is inherent in their condition of having to sell
themselves as commodities. - By cowardly giving way - in their.every-
day conflict with capital, they mould‘certainly‘diSquaIify“themséIVEé
for the initiating of any larger movement." (ibid p 77)

But this in no way means thaﬁ the Qorking class shoﬁld limit itself  to
economic struggle alone; political action to abolish the wages system
itself is of the utmost importance. Continues Marx:

nat the same time, and quite apart from the general servitude involved
in the wages system, the working class ought not to exaggerate to
themselves the ultimate working of these every-day struggles. They
ought not to forget that they are fighting with effects, but not with
the causes of those effectsi that they are retarding the downward move=
ment, but not changing its directiony that they are applying
palliatives, not curing the malady. They ought, therefore, not to

be exclusively absorbed in these unavoidable guerilla fights in-
cessantly springing up from the never~-ceasing ‘encroachments of cap-
ital or changes of the market. They ought to understand that, wiith
all the miseries it .imposes upon them, the present system simultan-—
gously engenders the material conditions and the social forms nec-
essary for an economical rocconstruction of society. Instead of the
conservative motto, 'A fair day's wage for a fair day's work!' they
ought to inscribe on their banner the revolutionary watchword, i

'Abolition of the wages system!®" (ibid p 78)

So much then, for the assertion of Selma James that wages rises are
worthless. What can be said of such people who assert that wage rises

do not mean a rise in the standard of living bec ause "theyzr%he cap-
italist§7 give men a pay packet on Friday and take it“back from us on
Saturday at the shops" ? We can only say that either these people are
ignoramuses, Or, WOTSEe still, that tleyare deliberately trying to help
the capitalist class 'in its desperate =fforts ' to depress the wages

of the working clasg. That this is exactly what Selm. a James seems to be
trying to achieve becomes even more clear when we read her next sentence
which sayss nye have to organise the struggle far the other side of
wages - against inflation - and that can,only be dagn outside the unions
..? " (p 6) The ' whole paragréﬂhf %§3t225 fou%égéﬁg%gﬁlé%l%%gﬁ;by a
bourgeois Chancellor of the Exchequer. Have we’'not heard our present
Tory Chancellor, Mr. Barber, repeat again and-again that the main thing
bedevilling British industry was. inflation, ‘and that higher'wages were
the chief cause of inflation? . Have we not heard him again and again’
appeal to the working:class to ‘be more 'sensible' and use trestraint! in
the sphere of wage-claims so that the 'nation' might deal ‘with }nflatibh o
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difficultiecs? Have we not heard him say again and

and get over its present b 9 .
to prosperity but were a way O dis--

again that higher wages did not lead : : . _ :
aster? And so on and so forth. Mr. Barber is right in so far as he 1is

speaking for the bourgouisiuo'lnflaﬁiong'if allowed go,conpinu?_gp the
present rate, could certainly lead to disaster for the bourgeoisie both
economically and politically. Inflation is, therefore, a problem for the
bouroeoisie mainly; it is not a problem for the working class. But Selma
James' opportunist views in the matter of organisation have led and could
not but have led her to take the same stance as a bourgeois chancellor,
and come out in support of the bourgeois class by her advocacy of abolition
of unions in particular and organisation in general, by her admonishing the
worﬁing class for demanding wage Trisess.
What the Tories wish to do with the help of the industrial Relations:Act
and the whole might of the state, Selma James wishes to achieve by per-
suasion and simple deception. That is the only difference. That is where
Selma James' opportunist views on organisatinn have landed her. Such is
the slippery.slope of. opportunism that thosc who step on it guickly roll
to the bottom! - s

down ]
SELMA JAMES'!' OPPORTUNIST VIEWS. ON THEORY : i : :
Sclma James, not being content with her sabotage and subversiye. activities

in the sphere of organisatioh,(éxtends her. urecking activities,to . the

realm of theory. She says "... 1 bélieve in order to have .our own,politics
we must make our own analysis of women ggg“jherefore ouT ouwn analysis
of the whole working class. struggle. We have been taking so much for
granted that happens to be around, and restricting, segregating our-
selves to speaking and writing about women, that it looks like we arc
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 profoundest sense.” (po 7)

And further on p?‘19 of her document she says, #The first stepbin the pro-
cesi o: our liperation at this stage is to make our own independent .
evaluation of tne politicel situati in thi - 1z T
world - with the-hélp of ;omiiEzit;gge;nczzair??:;try Edehia?cr i”lEOF
our guts and people like those in the minin ﬂ—b’ gﬂ A
sl el = g. areas have told us, and

Here, Sur author, Selma James, shorn of all scientific pretensions, stands
expo i g P e M . - 5

posed as an out and out feminist, as an extremec reactionary. So we must
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Sgl@a James, however, not contenﬁ with d

riving both of the weapon of scientific

white workers from black workers:
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struggle. against Imperielism -

and by her crusade against-inflation,

perie
successive geheration has been able to make an
prébiéely'by.tha former relying on the experience of. the latter.' Our:
ancestors were not fools but we
from their experience - both positive and negative. Would there:rhave been
such a thing as the Great October Socialist Rev lgtion had it not been
for the historical experence of the Paris Commuzé;

"a Peoples!
brought socialism to China?

“The unions are trying to lead exaétly the kind of struggle that would
make Ted, Heath (except for the mining community, the Northern Irish
Catholoic community and the Zimbabue community ) a happy man: they are

" demanding jobs." ( p 10 )

and that she advncates. the revolutionpary overthrow of capitalism -~

%“p hell of a lot of us are fighting capital not because it is backward

a

but because it exists." (p.18),

and again,

"Ultimately the only demand which is not co—optéble is the armed pop=-
ulation demanding the end of capitalism.” (pab)ee

No, Madam James, we are not taken in by these 'certificates!, which cannot
conceal your reactionary politics.. 150

Re jection of all historical expergnce cannot but causc the greatest poss-
ible harm to the revolutionary women's movement, If .past historical eX—

nce had been rejected mankind would never have progresseds each
advance overithe previous

are much wiser' because we have. learnt

Would there have been
Republic of .China had not the salvos of the October Revolution

Likcuise, rejection of revolutionary theory, even if it is accompanied
by the fraudulent facade of¥making our own independent evaluation®
capnot but cause the grewtest possible harm to*the building of a rev-

olutionary women's movement,

ENGELS'! VIEWS ON TIHEORY

We nhope that we shall be forgiven for quoting in this context a-long~'
passage from Engels' introduction to his 'Peasant.War in Germany'. Here
is what Engels says on the importance of theory and the importance of
learning from past historical experences : ;

"The German uworkers have two important advantages over those of the
rest of Eutope. First, they belong to tho most theorctical people of
Europe, and have retained the sense of theory which the so-called
tgducated'classes of Germany have almost completely lost.Without
German philosophy, particularly that of Hegel, German scientific
socialism — the only scientific socialism that has ever existed -
would never have come:into being. Without the workers! sense of theory
this scientific socialism would never have entered their flesh and
blood as much as is the case. What an incalculable advantage this is
may be seen, on the one hand, from the indifference to theory which is
one of the main reasons why the English working-class movement crawls
along so slouly in spite of the splendid organisation of the individual
trades, and on the other hand, from the mischief'and confusion wrought
by proudhonism in its original form among. the French and-Bgslgians,
and in the form-~further paricatured by Bakunin among the Spaniards and

Italians.

"The second advantage is that, chronologically speaking, the Germans
were about the last to come into the workers! movement. Just as German
theoretical.socialism will never forget that it.rests on the shoulders
"of Saint-Simon, Fourier and Owen - three men who, in spite of all their
fantastic notions and all their utopianism, stand among the most
eminent thinkers of all time and whose genius anticipated innumerable
things the correctness of which is.now being scientifically proved by
us - so the practical workers' movement in Germany ought never to
forget that it-developed on the shoulders of the"English and French
movements, that it was able simply to utilise their dearly paid ex-
perience and could now .avoid their mistakes, whieh were then mostly
unavoidable. Where wauld we be now’ without the precedent of the: B
English trade unions and the French workers!' political struggles, and
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especially without the gigantic impulse of the Parls Commung?

nit must be said to the credit of the German ugrkors that they hayg

. exploited the advantages of their situation with rare understanqlng.
For the first time since a workers' movement has cglsted, thg strug-
gle is being waged pursuant to its three sides -- the Fheoret%cal? the
political and. the economico--practical (resistance to the caeltallsts)
~ in harmony and in its interconnectkions, and in a systematic way. It
is precisely in this, as it were concentric, attack that the strength
and invincibility of the German movement lies.

wpue to this advantageous situation, on the one hand, and to the insular
peculiarities of the English and the forcible suppression of the French
movement, on the other, the German workers stand for the moment in the
vanguard of the proletarian struggle. How long events will allow them
to occupy this place of haonpur, cannot be foretold. But lét us hope
that as long as they occupy it they will fill it fittingly. This de-
mands redoubled efforts in every field of struggle and agitation. In
particular,it will be the duty of the leaders to gain an ever clearer
insight into all theoretical questions, to free themselves more and
more from the influence of. traditional phrases inherited from the old
werld outlock,and constantly to keep in mind that socialism, since it
has become a science, demands that it be pursucd as a science, that is,
that it be studied. The task will be to spread with increased zeal
among the masses of workers the ever more lucid understanding thus
acquired and to knit together ever more strongly the organisation

both of the party and of the trade unions. Even if -the votes cast for
the Socialists in January have formed quite a decent army, they are
st%ll far from consttutingthe majority of the working classj encour—
aging as are the successes of propaganda among the the rurel population,
%?flnltely more remains to be done in this field. Hence, we must.makeé
it a point not to slacken the struggle, and to wrest from the enemy one
town,:one constituency after’the othery the main point, however, is to
S?Feggard the true international spirit, which allous no patriotic
chauvinism to arise and which readily welcomgsevery new advance of the
proletarian movement, no matter from which nation it comes. If the
German workers progress in this way, they will not be marching exactl
at the head of the movement ~ it is not at all in the interest of thiz
?Ege:sgz Ehgztt:ilTOgEEES ofnagy particular couctry shoulq march a?
they will stand armed f‘ogybittlO=notj1rabl‘:3 ekl oo e

or momentous events d d o ?n,e;ther “hespEReaty SopRuR ST ials
= = emand of them. added courage, added determination

energy.” (Marx -and Engels:!'Selected Works! p' 249 )
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part to conceal dragging her bourgeois ideology into the women's lib-

eration movementy for, as Lenin sayss

wgince there can be no talk of an independent ideology being developed
by the masses of the workers in the process of thelmovement® the only
choice _is: either bourgeois or socialist ideology. There is no middle
course (for humanity has not created a 'third' ideology, and, moreover,
in a society torn by class antagonisms there can never be a non-class
or above-class ideology). Hence, to belittle socialist ideology in_any
way, to deviate from it in the slightest degzeec means strengthening
bourgeois ideology. There is a lot of talk about spontaneity, but the
spontaneous development of the labour movement leads to its becoming
subordirated to bourgeois ideology. leads to its developing according
to_the programme of the Credpo, for tne spontaneous labour movement is
pure and simple trade unionisfi, is ‘Nur=Cewerkschaftlerei', and trade
unionism means the ideological enslaverant of the workers to the
bourgeoisie. Hence, our tasi, the tazk of Social-Democracy, is to
combat soontaneity, to divert the labour movement from its spontaneous,
trade unionist striving to go undsr the wing of the bourgeoisie,and
to bring it under the wing of revoluiionary Social-Democracy."

(1bid. p. 384 }

and what is true of the labour movement in this regard is even more soO of
the women's liberaticn movement: subservience to spontaneity leads to the
dominance of bourgecis ideology, ViZonomism in the trade union movement
and in the women‘s movement, feminism. Our task, therefors, is to combat
spontaneity in the wemente libsrpation movement, combat those who belittle
the role of the®ionecious elemeht /f. combat those who belittle the role
of revclutionary theory, and talk about making an“indepesndent evaluation",
to declare an all out ideolegical war ag-inst such people, and to wrest
the women®s liberation movement from thelir corrupting, bourcgeois
influence, and bring it undez the influsnce of those elements in the
movement who put forward a really scientific and truly revolutionary
view-point on the queation cf the cause of the oppression of women and
the way to their liberati A ruthless
opportunism in matters OF _0zoc
ments such must be the sloaan t

work and actions.
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/1E WAY FORWARD TO LIBERATION

“ifdopendent evaluation' 1s

Selma James! ¢ Juctitice )
to be found in the frllcwing seonticnce in her pamphlets
n] think that sct» of us who have cefused to relate uomenis struggle

have done this in self~cefence, in order to

to the class struggle
class which left us out completely."

get away from the left analysis ef

(pe7) . . o
1t is a dishonest argueteint, and Selnma Jamgs knows it, for the "left
analysis of class” hat not "left us /ucmeg/ out completely,." It is a dis-
honest arguement beceuse Lelma James hezself  refers to this "left

e e O AR A R e A

#Fpotnote by Lening
wThis does not mean, of COUTSE,

that the workers have no part in creating
such an ideolooy. But they take pant nntas workers, but as socialist
theoreticians,—like Proudhon and Weitlings in other words, they téke
part only to the extent that they are able, more 0= less, tQ acquire

the knowledge of their age and advance that knowledge. And in order

that workingmen may be able to do thig more often, efforts must be made
to raise tne ievel of The coreciousness of the workers generallys care
must be taken that the workers do not confine themselves to th2 artif-
icially restricted limits of ‘}i&gjgﬁg;gmfggugggker§§ but that they
study BEQQEEJ_AQEEEEEHEE to an increasing degree. It would ?e even

more true to say 'are not confined! instead of 'do nat confine them-—
selves,’ because the worksrs themselves wish to read and do read all
that is written for the intelligentsia and it is only a few (bad)
intellectuals who believe that it is sufficient!for the workers! to
tell them a few things about factory conditions, and to repeal over

and over again what has long been known,"
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nleft us out completely") on

g : is supposed to have
s" (which is supp iberation through work™.

analysi
% "myth of 1

p.11 when she refuses the
a James is referring to? We must in-
thing but that part of "the left
ding to our learned author

Well! What is this "myth" that Se%m
form the reader that this "myth" is no

analysis of class” (which is supposed, accordint G
to have "left us out completely"!) which specifically deals with the

cause of the oppression of women and the way they oan, and will, achieve
liberation. This "myth" is to be found in about the only'SCle”?lflC and
comprehensive work of its kind on the subject under consideration, that
is, in'The Origin of the Family, Private Property and The State, 'by
Frederick Engels. We would urge everyone to read this work, remarkable
for its scientific analysis and scientific conclusions, clarity of
thought and vividness of expreseion. We cannot nhecre summarise this work,
Nevertheless, it is to be hoped, that it will not be considered out of
place for us to state here the main points of this book. Engels points
oute
(a) that the question of thz oppression of women is a glass question; the
oppression of women was not caused by their biolegical functions but by
the appearence of class society;
(b) that there was a time when women were not only not oppressed but were
equals of men and even occupied a place of honoursy
(c) that Fhe.opprgssion of women coincides with, that is, it dates back
to,lthe first division of society into classes, into exploiters and
exploiteds;
(d)'that the division of society into classes, into exploiters and ex-—
ploited, are rooted inone and the same cause, viz. the private ownership
of the means of social production;
(e)that thls.pFiyata ownership of the means of social production, and the
c?n:ﬁquent division of society intc classes, as well as the domination
0 e famale sex by the male sex, became a possibility only after the
1ncrea§e in production in all branches - cattle raising, agriculture
domestic hand;rafts - enabled society to produce a surpius over andb’
???Vi[u:at.whlch was necessary for its maintenance;
hat since this increase in productivity of
in that sphere which traditi - ~CE%Vlby ol human 1abnlin: Lok place
; ) aditionally was the marfs,it had the s P
C in com i . H Fags ;
%c;ltﬁlt g by parison woman's activity, i,e pdomostic laggg°?quence EG
g) that the domination of the woma £ =l ; %3
in order to enable he man toe ::Tg:ify bh? S h?d bOC?mG a necessity
. e ewce?go.q n1s newly acquired riches to children
(h) that this dominati = A
1 on was en: ot g :
"monogamous®” (in the histori-szuied S i %ntrOdUCtlon of the
@R introiction of sho neos Of the word) family;
& introduction of the “monogamous famiilvs Y3
gamous family™ had the coffect of

isolating"Boman i m h ac—
Oman 1n the home and removing from her activity the char
2} C

ter of sotial production i i
' which it had had i imiti
S o : ot . ad in the primitive isti
5 nfirs; sgc;:at ?t became a private service for her husbgszTunlgtlc
P se for the emancipation of women is the rcintr;dint'thatf
S 2 Ctlion o
e e X : 5 and that this again c
: possessed by the indivig i il
: = : ual famil § i i
P;;;aiinZﬁ;e:( bgtaboflsheda" (Engels:‘Drigin o; 1h2rF23§23 tge.ecinomlc
: n8 State® p 24 in'Marxi { o s
G : TXism and the Lib L1
ﬁgg T :sazppzesslgn of women (and of men) will gziélzg zf Sl
gave rise to that oppression; i.e, the privatg gzﬂ Whﬁ?
ership

of the means of i
social producticn, i ;
what Engels says: ZMSRrenoved, st put an end to, Here is

labour forces, War
nto slaves, With i
herefore of wealth
the first great soc

prisoners of war were tuwnned j
productivity of labgur. and t

of the field of Production,

pProvided themg

ts increase of the

> and its extension
1al divisign of labour
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erences
/women/ out completely®.
as to whether it is the "left analysis of cl
Zgomeg7 out completely® or whether it is Selma James who is resorting to

"myths" if you like, such a

was bound, in the general historical conditions prevailing, to bring
slavery in its train., From the first great social division of labour
arose the first great cleavage of society into two classess masters
and slaves, exploiters and exploited.

"As to how and when the herds passed out of the common posssssion of

the tribe or the gens into the ownership of individual heads of
families, we know nothing at present. But in the main it must have
occured during this stage. With the herds and the other new riches,a
revolution came over the family. To procure the necessities of life
had always been the business of the mans he produced and owned the
means of doing so. The herds were the new means of producing these
necessitiesy the taming of the animals in the first instance and
their later tending were the man‘s work. To him, therefore, belonged
the cattle, and to him the commodities and the slaves received in ex-
change for cattle. All the surplus which the acquisition of the
necessities of life nou yielded fell to the mani the woman shared in
its enjoyment, but had no part in its ownership. The 'savage' warrior
and hunter had been content to take second place in the house, after
the womang the 'gentler' shepherd, in the arrogance of his wealth,
pushed himself forward into the first place and the woman down into
the second. And she could not complain. The division of labour within
the family had regulated the division of property between the man and
the woman. That division of labour had remained the samej and yet it
now turned the previous domestic relation upside down, simply because
the division of labour outside the family had changed. The same cause
which had ensured to the woman her previous supremacy in the house =
that her activity was confined to domestic labour -~ this same cause
now ensured the man's supremacy in the hcuse: the domestic labour of
the woman no longer counted beside the acquisition of the necessities
of life by the mang the latter was everything, the former an unimportant
extra, We can already see from this that to emancipate woman and make
her the equal of man ig end pemalns fg imposeitilify s 18o 20 he.
woman is shut out frofi'sotiZX produ- Lve ~abouy. Ihe emancipaticn of
woman will only be possible when woman can take part in production on
a large, social scale, and domestic work no longer claims anything but
an insignificant amount of her time. And only now has that become
possible through modern larce sczle industry, which does not merely
permit of the employment of female labour over a wide range, but pos=
itively demands it, while it also tends towards gnding private dom=
estic labour by changing it more and more into a public industry.®

( ibid pp 3,4,5,)

The above, then, constitutes the “myth" to which Selma James made a ref-

nthe left anelysis of class" which is supposed to have "left us
Let the reader now form his/her own judgemsnt
ass" which has "left us

dishonest arguments and downright falsehoods, For our part we say that the
uleft apalysis of class® has not ' only not "left us Zy?meﬂ[ ?ut com—
pletely", but has actually provided a comprehensive and scientific an-
alysis of the catgi of the oppression Df.momen and the way_?orwgﬁg%igis
their liberation< 1t is quite another thing to say that this scientific/
and the solutions suggested are not to the 1

iking of Selms James. That is
hard luck. It is not sufficient for Selma James, a la bourgeois intelli-
gentsia, to say that,she does not like Engels’ sc%entific and correct
vieuws, and that, therefore, these vieus do not exist for her (hence her
unfounded assertion that the "left analysis of class" has "left us out
completely®); what she has to do, if she wants to disagree with Engelss

is to scientifically refute Engels. Since that task is impossible, Engels
being correct, our petty-bourgeois author, Selma James, is reduced to the

idealist position of having to deny the very existence of Engelg views=
and this in a pamphlet which makes an obscure reference to his ideas, or
s “liberation through work". NO, our worthy

feminist, such trickery will not do and it stands out starkly for what
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it is - trickery! t
indi istory itself, part—

i i . stly vindicated DY histor .

e e 40 bee? éﬁzlezarian revolution. with the Great

icularly by the history o ia a basis was lid for the ending

) st Revolution in Russia a :
D For as Lenin saids

£ the oppression of women. :
: i Not a single democratic party

i i d bourgeols re-—

in the world, not even in any of'th? mos‘;F Zg;inzeh undrgdth s
publics, has done in thlssphgre in tens yeal El R
literal sense,; we did not leave @ sing o h s

i ws which placed women 1n & state of 1nfer%or1 3 p
Eiiib;zniaof the laas restricting divorce, of the dl§9;5t%29 Zzgmal_
jties attending divorce proceedings, of the laws on illegitim a
children and on searching for their Fathers? gc., TO the shémelo
the bourgeoisie and of capitalism, be it saidy numerous surylva s of
these laws exist in all civilised countries. we.have.the right a
thousand times to be proud of what we have done 1n th1§ sphere.
But the more thoroughly we have cleared the ground of the lumber of
the old, bourgeois, laus and institutions, the more apparent has
it become to us that we have only cleared the ground for the

v, ... Take the position of womene

structures the structure itself has not been built as yet.® ( Lenins

'A Great Beginning'l1919 - pp 33/34 of Marxism and the Liberation of
Women )

The structure referred to by Lenin was actually built in the U555 R
during the period of the building of socialism. Unfortunately, comrade
Lenin did not live long enough to see this structure.

The same has happened in China, Albania, The Democratic Republic of
Viet Nam, North Korea, etc., As a result of the abolition of the
private ownership of the means of production, building of socialism and
the drawing of women into public production the inequality of women

is progreesively becoming a thing of the past ( see 'Women in Socialist
China!' published by the Union of Women for Liberation). The inequality
of women in the above countries has been abolished on the basis of the
very same "myth" of “liberation through work® which our bourgeois int-
elligentsia so contemptuously reject.

THE NEED OF THE INTELLIGENTSIA TO JSUSTIfY THEIR OWN SEXUAL ABNORMALITY

AND THEIR "MASKED RESPECT FOR BOURGEOIS MORALITY™

But our intelligentsia, used as they are to a parasitic existence, have
Very good.reason for rejecting the "myth" of "liberation through Lork"
for work is the thing they hate most. "Work is often painful and ,
dangerou;"9 says Selma James, "it is always uncomfortable and tiring.
5FZer mork.your ?ody is too numb for you to feel it as something
ou can enjoy.. For this reason it cannot ;
phy;lcal feeling is further destroyed by the iiiiigg 2§§;21i1032§£
uality and the shallow relationships this society promotes, and

by the scarcity of times and
z places wher
bodies become a tool for product E Dl Loy

else. ( p 16 )

' Qur
ion and reproduction and nothing

it
theczzmn2$ Zieci::§li‘zeentthat the aim of our author is not to promote
i iberation of women, which aim
: _ can

:zdb:;igézgoi zﬁvolztloniry women's organisation which 3211 Eg Zugz:id

e struggle of the workin i
; : ! Ehel g class
t;ii;im/ l:Eerlallsm9 her real aim is to get uom:aazzito$0n0p9ly =
Uohen|sss ; :z tzey caq "develop sexually™s her real aim izoilaé Prid‘
Sexualityﬁ yfoga hfeellng“‘by the introduction of unlimited "E' zve ?p
e ,t she compla}ns bitterly that “our physical f inds o
fEh estroyed by the limited kinds of sexuality¥s ha BElan l§
2 e a movement of women for the lessening of n i rea% it

mes and places where we can make loveg" : B B
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such is the petty-~bourgeois idea of building a "revolutionary® women's
movement —~ a movement, which our petty bourgeois sincerely thinks will
constitute a death blow to capitalism, but which is in fact precisely
the kind of movement which capitalism wants. UWhether the petty - bourg=
ois intelligentsia realise it or not, the result can only be the :
creation of a women's movement which promotes sexual promiscuity and
objectively helps capitalism by being the vehicle of spreading among
women its (capitalism's) decadent ideology. We have no doubt that the
ma jority of women, working-class women, will reject decisively the
various sexual theories being put forward as essentizlly the product of
the need of the intelligentsia to justify their own sexual abnormality
and their "masked respect for bourgeois morality®. For as Lenin said

in a conversation with Clara Zetkins

"The extension of Freudain hypotheses seems 'educated!, even scient-
ific, but it is ignorant, bungling. Freudian theory is the modern
fashion., I mistrust the sexu=zl ‘theories of the articles, disser -
tations, pamphlets; etc., in short, of that particular kind of 1lit-
erature which flourishes luxyriantly in the dirty soil of bourgeois
snciety.l mistrustthose who are always contemplating the sexwal

tions, like the Indian gainthis navel. It seems to me that these
flourishing sexw 1 theories which are mainly hypothetical, and often
quite arbitrary hypotheses, arise from the personal need tg éustify
personal abnormality or hypertrophy in sexual life beforguﬁgrgiity,
and to entreat its patience. This masked respect for bolirgeois
morality seems to me just as repulsive as poking about in sexual
matters. However wild and revolutionary the behaviour may be, it
is still really quite bourgeois. It is, mainly, a hobby of the
intellectuals and of the sections nearest them. There is no place
for it in the Ccmuunist Party, in the class—conscious, fighting
proletariat.

"Young people, particularly, need the joy and force of life. Healthy
sport,swimming, racing, walking, bodily exercises of every kind,
and many-sided intellectual interests. Learning, studying, inquiry,
as far as possible in common. That will give young people morse
than eterpal theories and discussions about sexual problems and
the so-called 'living to the full'. Healthy bodies, healthy minds!

n"The revolution demands concentration, increase of forces. From the
masses, from individuals, It cannot tolerate orgiastic conditions,
such as are normal for the decadent heroes and heroines of D'Annunzio.
Dissoluteness in sexual life is bourgeois, is a phenomenon of decay.
The proletariat is a rising class., It doesn't need intoxication as
a parcotic or a stimulus. Intoxication as little by sexual exagger=
ation as by alcohol. It must not and shall not forget, forget

the shame, the filth, the savagery of capitalism. It receives the
strongest urge to fight from a class situation, from the communist
ideal. It needs clarity, clarity and again clarity. And so I re-
peat, no weakening, no waste, no destruction of forces., Self=
control;, self-discipline is not slavery, not even in love."

(Marxism and the Liberation of Women - p 51)

There is another aspect to what Selma James has said in the above pas-
sage. She advocates women not going to work, for work she says, destroys
nour physical feeling® etc. What about mer-? Is their "physical feeling"
not destroyed when they go to work? What is good for women must also

be good for men. Perhaps men too should not go to work? But in that
case who will produce the necessaries of 1life to maintain and propégate
the human race? Selma James does not rais, lst alone answer thesse
questions. We can only come to the conclusion that what Selma James
probably wants is that working-class men and working-class women (for
them there is no other choice) should go to work while Selma James and
her ilk - the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia — continue their parasitic
existence and "develop sexually", enhBnce their "physical feeling" by
frequently practising unlimited "kinds of sexuality" not hampered “by
the scarcity of times and places where we can make love", Thisy then,
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SELMA JAMES AND THE FAMILY

s the raison dtetre for the type
This, then,is what all
v ke action against
the "class" to ta
; Fois all that Selma James an others
shat they feel like doing? Bourg-

s about. This i

is what all the fuss 1 ated by Selma James.

of women's movement advoc
Selma James' talk about the nee

capitalism poils down to. If this

! e :

like her want, wh dont't they just do f U

eo?s society 9aftér all, provides ample opportunity and encouragement
9

e i i ic d desire to "develo
to those who have even tbe SllQNtDiEi;zZé;ni;iﬁgsazf S Eptp P
Sexualiy"tznia?il;agzp;ziznZSe:ZSUand look at Fhe front covirs ofl?he
Tiiesgliy hundreds of decadent bourgeois magazinoi forrgzi gfr:?mgie
the truth of what has just been said)7 As t? ;hb ?g: theypetty"

and places to make love" this really 18 no_plob em mainl‘ ik ine)
bourgeois intelligentsia, with whom'SElmé James.ti theydeSire no,’

as regards the working~class women Fney have nel ei e ect,f
the time to indulge in practices which only sbou a Wastgf p‘ or
bourgeois morality" and which represent a desire to justify one's oun

sexual abnormality.

ews on organisation in general, and
the unions in particular, Selma James moves ON to the family. Here

she asserts that the family is just as much of an.euil as are the' '
unions; she says that the family constitutes a major Prop for capitalism,

Therefore, she convinces herself, that the destruction of the family
is a pre-requisite to the destruction of capitalism, Here is what

Having preached her anarchistic vi

she says:

"Je are in a similar dilemma with the family of the working class. I
would like to quote from a forthcoming document which does not
analyse women from the point of view of Marxism, but Marxism from
the point of view of women {and therefore I believe of men)., It
comes from the Italian women's movements thhe extract is from
'"WYomen and the subversion of the community? by Mariarosa Dalla
Costa. "Radical America®, Boston, Jan-Feb 1972r57

'The working class family is the more difficult point to

break bescause it is the support of the worker, but as worker,
and for that reason the cupport of capital. On this family
depends the support of the class, the survival of the class

- but at the woman's expense against the class itself. The
woman is the slave of a wage zlave, and her slavery ensures

the slavery of her man, Like the trade union, the family
protects the we ker, but also ensures that he and she will

never be anything but workers., And that is why the struggle

of women of the working class against the family is decisive.' "

(p9)

in piryerteq.reaaoningr typical of the anarchistic and unstable intell-
s?:n zla, this paragraph registers a new low, Everything in it is up-
rozuczwn; ; Instead 9? saying that a particular type of family is the
Ehe imprZSSihe iconom;c and social conditions of a given epoch, we get
ion trom the above passage as thou Lt i ily
' : . though it is the family (not
gzzeﬁazsgzﬁlarlt,Pe gf ?amlly) which gives rise to and sustaing (a

. o Instead of stating, as would b e
par?lcular type of family, beinggthe producteoiorreCt et i
social factors, will itself disappear with the
economic and soci& 1 facto i

given economic and

disappearance of the
author informs us that it is onfj t;:tdgave ey oo odcned
that.c§n Scemnd l o e ;?aiaearance of the family

condﬁ%onsthat brought the particular famil e.v
of making a distinction between digfer e ey
bourgeois or socialist family,

. their train, Instead
ent types of family, e.g. feudals
our author gets obsessed with the word

"family" and lumps them all
f togethers
R - o] 5 our author Fai
L:jist; the ?Clentlf%c truth containeqd in the f lgas'ralled e o
organ's "Ancient Societyns gz oo T
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nThe family" says Morgan, “represents an acti inci i

never stationary, but advances from a lower zi QEHSS$Zie;or;ta;8

society advances from a lower to a higher condition,® (quoted b
Engels in '0Origin of the Family, Private Property and ;he Sate!) 4
The present bourgeois family will certainly pass into history when cap--
italism, which gave rise to the hourgeois family, has itself been conE
signed to the museum of antiquities. In these countries where a éoc—
ialist revolution has taken place the bourgeois family has been abolished
and has been replaced by the socizlist family. What does a "socialist
family™ mean? It means, first and foremost, that the "individual family
ceases to be.the economic unit of society. Private housekeeping is
transformed lnt? a social industry" (Engels, ibid); it means that the
care and education of the children becomes more and more a public
matters it means the ending of the domination of the male over the
female, an end to the indissolubility of marriage; and it means the
introduction of women into social production, Anyone can verify our
statements by st. 'ying the history of the liberation of women in the
UsS.5.Re from 1817 to the mid-fifties, or by now actually checking the
position of the women in Socialist Chira or in any other socialist
country. 7)

The only way, therefore, to szbolish th= bourgeuis family is by taking
the road of the October Revolution i.,e. by overthrowing capitalism.
Whereas, according to petty-bourgeois romanticism {stupidity would be
more appropriate) if we want to ovarthrow cepitalism, we must first
overthrow the femily. Ouv author has set herself the task of abolish-
ing the family, not just the bourgeois family. Marx said that "Mankind
sets itself tasks that it can accomplish®, But our petty-bourgeois in-
telligentsia are such unlucky fellcows that thsy are always setting them-
selves tzsks- that not only they cannot accomplish, but which mankind
itself cannot accomplish either. How can the family be abolished? The
family has in the pest undorgone, and will in the futuce undergo,
changes but there shall always be a fTamily reflecting the economic and
social circumstances of the time.

“"The Family represe:;ts an active principle. It is nzcver stationary,
but advances from a to a higher Trcm as society advances from

a lower to a hiche tion. % {Morgan: ibid)

Thus it can be secen that the bourgeois femily, let alone the family,
cannot be abolished®dafore the abolition - before the overthrow -

of capitalism. in view o7 thie Selme James' appeal to unite women

in order to "struogle® against the family, constitutes a reactionary
diversion from what shouid bs our main aim i.e. to build a revolutionary
women's movement which unites women and which is a part and parcel of

the struggles of the working class for the cvezthrow of capitalism,

Selma James, by asking us to direci our blows at the wrong target =

the family — is in fact, rendering the greate-t possible support to

our main and real enemy - capitalism ~ whi:h stays unhurt and unscathed,
for our blows are directed not agazinst it but against a wrong target.
This then is the essence of "decisiveness' of “the struggle of women

of the working class against the family" of which Selma James speaks,
Selma James' opportunist views on organisation are now supplemented

by her opportulnist views on the question of theory. The essence of
Selma James' views may be summed up in the following words: opportunism
in matters of organication and theory. There is already in existence

a great deal, of theoretical confusion in the women's liberation move-
ment.. What is required is an all out struggle to eradicate this theoret-—
ical confusion, And what do we get from people like Selma James?
Demands for more confusion in the name of "making our independent
evaluation'. We cannot help remarking that in this period of theoretical
confusion, making demands on the women®s liberation movazment for in=
creased confusion is like wishipg mcucners at a funezal many happy
returns of thg day.
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A FEW OBSERVATIONS ON THE ECONOMICS OF SELMA JAMES

hlet, let us, in

ds in her pamp ¥ :
the deman ¢ pontifications.

i ome of :
Before we deal with s Wpilliant? economi

passing, comment on some of her

nd women, she sayss
nd the labour exchanges (i.e.
deal not to give jobs

In relation to unemployment in Scot}and a
Wit is characteristic that the unions &

wage slave markets) in Scotland have made a - o
to married women. In the explosive situation 1M Scotland of which

the U.C.S5., work~in was merely an indication, they - the U?ions and
the government - figure we can be depended upon nat to 'give
trouble'. That is how we have been used all the time, and we have
to prove them wrong or fold up. This damn Capitalistlclass and
their demn unions must not be able te count on our QUICSCENCE any
more over anything. They have made this deal over our heads.
They will make or have made others. We are expendable.” ( p 9 )

The correct conslusion to reach from the above would be to organise
women against this job discrimination. But the conclusion Selma James
reaches is that women should "reject the myth of liberation through
work"?, It only goes to show that as a matter of fact the "damn
capitalist class and their damn unions® are able to count on our
quiescence"; that, though "they have made =& deal over our heads" to
exclude us from employment, we shall nevertheless cooperate with them,
for we stand for rejecting “the myth of liberation through work" !

She goes on to say on page 10 that:
"You would think it is immoral to be disengaged from exploitation,

the only thingfuwrong'! with unemployment is that you don't get paid.™

Petty-bourgeois romanticism cannot refrain from delivering sentimantal
moral'sermons about "expleitation™y it is incapable of either under -
stéﬂang, in a truly scientific way, the position of the exploited
Puctlng forward a scientific solution. We have never said ihat “'% -
%mmoral to be disengaged from exploitation®. What we do_ h it
is that it is impossible for ths working class to be "disZig;gegm§¥§;9
exploitation™ so long as capitalism exist it is i i f
uork%ng class to libsrate itself by Optinggoig é? ;:PUSSlble Vol
passing or evading this exploitation.:
Elass position is forced to live hy
abour-power is only bought 2 iti i i
and thus strengthen; capital?n 22“ Eg”g;;;g”tth?F . PdeUce§ St
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understand dialectics is shown very

i s under the capitalist
evertheless modern industry

by assigning as it does an important part in the process of prod-
uction, outside the dom-sZic sphere, to women, to young persons, and
to children of both sexes, creates a new economical foundation for

a higher form of the family and of the relations between the sexes.
It is, of course, just as absurd to hold the Teutonic-Christian form
of the family to be absclute and final as it would be to apply that
character to the Ancient Roman, the ancient Greek, or the Eastern
forms which, moreover, taken together form a series in historic
development. [Moreover,;it is obvious that the fact of the collective
working group being composed of individuals of both sexes and all
ages, must necessarily, under suitable conditions, become a source

of humane developmentg although in its spontaneously developed;
brutal, capitalistic form, where the labourer exists for the process
of production, and not the process of production for the labozres,
that fact is a pestiferous source of corruption and slavery.® ig
(Marx: Capital Vol. l.p239 alsoc intMacxism and the Liberation of Women?
p 18 )

Selma James then goes on to say that "The government ..... has created
unempl gyment" (p 10) One gets the impression that,according to her,
unemployment is not an inherent feature of capitalism but something

that is "cregted® by this, that or the other government. The implication
is that if we got rid of the present government, then, without ridding
ourselves of capitalism we shall be able to solve the problem of un-
employment, Understand that if you can!

Two sentences later in the same paragraph she makes the startling state-
ments ..., the capitalists ace busy exporting their capital all over
the worle, for example to South Africa (and hope, by the way, to
export white unemployed workers behind 1k Y
The last few words of the above guoted sentence show clearly that
Selma James hasCBQE%Bé with all logic. In view of her earlier statement
“The government ... has created unemployment™ is it not nonsensical
for her to go on to say that the capitalists hope "to export white
unemployed workers'. What good can come out of the Government creating
unemployment' if the effects of such unemployment are nullified by the
capitalists "exporting white unemployed workers' to South Africa etc.?
Only God and reactionary Selma James can possibly know the answer.
SELMA JAMES! IMPERIALIST AND REACTIONARY VIEWS ON INDUSTRIAL

DEVELOPMENT IN THC COUNTRIES OF ASIA, AFRICA AND_LATIN AMERICA

Another exampie of the reactionary striving to go backwards, rather

than forwards, is contained in the sentence which sesks to make a

pamllel "between under~development in the Third World and under=—
devolapment in the anticgnii, — o ue more precise, in the kitchens
of the metropolis.” Continues Selma James: *#Capitalist planning
proposes to the Third World that it ‘develop'; that in addition to
its present agonies, it too suffer the agony of an industrial
counter-revolution.” (p 11)

Development of industry is presented by our author as a counter-

revolution®. Here no attempt at all has been made to analyse the

causes of the misery of the proletariat that necessarily accompanies,

historically, the development of capitalist industry. Selma James

either does not want to state the truth or is incapable ov stating it,

viz that it is not the development of industry in itself which is the

cause of the misery and utter poverty and degradation, physical and

of the working class, but the capitalist relations of productioni11)

want to realise that machines = industry -

the misery of the workers, but on the

r the liberation of the working class.*®

to be a subjugating factor, (and

moral,
She does not appear even to
are not only not the cause of
contrary, they lay the basis fo
1f machines under capitalism appsar

% But even under capitalism, there is a progressive side to the use of
machines, and this is something Selma James cannot understand.



f the narrou framework
within which they operate.
people is amply demon-
1ding socialism, and

: S, : o
are in a certain way) it is only because

i i i P duction
of the capitalist relations of pro :
That machfnes are the liberators of the moFklngA
strated by the experience of the U?Saﬁch in bu%
now by that of China and other socialist countries.

So, again, Selma James, hits, with a zeal yortby of 3 ?ELLEZ Ei:if;t
at the wrong target. Instead of blamlng.capltallsm and the tp 5
relations of production, she blames machines., Ipste?d of wapflggl s}

get rid of capitdism she wants to be rid of machiness Yes, i elma
James did succeed in getting rid of machines, we u09ld in a sense'haye
got rid of capialism, but what we will get then would be, not socialism,
but feudalism !!i Such are the reactionary dreams of Selma James,.
But, of course, there is no question of anybody being able to get rid

of machines. Historical development has its laus, independent of the
will of man (independent of even the will of reactionary Selma James ),
History is moving forward and no one can turn the clock back.

As a matter of objective reality, in economic and political terms,
Selma James' statement (quoted above) is a justification for imperialist
exploitation of the oppressed peoples of Asia, Africa and Latin-America,
It is in the interests of imperialism to let the peoples of these three
vast continents carry on, as before, producing rauw materialé ?jr the
imperialist countries. Imperialism is not particularly interested in
developing strong industrial economies in tiBe countries of Asia, Africa
and Latin-America, Reading Selma James one gets the impression of a
benevolent imperialism proposing "development", "industrial counter~
revolution” if you please, tu these countries and the latter refusing
"the agony" of the proposed "industrial counter-revolution”. Nothing
could be farther from the truth. The more one reads Selma James! pam--
phl?t, the more one gets the firm conviction that Selma James is soft
E; izgeri:liime;eh?s a mg;iness, a liking, for %mpe;ial%sm -~ and is out
organiging i atiémpgfil te ygy f.gf by preacblng the.ldea of dis-
ing to Per;uade uomeﬁ Eog"rgfzézcéi < fevolut}onary.tneory, T
e : e myth of liberation through work"
?y advising the "Third World" to refuse to suffer "the agony of an 3
industrial counter-revolution®, and so on and so forth, L I

Tzsrﬁlaie s.lot Qf o?her absurdly reactionary ideas contained in this
Ehiz Le : dchig it ulll'take a lot of time and space to deal with At
Juncture, we do neot consider it necessary to go into them ali wt

. We

zzzzslt:erefore, confined ourselves to the main points in it. That
»let us now pass on to ti e $ at
S ne 6 specific demands put forward by Selma

SggzﬁéQPMMﬁyTijUN SELMA JAMES! DEMANDS

2 e demand for "a shorter wor

. » <

a demand which is of interest to the wholzezt
women. _Even though we do not gee its special
liberation movement, we in the U,y L f
of workers - men and women, i

for all". (p 15) This is
the working class, not just
relevance in the women's

o Support such a demand on the part

Demand 2: "WE DEMAND WAG
ES FOR HOUSEWORK*
do not support this demand . We opposeKtéii 3 1S)d
emand,

We in the U.w,L.
This we do be-

3 because the fulfilment
backward, it wili

The fulfilment

; ing le ;
of women in the kitchen, nurs 9 1e88s than the continued enslavement

uNotwithstanding all the liggy etc. For ag Lenin sai

continues to be g il qi‘atlng laws that haye bee

2
Q

petty, nerve~racking, stultifying and crushing drudgery. The real
emancipation of women, real communism, will begin only when a mass
struggle (led by the proletariat which is in power) is started
against this petty domestic economy, or rather when it is transformed
on a mass scale into large-scale socialist economy . (Leningz 'A
Great Beginning] 1919, p 34 of Marxism and the Liberation of Women)

We in the U.W.L. take our stand on Lenin‘s side and seek the liberation
of women through transforming the petty domestic econoiy "on a mass
scale into large-scale socialist seconomy”; we want to put an end to

the domestic slavery of women. Selma James, on the other hand, would
like women to be domestic slnaves who are crushed, strangled, gtultified
and degraded by "petty housework"j she wants women to be chained"to
the xitchen and to the nursery" and waste their labour on "barbarously
unproductive, nerve-racking, stultifying and crushing drudgery". SO
long as women are paid for this drudgery and barbarously unproductive
labour, then, says Selma James, thereis nothing wrong.with it. Like
almost everything else in this pamphlet, this demand is reactionary. .
We in the U.W.L, stand for the “myth of liberation through work® and
reject all reactionary utopias,. We demand an end to discrimination
against women in jobs. We demand the provision of all facilities =
creches, nurseries, kindergartens, public dining rooms, etc. tc make it
possible for every woman who wants to work, to work.,

Selma James,by way of a preface to her demands, states that: "our con-
cern must be demands with which the movement articulates in few words

the breadth of its rejection of the oppression and exploitaticn of
pomensd (P 18) ., 8 BUEELNG foruand E0e denanda cue gmRnd v 2Ag oy biEnent
fiousework", she 18 ac,uahfy asElng 2Re’molement,/ te deman PHe™Continge
enslavement of women in the performance of pet{;, stultifying, crushing
domestic drudgery. 5o much for Selma James® proud rejection of the
"pppression and exploitation of women® 73

Demand 33 "WE DEMAND CONTROL OF OUR BODIESY w..... ="free abortions for
whoever wants them®. (pp 15/16) Our view in the U.W.L. is that women
in capitalist society are driven by want and destitution to resort to -
the evil of abortion,. Capital;sjg which drives women to this evil, has
no right to punish innocent mothers who, for reasons of economic nec-—
essity, have their pregnancy terminated artificially. Therefore, our
job is to expose capitalism which forces women to undergo abortions and
to expose the hypocrisy of the capitalist ruling clas '%ho, having
driven women to the evil of abortion, seek to punish sLnAocent mothers.
1t is in this context alone that we support the demand for "free abortions

for whoever wants them."

But the women's liberation movement must on no account make theerrcr

of presenting the demand for Wfpee abortions for whoever wants them"

as an absolute demand for all times. When socialism has been built in
Britain, and the economic basis for women being driven to abortions kas
been abolished, then, the demand for "free abortions" on demand would
have become obsolete, and would have to be replaced with the demand for
abortions only on the grounds of the health, mental .or physical, of

the woman.

In this cohfext, the experience of the U.,S.5.R. is very instructive
indeed. On October 18th, 1920, the Soviet Government passed a decree
legalising abortion on demand. In order to make clear the reasons Fo?
such a decree and the measures contained ‘in it, we quote this decree in
UMz S i ; :
“During the last decade the number of women who terminate their preg-
turely increases both with us and abroad. ik
e 4 inst.this evil by

B : : S e o
"The legislation of all countries s?rugg0§ 4 ainst ' 0y
pdhishing both the woman who is guilty Aand Eae operating physician.

"This method of struggle has been ineff ctual. Abortions were nec-
essarily made in secret and the woman very often became the victim

0 o



is secret operation.

) in th
nt persons who traded in. rtions and

ignora X -
of mercenary 18 f infections. after abo

nps a result 50% of women fell ill o
4% of them died.

nThe workers' and peasants'
a situation has undertaken a campaign aga
working women. y
uit foresees that this phenomenon will
building up of socialisme

wgut until now the surviving tradit
omic conditions of the present comp
course to this operation. The People's :
the People's Commissariat of Justice are convi
repression are completely. useless in this case. ] )
wIn order to preserve the health of women and the ln?eres?svof the
race from ignorant and greedy quacks these two Commissariats decrees

1) The operation knouwn as abortion may be lawfully performed
free of charge in Soviet hospitals where the conditions guarantee. a
maximum of insury.

2) All persons who are not licensed doctors are strictly pro-
hibited from performing abortions.

3) The midwife gquilty of performing this operation is deprived
of the right of practice and is liable to punishment by the People's
Courts of Justice.

4) The physician performing abortion in the course of his private
practice with -a mercenary purpose is liable to punishment by the
Peoplet's Courts of Justice." ( see 'The Proletarian Approach to the
Question of Abortion' published by U.W.L. in 'Women's Struggle!

Vol 2 No4 - the journal of the Women's National Co~-ordinating Com--
mittee) : :

Government realising the danger§ of such
inst secret abortions among

gradually disapﬁeaf with the

ions of the past and the heavy -econ-—
el a good many women to have re-
Commissariat of Health and
nced that methods of

But ?y.1936 the conditions had completely changed in the U.S.S.R. The
conditions prevailing in 1920, when the People's Commissariat of Health
and the People's Commissariat of Justice wrote, "the moral heritages of
the past gnd the difficult economic conditions of the present still
force.a section of the women to submit to this-operation /fabopfiog7 v (ibid)
had disappeared. The abolition of capitalist exploitaEiGH in the -
Q.S,S.R9,3§he growth of the material well-being and the gigantic advance
1n.the political and cultural level of the toilers made it possible to
raise the'questionlof a revision of the 1920 decree on abortions Aft
u;Se—rangigg i%scu?sions up and down the country in factories, m;nes =
and on collective farms, in town and country, taking scientifi

as public opinion into account, and puttin : int t _lC ir u?ll
of women in the forefront, the’Soviei Goersgzni?Liﬁeiisogetzgehiilth

June 27th, 1936, "illegalised aborti
on '
both physical and mental®, (ibid) b Gl

Thls.correct measure of the Soviet Government designcé
hea%th of women, excited then, as now, all react?lgneq
revisionists. and feminists, into Fier; denunci t}UﬂarleS
Thes? reactionaries tried then, as now, to el
the incarnation of "thermidorean react;on“ *

to pfomote the

, the Trotskyites,
his decree,
tepresent this decree as

In brief, our position is, that ‘as’
. 2 0 as long as capitali i £
ti;edizagitfzﬁisfigaaazo?tl?ns for whoever magts thzg"?XlZEi’ zetsupporb
the inextricable co ng t%n i1ts proper perspective by demonstrat' i
e Conditibns?1éa'lop between this demand and the ca -i 109
St iy meEt t;' ich force women tg have recoufse T P; al%St
MR ate e is demand, Uith the ending of the _:Ota ortions and
e L y man, the doing away of the Cond't-sys em of" ex-

y and misery for the toiling women (a:dlgns) et

; en) and the

* Note - Trotskys 'Revolution B
of the Trotskyite position se

etrayed! For R S
‘ . & & more detailed account
Liberation Movement!, Women:! .

€ our articleg.lTrot 3
s Struggle WWol 2 No 4S§ylsm and the Women's
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x Aim 3, To fight for free

building of socialism, it will no longer be necessary for women to take
recourse to abortions except on grounds of health. - .Such is our pers—
pective, and such must be the context in which we put forward the
present demand: "free abortions for whoever wants them'.

Demand 4)s "WE DEMAND EQUAL PAY FOR ALL“,(p 16) We in the U.W.L. un-
reservedly support the demand for equal pay for men and women for wor%14)
of equal value, We demand an end to all discrimination based on seX.

Demand 53 "WE DEMAND AN END TO PRICE RISES"(p 16) i.e. inflation. UWe
have already commented sufficiently on this demand and we refer the
reader to what has been stated above on page 12.

Demand 63"WE DEMAND FREE COMMUNITY CONTROLLED NURSERIES AND CHILD CARE." =
(p 16) UWe in the U.W.L. are very ‘much in favour of the demand for free
nurseries and child care (see aims 3 and 5 of the Udlolo, * ), But we
completely disagree with and dissociate ourselves from Selma James, who,
while putting forward the correct demand for free nurseries, utters the
following anarchistic rubbishs "We don't want them [Edildren_7 to go to
a atate institution inste@d. .eees... We will then begin to destroy
the State's authority over our children and our possession of them.
In the same way as children are to be wrested from the State, so old
people, and the mentally and physically ill must come back to the
community's care.” (p .17) :

Here no distinction is made between the bourgeois state on the one hand,
and the proletarian state on the other. Both are presented as being
equally nasty. Moreover, the impression is given that by having
tcommunity controlled nurseries® we will be able to abolish the state, **
Which state ? The bourgeois state or the state as such? Selma James-
seems to think that we will abolish, in this way, the state, as_such.

In other words, after the bourgeois state has been wished away by our
nfree community controiled nurseries" enthusiasts, the state (any state,
not just the bourgeois state) will disappear - so there will be no
proletarian statel! To us, it seems more like -a desire on Selma James'
part to do away with the dictatorship of the proletariat rather thanm

the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. NO, dear Madam, your reactionary
dream will never come true. In the first place, the bourgeois state
will not wither away, nor will it be got rid of in consequence of the
institution of "free community controlled nurseries® ! NO! The bour-:
geois state machine will be overthrown - smashed — by the proletariats’
then, the proletariat, having smashed the bourgeois state machine, will
go on to establish their own state, the dictatorship of the proletariat.
The dictatorship of the proletariat will last a whole historical ,epoch,
during which epoch conditions, material and spiritual, will be created
for the transference_of society from the lower stage of communism, soc-
ialism, to the higher stage of communism, a dgssless society. It‘iS_
only when this stage has been reached that mankind will be able to give
effect to the mottos "From cach according to his means to each according

to his needs", It is only when this stage has been reached, mhen all
nursery education for all children from the
ages of 2 to 5 wyith a free co-educational .and genuinely comprehensive
system of education for all children from the ages of 5 to 16 ultﬁ the
aim of educating the younger generation to the idea of full equality

between girls-and boys and betwsen wives and husban@s. . :
pim 5. To fight for the gstablishment on a non-profit making basis of

24 hour nurseries, laundries and communal dining TOOMS.

ngongrol" has been"wrested" is no state! .

#% for a state from which
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sses have been abolished that

la
and all 03992 ither awaye

: i ression 7
exploitation adjony he state as such will w

the proletarian state and_t

is stat . withers®
urgeois state that witf
not the bourg SR e

i sen that it is
Thus it can be se gtariat smashes the bourg

. it is smashed. The prol . - .
:22%;n;t lgf this not a word is to be found 1in Selma James pamphle

: i t on
So much for her fight against capital;sm: The.p;pletszén”;z:Pzéoh
the other hand, does, in the course of time, ult‘ir'zcagé e i
the'pipletarian atete uill uither &Y Canno?tbe the world-wide victody”
o me'can e w%?h Bt o tbitJaL 2? the necessary material
of proletarian revolution, and the.fUlfl memt: Y r. The prol—
spiritual conditions, the proletarian state will dlsappéa atillgh 303
etarian state is the latest and last type of states - But un.l e
conditions for its withering .away are created, the proletgrla? statg
is absolutely essential to prevent the restoration of Capt%% ism and
achieve the necessary conditions for a classless society. People
like Selma James are only causing confusipn when they talg abggt'_
ndestroying the state's / U.W.L. emphasig/ authority" by instituting- -
ufpree community controlled nurseries” under capitalismg ?hey are causing
people to be Rostile to the dictatorship of the proletariat ?y lumping
it in the same category as the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie; they
are rendering service to the bourgeoisie by gegting across the idea
that the nurseries controlled by the state in socialist society are bad
and that, even while capitalism lasts, we can hete create something
better by way of "free community controlled nurseries", for to do so
is tantamount to destroying “the authority ofthe state" (UsWol. emph-
asis). S0, instead of a socialist revolution, .we have "free community
controlled nurseries¥, because socialism means nurseries controlled by
the state, whereas capitalism gives us the opportunity of establishing
"free community controlled nurseries” and this offers the opportunity
of destroying: the state! In other words, the proletarians of socialist
countries were feols for having fought for a socialist revolution when
al% they needed was to establish "free community controlled nurseries®,
This is what all Selma James' humbug amounts to. This is what all her
bFave talk about the need to fight against capitalism comes tog oOpposi-—-
tion to sta?e C?ntrglled nurseries (even if the state be a socialist
stat;) and institution of "free community controlled nurseries®. The
refgrmist-activity for more nurseries is here presented as the
ultimate in revolutionary activity. :

CONCLUSION =

In the light of all that has ‘been said i or

above, the questi i 8
what must the women's liberation movement do? 1 e 8r¥§?3f
The women's liberation movement must
confusion, at present flourishin
movement, It must utterly reject a
of organisation and theory. It must

:EUly revolgtionary theo?y regarding the liberation of women - that'
ex§l§EE:iizloQFOF wogen is inseparably connected with the system 2?
. n of man by nan, of private’ t ith t
dlsappearance of this sy : propeit55§gz'Ezztiﬁézhdph? ne )
ed of men

: stem the oppressi
11 : ) 2ssion o
:; - aisq dlsgppgar. It Wust, therefore, promote the underst g
a 2;;5;?r a?:leylng the liberation of women, it is necessais s o
uaich ;scagitallgmg that it is Necessary to build a momenug 50 Plght..
o p and parcel ofthe general e ] movement
e overthrow of capitalism, i 9 class struggle for

put anm end to all the theorstical
g with tropical luxuriance, in the
11 bourgeois ideology, in matters
adopt the only scientific and

The women's liberatioﬁ movem ;
: ent must brin hom ;
"SESEE:Z;i demo?racy is democracy of poapousepﬁ:stEUth i
nchons pgozlsgs and th@ high—sounding slogans Df9FSDlamn words,
Yo BUL, In fact, it screeng the non-freedom rzer? S
and infer
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womensg”

iority of women, the non-freedom and inferiority of the toilers
and exploited. seccccoe

"Down with this contemptible fraud} There cannot be, nor is there
or will there ever ‘be 'equality' between the oppressed and the
oppressors, between the exploited and the exploiters. - There can-
not be, nor is there or will there ever be real 'freedom' as long
as there is no freedom for women from the privileges which the law
grants men, as long as there is no freedom from the workers

..from the yoke of capital, ceesss

ﬁden with this fraud! Down with the liars who are talking of free=' -
dom and equality for all, while there is an oppréssed sex, while there.
are oppressor’classes, while there is.private ownership-of capital,
- of shares, whilé there are the well-fed with their surplus of bread

who keep the hungry in bondage. Not freedom for all, not equality

for all,but a fight' against the oppressors and exploiters, the
“abolition of every possibility of oppression and exploitation. -

that is our slogant¥(Lenin: 'Soviet Power and the-Position of

_Women', p 36 'Marxism and the Liberation of Women')

By way of Summing up and in the sense.of calling for the building:.of a -
truly revolutionary movement of women, which will fight shoulder to
shoulder with the working class, in the .latter's .struggle for -the..-.
revolutionary ‘overthpou of -¢apitalism and thus put an end to all
exploitatf@ﬂ QEQrfﬁséﬁg’ U;U.Lg call upon women comrades to feject,
with the confeémpt - they deserve, Selma Jameéifreactionary ideas on
theory. and organisation. UWe end this pamphlet by expressing the con--
viction,that despite all the zigzags of the struggle, despite all

ups and downs, the overwhelming majority of women, working class women,
will reject the reactionary twaddle and banalities put forward by ; -
Selma:James, and go on to make their contribution towards the cause .of
the :liberatioh of the working class and that of. women.

FORUARD TO A ~TRULY REVOLUTIONARY  WOMEN'S MOVEMENT

~ 10t October, 1972.

" Union of Women for Liberation,
32 Newell Road, '
Hemel Hempstead,
C Hont ol
(Tel; 0442- 55456)

'ft¢ : '(?or»relevant notes see page 42)
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the tagk of the progressive representatives

Indeed, Lenin shows that it is
of bourgeois democracy and not that of revolutionaries, to draw the wo;'ksars
vplains, "trade uniorist politics

into trade union politics, for, as Lenin c: 75 2
of . the working class is preciscly bourgeois politics of the vorking qu«SSo o

VHAT IS TO BE DOME WITIH SELHA JAMES?

. : ; Gt g
. Ealalat e Nl <
Selma Jemes' concern for a "revolutionary political movement (pege 1)’

of oppressed women is one that is shored by ‘a1l who work for the real (Cc.W: p.426).

liberation of women, -However, under the guise ‘of rectifying the alleged . - ypro o P o 5 Ao
5 ; 3 ) 7 . ; s L ) g o a

one-gide -~ of trade union work in the woman's movement, we are presented low, according to Selme James, the distinguishing feature oL the _

strike loy in the fact that unlike the struggle of the postmen, dustmen, o
electricity workers etc., the miners 1dién't -depend on their unions but on ‘their
ovm self-organisation end methods of struggle” with the result that the mining
community "went its own aubonomous way" and ultimately mgon", (ST page 3).

To Selma James this represents 'the first major sucess' to come out, of "autonomous
class action®. Vhereas all previous strikes had been "lost or at-least drawn"
this one suceeded, (8J poge 3).

with the call for a revolutionhry political movement as if it were something
entirely new, opposed to larxism. (page 2), According to Selma’ James, the
"left" (page 2) stands opposed o revolubtionary politics in the woman's move-
ment, "They" (page 2) simply wish the women to ‘serve'as en auxiliary of a
predominantly white, male, working-class movement, (page 2), She never actually
specifics who this "left" is, but by shifty deed on her-part, first in the form
of a fatuous sub~title and then by direct reference to Lenin's pemphlet "What

3 e . = e e d : '
is to be done", the identity is unmistakable, . -+ Selma James would do well to pay more attention of Lenin's "hat is to be
Selma James would have us believe that in opposition to a revolutionary 'doner".,‘ s slzi._\-fould.f;_:;cil t-hil.t dtifr,e li ngtlzj_ng niwz 1n!{3q}~tr11§g ngori Zhe
political movement of women, Lenin believed -iBat we should bring women to v worl;ér S L cn T SaiER e ?1 % e -L?Syil?" 230
vhat is called "trade uniODSCOnSC'Lousnesv“‘ (page 2), a phrasé ; Lenin's had its fair measure of _tI‘ade wiion consciousness in the n}ovemon_t vhich yemn_ :
which comes from "/hat is to Dbe d;)pe"— En tﬁ;; c;m';y L:tp i » 011 ot :cesolu-tel?lr oppo:‘%ec.l.,' Onepp'jlper, 1n.1act, i the §p1r1t ?f. Selma ,Ja‘l.me-g, i,
IESene James lecula Speciry Sust \‘;helcﬂe el d?i*’di (Wi)u d be helpfgl declared "The. virility of the \-rorklr.lg—-chas; movemer}t is du@ to the faz;:t tha't? ‘.ﬂ.le
N L it e 6 b daee V-Tf oplll 1L,1ue . pg.ge_Z) the miz,]or , workers themselvcle‘s are at 1ea,stt'; taking che1r7fate into their ovmn halngis,‘ and f)_ufc
devieloping Birarolutionayy ’theofv ‘F‘(—}ﬁ]: H; ~_1 _pgop e who au_f serJ:.ous abm‘;o of the hands o? 'cm‘c_lr 1eat:1ers.‘ (c,.w. P )5'39).' .’:-ﬂchal;L;‘r‘,‘:tgessphrase_‘s, a?out_
S ekl e voié i 4‘her'1./"71t15'\i;e'3,(1 o% z?v.?'lnao.e 1mg<'>rt€@1'.tiamcover1_es, workers dc::pel‘uldlng 'on.’c‘ne%rT ovn Se:!.f--?rgal’l_lsa?lon I ot tallcz.;rlg.up autononous
THoae ofl iE ldho have: moafe ‘1_hv e : f‘.uS u.ll.‘lg‘ our time with rumour, class action and taking 'their fate into their owm he_mdg‘ shich sou.nd 80 ,Pr.qfount_i
] 2 I he effort to study Lenin see through her smear ond revolutionary, serve as o screen to conceal what is in fact the traditional

campaig Towhe s : " g o g
wor]I:i ;gn;len-.zxgcre in ng”'Pumplﬂ.C"'rf does Lenin :state that our task is 4o bring
e 1 vomen to "o trade vni o 5 ~103
a ¢-nion consclousness™, nor does he say, as

Blc) lma Jamef) ou. d. JAg SV b l eV t 1< b Lh(:‘ 31.{03’: to OF ke Volutlol’l&ﬁlles .A.u.ot
1 1 l e us (0] clleve T
9 L C

striving to degrade proletarian politics to the level of trade uwnion politics.

. Vhat is it that the miners "yon'? Yas it higher wages and improved.
conditions or did their strugple signify a revolutionary advence? If they won
better conditions of work than it vas 2n economic and not a revolutionary. |
political strusgle. If the movement was advenced politically this can, and in
many cases, does occur even if the cconomic strugple itself is "lost", so,long. as’
the workers become awore of the need for o political organisction which aims at
the abolition of private ownership of the means of procuction, and the esta= -
Selma ames, trade unioiary Aaboun blishment of the glio'joatorship of t;‘ne prolectariat, that is, not merely hlgher »
and women develop "thmselvets b vages but an gnd to the wages system.

11 . ~ :

The history of all countries,™. wri
clc-,ss? exclusively by its own efforts, i
. - i
;gnﬁglgusness, le, the conviction that i
ght the employers, and strive to i)
p e O compe
- legislation ete." (¢
. consciousness ig
r their own efforts

tos1 Lenin, "shows that the vorking
s able to develop )
T
a0

2 ? only'trado union

1s necessary to combine in unions
Jo e the government to pass neces ,
W .. Dage. 30> ),, You see ¥
something the vorking men j
» Without the ai

1 of 1 : ; :
revolutionary men a1 ~i€ 81C¢ of revolutionaries. And it is 4he + : e ' ; : : 5 SR
Ag Lenin w;-oy ;]\“-n:f]d women to lead workers away froth ujd o 15 the task of . But Selma Jomes simply.informs us that "every recent national strike" prior
to its subor(;i;atilnet"‘“i—w-«ile_o‘ifi developmonTc\_c.;f- the vobii;;fe Un?[on consciousness., to the miners strike '"has been lost or at least drawm" (SJ page 3). Thus it

tlon to bhourceoi s e S ng-class r : e ; - . P o s = 3 s =
movement is tradc ourgeols ideology,,,.for &-class movement leads would seem that it is Selma Jamcs who is infected with trade union consciousness

the snonts = = : ;
mmnﬁ' _.Oilt“'l.leou" vorking—class rather than the left since it is she who judges strikes to be sucessful purely
sealls the S i} . . 2. o Ve s z
Done the ideological on the basis of the economic concessions wrung from the bourgeolsie, But, surely,
Page 384), or othervise, which imbue the workers with

~unionism,,,and +

1o »ade~-unionis
enslavement of the workers o e

by the bourgeoisie, " (

saying that we sh i
ould "br A e o, on .
(ST page 2), n . bring vomen to. vhat ig called Far from Lenin it is only those struggles, strikes
: ) 1€ unequivocably declared: = ed trade union consei " + e o i : acs consei gss and heighten their avare-
class movement from thi eclared that our tagk i to "ai 15clousness a greater sence of.revolutionary clegs consclousness end neig th a
wing of the bourseoi Els spontaneous, trade-unionigt sir‘o' LLvert the working- ness of “the need to wage a truly independent and genuinely revolutionary
qon sie, 'and Ho hodien oo . : rul né ent a vol
(Pohtlcs)"o (c TV pnmo'-,gﬂd)to PLING 1t under the wing é}.lng to come wnder the struggle against the bourgeolsle: which can be called "sucessful”,
- ¥ page 387 ), revolutionary i i SR
: Even strikes which are wnfavourable to the workers economically can be

A4 ; 3 z o T o s
in the case of the textile workers in Britain in the 1860's.

lore g : -
over, Lenin explains +that the ‘ecohoms

mic : . ho 186!

4he Dritish ruling class from en tering the

3 revolutionary, as
geols politics i

ctn-,imh,.l o
£ Ele of 1 s & = : .
L= R0RLe the vorkers ig very who carried out a strike to prevent

their conditi b
itions does ; ecause theij BElS
n § heir S 3 o i i e
of the subjugation of 1S§nam at the abolition of 'i;hqtcommr.1 striving to alleviate American Civil Var on the side of slavery, They knew that the defeat of slavery -
common to the Engligh tc‘ aur to capital, "That st ic'. c?ndltlolli ic the removal in /merica would bring about unemployment in the textile industry in Britain, but
n glish trade-unionist StTivIng", wpote Lams : L : o i oot ey as. And it is’
And so you see, Selma Jam ONLSts, who are hogtig €' wrote Lenin, "ig they waged a hard-struggle and finplkly won, That was true sucess. - 5
wetking eSSy 1f you gset 1 e to socialig " . ; o tionaries to imbue workers with such a consclousness,
“HNg women awvay from trade pni before yourselr ty sm.." (Done 387). precisely the:task of revolutionaries U N L
revclutionary politics (‘bhoug);hu;nlog conseiousness ang yy ¢ task of weaning by combatting all traces of bourgeois ideology which C},lfclé} 0 do St e 8
ou i i e d, RS T1NN1n, - . oo o ~n | itation and ORPIES . 43
you are in very good com oubt it from tp : 8 them over to strugeles of the working-cloos movenent against &:x,%s;mgnt isL by i%;?;elf able o .
ass 1 1 3 5 Eoner

pany, ever o e evide . ; o
> even by someone whop o nce of your pamphlet), As Lenin-explained "The spontaneous worlinzg-clas

you claim ig dat
= ed =190 . . £
% ; Sy D 902 in fact seel o T ok class
here ig politics ang politics (eéc u‘; (8J page 2). B SC Eo C:tLStOI‘t, and whom create (-.a,no_ inevitably does create ) only tradci—mugms;ié oircldp\ciﬁ {;-‘li-gg‘" (C‘:W
Eib o -peco 38y ; enin has . trade—unionict politics is precisely working-class DOUTEeo~Ls BN
). gicun, Jemmnionish molltics hyr ! nyon® an "economic" victory and to 'some

page 426 ), . The fact that the miners i )
O 2 X apai government
extent ever participated in a political strucgle against, the Hory eolEiiEst

does not itself meke this politics proletarian politics.
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o selma James speak of the need to abolish

liowhere in her gl o8 : S22l L8 oppresss
the privete ovmership of ‘the means oL productl(_).l, the rfgl.o :t'ﬂre ygﬁr mzpon'
Or et% cco'm;rary “oho interprebs the striling mlners Rk ik s 8
2 110 ove themu’ pace 10 Thig o her is the revolutlionary 10;».»01/1 1:L,
ana sn m' . \PaZe V' e ] il X = = T8 vk

ust drav their inspization from, Thus she implies that 1T . i

P ¢ 4 i " 4h o sroduction but the meoas Ol production
the private owncrship of the means Ol produc _L e et
themselves that are the causc OL oppressions 1o e Ie
capitalism means exnloitation
how men and women can live It

bub work itself. She evades the gquestion as to
there is no production to sul))ply them with the
i o i o that other ?) can take care of
- fhEa i fe. - The implicastion 1s that others (men?
necessities of life.  Th T i S N
+hat distasteful necessity, vut more Ok ohis (fexigs

pamphle® does

=

Tnstead of helping women workers o go beyond their sl?o?taneous}y deVej'L..‘
oped "trade union consciousnesz” Selma Jomes adopts an antl—ur&@?—unlon.p051tlon
and criticises any attempbs o uaionise proletarian women, Having examined
the "role of the trade unions snecifically in relation o women" (page 3), she
gives an account of the male~chouvinist ideology of the trade union mOV?men‘t’
showing that the trade uvnion movement has done precious little to organise
women and Traise demands on their behalf, ©She sees the function of unions to
"oontrol workers" and to get women "to participate in our own exploitation” (pg°5)‘
Women, therefore, must avoid this snare and remain outside the trade union
movemeny, ler alteruntive, of course, is this "eutonomous and revolutionary
political movemen:" which in heor case does not break away from trade union
consciousness,

. Ve understand "autonom;" Lo mean fieedom from bourgeois thinliing and
practices ie, a proletarien movement guided by proletarian theory, Iurthermore,
pit 8 P - ' : . 2 A
the womens movement to be truly autonomous in this sense must be linked to the
general working class movement. Any isolation from this movement will force
. B " i - . - 5 . e ¥
:ILt %nto the realm of hourgecis politics in which Selma Jemes is trapped.

t istclc'aar ;rom. her pamphle'_a 1;1'1:.-Lt "autonomy" for Selma Jomes means freedom from
proletarian theory and organisation and this means she is in service to the
bourgeoisie. /s Lenin st i om <+ ice i 1 W :
sociilict ideoTmeenbﬁl s_uatgs “? onls choice is ~ either bourgzeois or

i S Logy. 11w.e iz no middle course (for rankind has not created
a "whird" ideology. and noreover, in a society torn b i
. _ ! ) er, in & soclety torn by class antagonisms

there can never be a non-class or an above-class ideol lence i
R el : A -lass ideo ogy), fence, to belittle
b e 0 %3/'1.;.‘ ay \.l:ﬂ ; o turn agide from it in the slightest degree

withen bourgeois idevlogy." (C.W.n ‘e384 )

we +01. 0 o - - = - '

copsoiou}sli::fﬂ: uot{301.~1u out here that while we Tight to combat trade union

; ! " 'n I‘ 4 ~ <

i o;‘uml;en 1‘eroilankg SJ, gne vorkers movement we fight ot the same time for
e Tomen workers to defend themselves in t} ‘ i ‘

i o S lenselves in the day to day strugpgle

\,f;%:hout 332111 bil bty o?ganls,mé and Darticipating in trade x’mi ons 4 Elﬁgubzlo

the factorie protection women vorkers will remain at the mer s s
€ lactories and labour marlets, Dot of Capiitel Ao

If unions do di S
), Te : S do discrin ; T
a relentless strugrle must be vaged within ’;he ur;j ;zcllsflmlnate agaeinst women,
- o

Selma James herself concedes that | i
Sonasps s that "there is no - 1 sais
conditions but rather ”Smarl_ that it is "not the unions™ that 1o e UG
oo almosi 1{ rather "$he wey the o : that abolish the slave
alvays 3 ARk =5 C ] A s oA 4 A
a wolf in sheegz ctfg{:{ﬁn;n DE—;LI-( S“ (SJ page 7). This SIT{I}el(el,tg?g;?lzllfS 'to{ﬁcib'her
D G P;E'O{Tidef' 1; a.s if Yo say that it ig the wan 2 ]_Ogl‘c S‘ ub
urges -~ workers to organimew.uﬁ le}ter and not the buildins i"c;':;‘]{fp OZS:: e
%21 them, For her it is no-bothtgog:iibgif ilhldtcoﬁmnlct llni(m:, b;-t 11C.>'t ftilgﬁe{ilg;s
. s 5 3 thnat al 1o -y
e pre: o: capitalist exploitation, mﬁ)owex‘ gl gy o) B
sent L _11 lere does she gtand in
~as8 militancy in this country?

attack on the vor!
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Tor. Selma Jomes it is & motter of harnessing the energy and pover of the
worﬁérs_that hag hitherto gone into the organisation of unions and chanelling it
into an “"autonomous politicel movement™, And this she imagines can‘bgvaccom—
plished from an anti-union standpoint, Lenin showe:, us , long be?ore ladam James
came on the scene,.the need to overcome the trade-unionist mentality of workers
and direct them towards revolutionary politics., But this, as he explained, cen
only be done by talking tp and championing 211 the democratic rights of wo?kers,
hovever "bourgcois" these rights may be. Uniess +these rights are proclaimed,
unless a struggle for immediate rights is waged, unless the masses are educated
in the spirit. of such a struggle, socialism is impossible, (Har;ism and the
Liberation of Vomen page 52). To be sure, the right for women to-participate.
in union activities, like all democratic rights under capitalism, is conventional
restricted, formal and narrow., But by speaking of “revolutionary politics"
and at the same time refusing to mobilise the masses of women in fighting for
any rights, how does Selma James hope to suceed in winning women avay from trade
union consciousness and into the arena of truly proletarian politics? She does
not, of course, hecause her much flaunted "revolutionary politics' is none.

Selma James complains that unions do not organise "the unemployed, the old,
the 111, children and housewives" that is “the wagel ss" (SJ page 6), According
4o her, trade unions "structurally male a generalise struggle impossible" (pg 6).
One may just as well complain that +the boy scouts mo ement does not organise the .

t
il

e
a
v
workers, The cconomic strugzle is the collective struggle of the vorkers agains®
their employers for betiter terms in the sale of their labour power, for better
living and working conditions. An’ T1ls struggle, as Lenin explained time and
time again, is necessarily trade-union strugsle. Ience it is sheer chicanery
on Selma James' part to berate the wniong for failing to fulfill a function for .
which they were never intended, And it iz by explaining and d,enlonstrdting that . .
unions are necessarily limited in scope that we can win vorking 1omen over to )
more broader, generalised struggle sgeinst capital, : P

o

As Lenin said: " ‘Everyone azrees' that it is necessary to develop the
political consciousness of the working-class, The question is, how is it to be
done and vhat is required $0 do it., The economic st ascle merely 'impels' the
workers to realise the govermmerts ativitude towards the working class,
Consequently; however much we Nay tIy to 'lend the economic strugsle itself a
political character! we chall never be able %o develop the political consciousness
of the workers (to the level of revolutionary political consciousness) by keeping
within the frawework of%the econonic struzole, for that framework is too

A2L

narrow," (C.¥W. page

Lenin emphasized that a Communist "if he really believes it necessary to
develop comprehensively the political conscicusness of the proletariat, must
go among all classes of the population' - the 0id, the ill, children, and house-
wives, Seeing Selma James distorts Lenin exlensively, we make no apolog;ie;
for guoting him extensively. Tais is vhat Lenin had to say about proletarian
revolutionaries generalising the strugsles

"jorking class consciousness cannot be genuihe political consc%ousnegs unless
the workers are trained to respond Lo all coses of tyranny, Qpprg;glon,_v101ence
and abuse, no matter what class is affected - unle;s they are t:alned, mgreoyer,
to respohd fron a (revolutionary) point of view and no other, The con50103?ness
of the working masses cannot be genuine clasq~oonsclog§gess,”unlsss t@e wo;teri
learn, from concrete, oné above all from toplca}, p21+?lcal %a9?09'a§a eve: fl fo)
observe every other social class in all the manlfosra319ns of iys lntellez ua i‘ot
ethical and political life; unless they learn to applyhln pra?ulcc Ehe @g gi%a ;N
analysis and“thc-materialist cstimate of all aspects of the 1ife and activity o

all classes, strata _and groups of the Popula‘_tion., -'I.‘hgse §.-'hO _ci)_niel;x’?rai{e thi g
attention, observation and CONISCLOUSNeSH o,f the \-rorlilfl@«class ?xi: uurnl.ve g’o?‘ e
moinly, upon itself alone arc not (revolutionary)s 1oflthe_se‘1 —-hmz\{ edglntions
working-class is indissolubly bound up (with an Lmdersm_mdlngé) of 1ehre a
betyeen 11 the various classes of modern society, acquired through the
experience of molitical life." (.w: page 412).



i 8, east of all the
n (ie, not the unions end leas

e otill being unable to organig
) "our lagging behind the mass movement, I ;)\1'1 i;;_lthe ghg;,;eful L .
w??'{'?rien*lb; \IJ‘.EGQ gtriking and rapid expo?urif qu:J' o o8 ok g
A A 4 lo it -he most backward :

; RIS ; ot and can do 1T/, 108 g -
\hen we' do Lna‘l,.j(aim% wi ]:[[l‘lu.;l“ ai £ s povte, e e
understond or will Lfeel

hat the astudents a e e
‘thors are being chused and outraged by those ch:(.: dark
al ; % K : 2 g £ . 3 - e '1_‘ Kl ’-“lc
oxipressin'g hinm and crushing him av every siep oL s

ife must blame ourselves,

life." €.W.p 413.

oy aa ad ¢ trade union
S Tames still insist that Ysecondhand politiicg iof krade Vo
i1l Selma James still 1nSLSS 552" 77, o only viable alternativer:
comdciousness” has been presented. to us Tas BEE T .
i s ' . : ’ . stinction apart from the
Seeiny that Selma James (:0€8 not recognize oy o L’Jiﬁitl?;‘hcxp; c—slave E
Seelng av : . 1 the proletarian wagc—SLlave
- of 1 Sve +he houscwife anc the P
1 aspect of wages between the hot p e e i y SAvS :
:FOI'I‘E!_B]. e Jorstandable how she can be anti-union. As she says on hage 9
it is perfectly undcrstancal : . E covife’ his, of course, is
Nl B4 ia Tar removed from the domain O: the housewlle’ o R e
wnionism 18 1ar LCHOV e By - 15 ng«eno-pallsed" their acolvities
that really ncedles hex, that the unlons have not "gener = = S ;
\1-)'1% b Yo 1ike of ner, et (as houscuives), she claims, “work for the
to cmbrase the likes of her, c S i e
capitalist class, Let them pay us or else we ocan go to the :‘?S;torles 1mlgt01,_fl€es
and put our children in their fathers laps.” (87 page 15). This, no doubt, reflect

L
the et revolutionary spirit che wishes to inject in the movemen’cf,

To a limited crtent the capitalists do pro ride the social ?menities wl_:lich
allow for greater porticipation on the pert of women ?11 factories, Indeed, g
Lenin points out thet ablic dinirg-rooms, creches, kindergartens e1lsco ~are not ney
to socialism, but that they, like all material prerequisites for goolallf'tm§ were
created by 15».?5@ scole capitolism, But under capitalism he o::?lalr'ls they remain,
first, a rarity, end sccond, and vhat is particularly important, either profit
melding enterprises "or the acrolz tics of houryeois philanthropy™,. (1M page 34)
Under socialism, howcver, Lonin explained, the videspread use of these institutions
will undoudtedly contribute im: iy fbhe welfore of society as a viole and to the
liberation of women in parhicul: A

» As he points out "vhat a saving in humen
labour, what conveniences for the comsumer, whet a saving in products, vhat
emancipation of women from domestic slavery and vhet an improvement in sanitary
conditions can be achieved," (ilL".! pase '}’,5}5

How, vhile capilalizm tends to incerpowate women in the factory, it does 2t
the same time place a special burden on her, As Gngels urites: "The employment
of the wive dissolves the family uitterly and of necessity, and this dissolution
in our present society, which ic based upon the femily, brinss & 0SSt Mo
R ppocte fér e q:‘mﬁ & x._l,:ig,_..l.].‘/?l bil}rbf the most demor—

Luen parents, as well as children." (MLV pogoc 20),

LGS capitalism, vhich, on the one hand, breaks up the femily and, on the
other, retains the family as %he ecconomic unit of society which hog br01’16*ht col
much untold misery to women, Under socialirm the positiz)n in 1h‘uv'r‘\‘-x.ﬁ s tf-,,,_qil L
life is restored while the fomily as the economic unit is b::-.c;l'er; up ety T

e °

il e o o T, T S o
Selmaﬁ.g;‘tm Zz'l,ci;;{;;isﬂ;ﬁa}mg_’fhun.f,‘t i‘gmlly lllenls all around us being shattered
e fo?@e 5 \-Gn 4 v e 1\-101__*k1n£‘,“r_]‘clarss family is the most difficult point
life for the nago'ri'i;y ;f \Al.;;l:eizaglllig!w{detb(v)}l?“ge.Oj‘Sie has long destroyed family
exgmples ~ South Africa - we gsee that :1]1?:‘ i.;nzW Zgiigs'tlslxeldpéfi\':iozd{e R
. . = S - 4
In South Africa familiecs ar .1 ;
ven, At any moment a wife 1eiya1§:,celaﬁg iislti?(?}éed O-t ‘thc'e' e
should require her servicesg clsevhere Th{fﬁ1 o_-llve i
with her children and the hushand bc 10(‘5 Sy
cases even the act of conception ig or—ﬂgr
bureaun, which may grant = voman permissi
for a short ne~iod “or the 'purpo'sos =
o, 18), This is s_c-::ethingfhédc is
been happening for years: husbandg
children, ‘.

bureoucratic
her husband if Capital
2 bz rent out of an area
non s ovm as a "bachelor”, In some

(o} > .
;Oiuﬂ?l{% by permission of the labour
s~ 3 %91}1 he}: husbend in an urban area
- Drocreation. (The African Communist —

ha)pening :
.ope T every SRR e
are e Y day in South Africa and has

SePaT 5 3 ¥ é
parated from wives and parents from

Dealing with the latest att
: & : ack on
evez_l that erstwhile bourgeois mogazine
satisfaction the South African s
barberity of apartheid,

In Alexa 1
bz ; n andra tovmshi
officials conducted newsrien on a tour of t::;l

the worlsi i b Riel
Hoyeno oy 18 class family in'South Africs,
an government —ia%;'h had this to say: “Witn pride and
b 28T week unveil :
ed a somument to the
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fmg; g?o ]O utskirts of Johannesburg
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one for women, Tt ol
E’t?iican' Governno-a%: The new hostels are a concrete expression of the Sout]
& ney ~ i g o
] AT i s.:_:clentless assault on the family life of tn s ‘:‘
14.9 m .)1 ackse  The peovle who live in the hostels will b L‘e;?unt?{ 2
Y & ; ¢ officinlly
B! J

atinele! JNet +1 = > i
single”, whethexr they hove a merviage license op not." (September 1972),
plen i

When liberals in the all-ihite & N L :
the barbaric breakup of the i‘an‘ﬁ;f ﬂ?lcjﬁlblc;ﬁsdf }?arllamoin-t c’._ic}‘complain of
iusbend and vife G4 not vidh o sepcrete they shovta neb pave b o
:15‘:|.rs1;-13\13,0,{3e The Deputy liinister of Bentu iffeirs saids ntti T;lrllefbl.n the
the wife will heve had prior knovledge of the implicsbiens of the suay mhay
have taken and will have to suffer the conseqven: B (n'l.m ?J; tic step vhey
5 above, ; L RASSG the Lfrican Communist,

And so vhat are ve %o malk P o :
i i : alce of the likes of CGermaine G 1 "

Epneis na.l. reer vho stat L
women are to states "If

: o 'i,lIGC't axrslgiuficant amelioration in their condition it seems
obvious that they must refuse to marry.,.If independence is a necessary

% e o 1 gy ; ; i :
concomitant of freedom, women rmst not marry." (Fema,le Tunuch), The Deputy
e 2~ D 4 _ . P st ettt e’ A
Iinister of Bantu Affairs could not heve done better himself,

It shouvld also be nointed out that the credo of the Gay Liberation Front
has never become, nor it likely to become o trend in the working class '
novement, despite the fact that men and women in South Africa are constantly
being deprived of a normel sex life, When o newspaper reporter asked an
official responsible for the ilexandre hostels scheme what its occupants were
exmected to do-for sex as men and vemen are to be prohibited from entering each
other's dormitories, the official replied thet- they would have to sort it out
for themselves, After a.pause ne did, however, concede that this presented a
problem and concludeds "In the future.,.uve'll have to think this matter over."
(The Guordian 22 Ceptember, 1972) Little does he reslisc that the GLT has
already thought this matter over and come up with a neat little solution which
would tidy the whole affair, Thus, the GLF and Germcine Greer, each in their
ovm inimitable style, provide the bourgeoisie in South Africa with a "solution",

The demands of the vorkers in South Africa, as elsevhere, is for men and
women 4o lead a 1ife in which they mey live together and have fanilies - and
this ultimately can only be made a reallty under socialism, To call for the
abolition of the family under copitalisw is simply empty rhetoric which seel__:s to
masl the real positicin of men ond women who arc forced to separate beca_luse of"
the dictates of capital, That Selma Jemes, despite her intentions, is in the
service of capital, is made ebundently clear,

She seeks to place emphasis on women &5 houseworkers, which minimises
their role ag wage labourers. This ig concigtent with the thesis Pmi forward
= i i ) A~ T =n e 1l . s
by llargeret Denston in "The Political Hconomy of Vomen's Liberation’, 1n W ich
o : } 2 o .l e B Y
che defines women as "that group of people vho are responhglb}e m;_ the: pro :
duction of simple use-value in those activities associated w:.t}x vhe home Emfgt
ey i i A i ig e
family" and vl ndenied an active place in the market’, This being writuven
Yy~ and who are s . in the labour
in a country (USA) where just over 40 per cent of vomen are 1n bie ~aNOL
] i i . is the positi in all the industrialised capitalist
force, This, in fact, is the position in all whe - Ty
countries, In Britain, for example, nearly 40 pér cent ol the tOtil %E—i{%ﬂ—
i B it AT, =z Je AT A ty—
workforce arc vomen (Lebour iesearch Vol 61 1o 3). It only fe;ﬁlL?clse reletlca) th;)ef
bourzeois position of Bengton and others that they cannturn a .1ncl y e
factdthat rather than excluding women from the labour Iorce, mgnopo y capitalism
S . ~ oo a4 ' L or
has increasingly drawm women out ol vhe home and into the fact Ve

of the woman as houscwife rather

3 £ Syt vate the status i
Selus Jones, seskinboc o h aracterised as 'petty, stultifying,

iy atack Douseieis, e I'lﬂﬂ-'l}ﬂy”g}ll done by isolated women in their
: Selna Jomes, the work LR
unproductive work.," For Selma Jomes,

s SRTY
3 P e fo, 2t they ave not paid for
i - i f .«ive. but rather the fact that :
homes is not itself oppressive: Einu"“- o e o damostic slave because e tty
7 1 4 0 3 e T )
that work, Ior Lenin, woman co%&-’-ii“ys and degrades heT, cheins her to the
ST o 117G LI c (e - ¢ :
housework crushes, strengles, s - her lnbour on barbarously unproductive,
kitchen and to the nursery ant wastgo fic;‘xikr;n' il e (I page 34).
ey SO an ¢ g f) e N B ¥
betty, nerveracking, shulSLIVRS t forward the demané that vomen should be
Revolutionery men and women do not put IOTVE :
mid for this "barbarously unproductive

york" but that all members of* society, -
' the { raym into
' evork thrust upon them, should be dre
above all those wonen who have housevork thrust Uf
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i Tenin Mis highly wiproductive

i Juctive labouT. iiost housework, w.cczte Lenin '1iell 3 A
Banit = - ogt srduous, and it i performed by womens 1: £
R cotta? hine thot would in the slightestv degree
extremely pebty and contains nothing wic ‘r\. E:]

; . Kol = u M I nace 3.

facilitate the development of womcn. (WLY page D)/
(2

her true colours when she states "wve ':ro en'clbled"
' to Hake another job out of our hoxfleso.
rithout particivating in

Selma Jemes weveals .
to a social existence without having : R
Selna ses vants o soclel exilstence s g
(8J page 16). Selma James wantss o S0Of ter cake. and eat it, but she certainly
general social lobour. Lhe vante to have hexr cd M.,j.l 'I‘ o T el
oAl 51 ~ridently concurs Wil Lcniln that 1se
doesn't want to coolk it. She -ev ld(im%{..b:)"ﬁfl '3'[_1 g (Tr\\*\*clopmcnt et bt
t "in b izhtest @ ce facilitvate the developh
does not "in the slightest degr : OB e
i ibits that pett ~ccois saueamishness about the
the same time she sthibits that Pc'{,tyn-bou.l;’_,COl S (‘J b £ iRt T
revolutionary alternatives ne proposes e can sec thalt everyvilng & R a
u ary d ptah S ae pr B v 5 " o e o Ao Ty il st
James is a mess of confusion, On the one hand, housevork ilau.lb".‘: a;r)per,l:u(xt:,’J
; » -- ] n - S - b 4
moments, on the other hand being in a Factory has its appealﬁnb rﬁqmi?us
page 12). " Like Dame ‘uickly, she doesn’t lmoir where bo have 1%. Tn m.i (—311(1:57L
a e Dame u « 1
' ot for neither Je am sreated b ind a mode of strugy
however, she settles for neither. Ve are entreated l:o flll’lf. nmo%o e Uroeh
¢ ] fact This 2
that leads us from the home, but also keeps us away Lrom mo't.c Ory. Ll g% er
is the dividing line between reformisin and revolutionary politics within the
woman's movement (SJ page 12005

o N ~ . e B e i JR 5 A 1 = 2
Tor Selma J ames, "women refusc the myth of liberation through work (page 1),

According to her, they have vorked enough, and now intend to stope

As she sees
it, if a woman lchours in a factory che is exploited, whereas if she doesnf‘c

work she is not exploited, therefore she should stop vorking. I'or her the only
thing wrong with “unemployment is that you don't get paid” (5J page 10), Drawing
women into social production as a prerequisite for their emancipation she seecs as
a move to exploit them, Ghe contonds that the right.to work is recctionary
because it is synonomous wth the demend to be exploited, This garbled reasoning
leads her to declare that if we merely limit curselves to the demend for jobs
"all we are doing is organising women to be more efficiently eand mercilessly
exploited." (SJ page 13).

&
h
n

«
b

: To be sure, no revolutionary -let alone a liarvist - has ever confined her
| demands to simply one for work uvnder capitalism, Ve in the UVL helieve that
. only by the wc&rkingwlass seizing the means of production which the boxtr{;eoiéie

S or s o S R N e v M
Her revolutionafy- call is for women tohsi—mniyuisui'-; ?Eei Xllll' .haVO ‘non(Ae Oi m\l'lsi
of production rather than seize conirol of them : UJr- l'L S _'011 the'lns t’rmﬂenbs
e e wem, ot only 1s she anti-union,

As once point 1laryx 1 Iy

(ie, the wage slave). Selma James ho‘wever J“.s Oﬁlety 11st off the proletariat
of bread and circuses, According-%o-‘her' "-i%‘ :.',;Sq?i .1,0 return to the practice
consciousness' ourselves, we can see women oven Zivtg% blinded by 'trade union
un9rgajusec1 fectories waging their struggle in 1 e WG?St Bels g WEE most
This new form of struggle e if ;o% Y EOmR*etﬁ’l}[ new ways." (SJ page 14),
amongst women wage-slaves, This to her ig '}.no“i the "high rate of absentecism"
in their own way and standing on their own i eD;",ample' of the vorkers struggling
James has perceived that a sgtart to v'»indle{_ezt'. In this "sbsentecism" Gelma
To her it is a "rebellion against and ref ieﬂ ent organisation" has been made,
S o S ke ”né." .,I"L;Lja_al of weman's work" (s8J vage 14),
organised and that it is the task of ‘éhem‘;[’hf_dff struggle is insufficiently
increasing numbers of women 4o sbsent tl&er Sm:ﬂ : 20\7(—2'13-161’1’0 %o being ever

. nse.ves from work! -
Selma, James e n lreln

. s the heroism - i
the machines which they misguidedly colnszgoil? b;dﬁé “is who sought to destroy .

workers resisted the i Staamih - heir o y .
increase their depzzdlﬁzroducuol; of machinery because thoyopglrjcs201‘S° These
=) e ¥ 3 e . G 18 e o se i
5 on capitalism, VWhile Sym“mthiSinngwi-Ewl ti.t uould1 S
z Pele Wltn these worketrs

Marx exploined thot machinerw 4
X ,qcrl’rg;:lhm:ly J..T,se}f Vas not the enemy but m Themiy ; S
2 es to cxploit the workers, i iotﬁin{;h?.oiﬁl’talls‘h
5 in the

claSS Wh,ich‘ uses m
El}!sical con iti L ] i i ,}»[J. don "
R L dltlonu Of .)I’Oduc v W thh f()l Celo Loitat e} -L
(o) S lon v g e 0. (e}

! : ; ake place,

5%

1f the working class were dominant, if
. JL i S TS :
wyould bTing the m]lﬂio and foctories up to the standera of their needs, TI
R Ty etwpe; e s ik z I o nee s b
reat dlffef‘qci 3{ veen capitalism and socialism is whether the means of el
A A3 - e 1 o “ . % = HE IS 1 —
quction confront the vorkers as capital or whether they : b
. the control of workers, to 14 b poah BV BCIVE (a6 s brueny
nder L workers, to lighten theiz: toil,

they were to produce for themselves, they

Here we should point out that while Selma James uses the term "oanitall .
ghe has not L.“h? least idea of vhet it is, Capitol is not o tlﬂ'nml bsfb‘plt:% :
definite socio production relation belonging to a definite historical ﬁmllzglin
of society in which the means of production are monopolized by a i ;

; £ R g 3 y a certain section
of society, the bourjeoisie, and used to exploit the workers, In order %o bri
about' s.vthe <::nr1.of oapit?‘liSL?:' .I(l'j]:']j_C]T “elma James claims is our long term - § lng
objec'cl:ve) .11; is es?entlal cﬂat the working men and women wrest control of. the.means
of prOO.'U.CJGlQI(l in o;jaer 1_30 put them to their own use, Instead of calling on the
workers to “shov§ the mlnc-es" the true revolutionary course would be to seize the
mines and "shove” the capitalists, In short, it is a question of vhether the
capitalists use the means of production to employ the workers and produce profit
for themselves or vhether 'L‘l; o‘.iorl:ers use the meant of production in order to
produce vealth fox sacietyﬁ. eﬁy trying to find some third way out, Selma
James places herself in the cervice of capital, for by leaving the wapitalists
in control of the mines and the factories the workers will ensure their continued
exploitation. As ilanx 1oing Ysinee precisely frem-the fact that labour
depends on nature it foliows_that the nin vho posaesces no other property than
his lcobour power must, in all conditions of society,and culture,.be the slave of
other men who have made themselves the owners of the material conditions of
laboutr "(ie, the mines, factories, land, ctc). (Selected Works of Marx and -
Engels Vol 11 Page 18), . _

e would be grateful if Selma James could explain just how society is to
function without work, or does she imagine that we can sinply live off airg is
she 0 removed from reality that she fails to realise that in all societies
people must work in order to reproduce the material conditions of their ex::Lstence?
Selma James is a slave of idealism - 1ittle does she realise that freedom is

(2%

the recognition of necessity. ; s

s
ng '8

she raisc the question of private

In fact, novhere in her paper does ;
ship i On the contrary, all she can declaxe 1s

ovmership of the means of production.
"$o hell with production'. (8J page 14)

: - it * EVints B

Her absuvrd nosition leads her to 1.;110 rlidiculol%s concl\]:-mnon tugﬁnizleoo. a3
bourgeoisie has conspired vith the unions tO create gnempmﬁg%nfn i é: {ozted
the masses can demand the right to work and hence their rig qzo%q cﬁe tme.
(53 page 10) Ve demand york, higher vages and fewer Iligurif— at the s
we f;;ght for the abolition of the wage labour sistem ;tiil (;f o
only by bringing the »material condl’?lons 1ﬁ1nder the co h
can there be freedom from exploitation anc oppression. ks AR S

As Harx explained,
¢ vorking class

Sl ; . ci it forward the propo-=.
5 e v ieve that "the left" put rd T
Selma Jomes would have women be]: . I e reveh wori sk i ccin
sition that vomen will siupy i Eﬁel?]h\el ile the c33vie'b government. has done
3 ST P : ~ointed out 2t while T ' 3 s
dist Tenin himself pointed ou ; e ‘
moicoizloiédi c;te traces of inferiority of women than bouﬁgii?h:ve on;.)l.r},f cleared
Wn 2 = . . w (1LY 71) 5 He pom'ted out tha ¥ S W
this was "only a beginning 11 ; 2 e e not been built yebe
. the structv s L !
the ground ! he structure, the St2 s tine U rere twofold: drawing
E%}(E"’UJ;Z) X £§Z z;sks that lay.ahead in ero.nc:l-jﬂatlngt\-Omell]ifl_’?ifltli P
LY S e Td : % ell as into po vl Cl ° i
: : RS ] abour as ve R L S
vor E ially productive Jabol ) s o e nob familiar wi
noumlzlgl :.Ln},(-)»n(sg(])_l?n Ja;lcls would like to hide from women \tJ{uSt J;e‘e O
£ e 1) ;' lenin., She would have them believe thAL L.\Ih" Roras e
tle e io the capitalist assembly Lizie. il Sh S0 Tui
O consign women e Cdt -

2 q ped 2ok : - workers not only din lav,
"o want women workers. to f’«?hi‘?-ve equail’:“,lf ‘t';-liﬂcl ?}zge"riqi&orkers take an ever
but in 1ife s well, Xor bhis, 128 eiuenbi? enterprises and in the adminis=
increasing paf‘b in the 5 dministration O public = -

trition of the states" (MM 38)e : . toda
i g Siotiion of worlking women is of l)rmar{%lﬁgoft??éﬁ 48)‘:1[
why i pﬁi:t;zziczaggio the hands of the workers and peasantsSe = :
Then power 1SS €

]alegr%dto bring vomen around to a trade union ¢ nseio
int esil ing Y !
So much for Lenin

ness,

=090




the "left" wishes to Leep
nin order to have our oun
and therefore our own

d us to believe that
she writesst
s of vomen

But having tri_ed to lea L
n out of revolutionary politics st
& { T S
politics We jmst make our owil inaly::twm ol ekl e g
i F o i iorkine class SUXUGsi€e Dag )

of the whole working C. - (87 pege 6) [Ter Lits
a.na?b'?ls 4hat Lenin is dated and after having dlstortgu him, '.:h :10,_1 takes
2 'L*r.d? -diﬁ-’uortod form —~ one of the central theses 1t not the centrs]
up - albeit n a I = 2 - ,.1 P P 'i’chout a reVOluJUi01'1()1"37'-“"(,]_1@01\-
thesis of "What 1s TO pbe done!, nemely; that v ¥
. movements J

there can be no revolutionary uet as Lenin nointed out that the
i a X _
must be brought

3 + by the women workers
emancipation of women workers alJ)oub b;, thy J_x(g 2, < f{
he would certainly have agreed that women must e/ a revo tionayy,

wome

themselves agr : Lo gl ot i ‘
theory We’believe that the contradictions inherent in capitalism will lead
s 4 S e =
o he establishment of socialism, through the action of politically

to its fall and & ' c s
conscious working men and women, You, nelma James,
not to work and somehow demand bread and clrcuses from
There is nothing revolutionary in your theory.

simnly appeal to women
some mythical source,

You yourself recognizethi’ 4 ficieuncy in your pamphlet (:Lo the absence of

cohesive and coherent theory on the basis of which the reyolutionary working
it on’ those who have laboured

class movenent can be built) and simply bEoce .

wnder & "misunderstanding” as to the purpose of the pamphlet, You claim that.
your. pamphlet was designed to put forward not a perspective of ‘what e want,
finally, to have", but merely a meanc %o "mohilize" women so as to ultimately
bring about "the end of capitalism,"” (83 Introduction). After all your
nonsence about organising women to absent themselves from vork and phrases like
“shove your mines" and "to hell vith production" you nov, turn around and say.
"there,are times when e would be failing inm oux duty 1f 'wé did not support

ﬁl:ld even encourgee vomen to demand jobs," You then go on to sey that

if we limit ourselves to this, if this is ouxr propremme and not just a tactic
to l}el__g.mobilize women...all ve are doing is organising vomen to be more
?fflclelitly and mercilessly exploited (by the capi"ta.lists)” (S‘J page 13).

) Yes, these are very true and good worc’r?s, and ’vw-e er‘uld be {vlly satisfyed
if you understood them and if you refrained from saving ‘el.sewhél;o ‘;;mtno) i
zg:twgg?tradigilthen&, M1 those whe are serious s,béll.?tUJche e.m-a‘ﬂoinz\'ltio;fnu of

sorkers Wi ut vard a firht for s e : i
the Tight to mioﬁisefoﬁa?'giz«hil%é A i A el Bl R
ma§s$s 91{‘ “1011“'-'—1'3-2‘ o b, & , in order to mohilise the
mobilising the masses : The e -
dividing gemands'ciii; i‘orzom;lfsde??i :ful L;:iln_? ‘.;.rhlch you employ is one of
o I‘C;Ol:l tl;;a;:,;z::néézz _rally tha masses and then
L strive to "mobilis

B I A ;
But we make it mite clcor what we are

e Such tactics, however,

ss will never be attained. ; S

S L never be attained, no matter how
oppressed vomen,

thoever speals 35 g
] spealks of ‘a "revolutio politi

: utionary politice 1 Y
not at the same t 5 s SRR tical movement" of tror nd d
nOv 2t the come fﬁ: ralsg che question of state power, does 1_10101'[0}!} iﬂ—c’[ e

HiL e thg_;:.foxm g c?.oos not fight againct conceali 43 : Pu‘ i =
aonf oS O T .thls question is, as Lenin hag st gt hus;;ln;:; -
for e toiling'women, and a -ervant of the ’r:ou;'; Sl e YUET. s

- . g B¢ sl : - .
revolutionary poli e S Re.nor fhansed

: tics in the v )
S oo Sdzu?gvogomans movement ithout ‘directly linking it
r you showr vourself Ato'b_e .

e ; : e state powve
ng but the handmaid of %he capitalist‘:s i
¥ o

You -‘point out th
: : at nany iromen o :
s o < V umrortunate
%lidgie Slass in the womens liberstion mcw*r*::lt(':ly
ne’' explai G e e ement,
i Ivhr«»?}?lflned vhy it is that some L e o0
s ,_1:1?1 to the workers, You do not'habeo?g intellectuals
¢ carpeting, for having i = e Lo
. wing a life syl . :
working women of wh Style which ig- B ;
om 3 speals S 'so far o
ducing the outlook of igﬁr”p ela‘L_ Vhat we are critics ;nremovcd sl
s ~ 0L 3 aa 17 R 3
bourgeois confusions, That j_::o {;’ou seelk to confound then ‘ici? usness,into
==L 18 the unforgiveable orime of uul ?'11' your petty-
You draw a pa vnich, you are guiltye
L parallel from +the RS Su. Yo
one hand and the relation betubhC developed and underdevelopeq
the other. (SJ page 11), You S}?n men and women' in the metopeu countries on the
industrialisation in the undéré len argue that just ag the ropolitan centres on
women to go into industry to cveloped countries s -tq eﬁbourgeomie advocates
emancipate themselyes B 0 does the "lefim ilone
¢ But you kno " '
W better

X bl .

ha; 3

LLL.V? a c_:omplex about being
enin hinself in"What is +to
ntelle necessarily
anologize for ‘having vwall to

"qutifully varned” t i
and have u ¥y varned” that "going into ing
) v 7 lnto tus ;i not
page 12). Better to rebel and stay o\f;y 'Eromlmurtm”‘]lll gl e (¢

. o i S0 way vork, Presums
advise L-md_erdcvcloped counsries not to industriali;ml';' Bugm;hly, T
pourgeois stand yourself. The hourgeoisic does no*wd" Ao 'l_ba.ke -
rvery text book on bourgeois economi ¢ does not advocate industrialisation
e S Irg economics states quite unequivocably that thes :
cou.n.urleg 2 1_fefnaln producers of raw materiels and agricwltursl pr : ’;e
for the metropo iuan centres. They have good grounds for puttine P
theory, because thney lknow that if +these countries induéJ'r{Ia)Lli:lgu'}comiaid e
: e e R : St sed it wou
provide tx}em wlﬁfh tie meens of fighting the metropolitan centre 1 'd
terms anc deprive the bourgeoisie nf the e erprbT“J‘ ts essenti i ?n et
continued existence, Simelarly %ﬁ;ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ“fsa have .oéasen lad 2 thflr

: Ty L G e good grounds for keeping
‘.,(')morLl_out no: .soc%a,l promgchlon, because it would.provide women. with the mleane‘; £
fighting for their emancipction, 1 : i

You admit that women in 1t . re ¥ic ( o
: sl G e - 1ﬂﬁthe hom? are Misolated" (page 12), You admit that
the "level of organisation of women is low" (page 13), that the isolation of

A~ g atq 1 N ol a 14 S 1 Ny T
‘que home 15 g:l:'li.‘llng (aluhou h also c;ppeo,llng),_ 50 long as women remain
isolated they will never be able to organise and strike capital at its source.

ind so, Selma James, trade union. consciousness has not been presented to
you by the left as the "only viable alternative" (page 155_.- If this has been
put forward to you as an alternative then please specify the source instead of
falsley imputing it to those who have put. forward real alternatives.

While you distort the truth in this way, Selma James, ihat is to be
done with you? But the revolutionary proletariat - men and women-will
provide the ansver when they take up the struggle to overthrou cepitalism
and establish sccialism. “hen all reactionary nonsense such as yours, Selma
Jemes, will be consigned to the rubbish heap of hictory where it belongs. Then
you, like evexry other aple-bodiecd member of society will have to share in the
work of producing the necensities of life if you wish to share in the enjoyment
of them, We lmov that nothin could be more horrible for the petty-bourgeolis
intellectual, then this, wvhich goes & long way tovards explaining the hostility

of such as you to revolutionary proletarian politics and to the vorking class.

UNION OF YWOMEN FOR LIBCRATION
26 September, 1972
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

CMENT
WHAT _MUST_THE yonEN'S LIBERATION MOVEREZ".~
NOTES Ry
7 T pnary in meaning until the
; 5 os” d' to be called Social.-
unist Parties then useé D. ; o8, 28 :
gs$mafter the betrayal of the proletariat and prol-
during the Firsé world War by the overwhelming ma j-
~Democratic Parties belonging ?o‘the 2nd I@ternatlonal7
1-Democracy adopted the position of social .
the fatherland (ise. the defence of their
isi ial- 3 car symbol of betrayal
i bour goisie) Social Democracy'beo§m§ua i e =
ziégﬁzt323king glass ané that of proletarian ln;e?ngtlonallsm,:.Th?re_':f
fore, the expression ngocial-Democracy™ in the wrltlngs'of_Lenln'(lndeed
of's;cialists generally) prior to the First world_wa: hés a meaning
which is just the opposite of what it has meant since ?ne.beglnnlng of
the First World War when "Sgcial-Democracy became a stinking corpse®,

The expression Social-Démocracy was revolutl
First World Warj thg
‘Democratic Parties.
gtarian revolution
ority of the Social~C
when the offical Socia
chauvinism and defence of

This argument is, throughout'her pamphlet, used, by Selma James to
preach the idea of disorganising and it runs like thiss it is the
workers who form unions, therefore, there is no need to have unions.
Workers become a :substitute for an organisation. No doubt, Selma

James, could extend this logic further and say that it is socialists

(men and women) who, for example, bring into existence a vanguard party
of the proletariat, there is, therefore, no need for a party as long
as we have individual socialists. Yet, historical experience teaches
us, without the party of the proletariat the working class cannot achieve
power, nor can it consolidate its ‘power 'in order to build socialism and
finally to achieve the goal of & classless society. Ue have no doubt
that Selma Qames‘ opportunist views on organisation ‘have of necessity
placed her in a despigably disruptive'éhd counter=-revolutionary position,

Though"the miners did wage militant struggle in support of their
economic gemands and to a certain extent challenged the Tory Government
they did in no way raise the fundamental guestion of state pouwer It ;
would have been surprising for them to have done sc in the absen;e of
a trgl¥ proletarian party which could have given them the leadershi
requisite for raising the question of the overthrow of the b =
state and the establishment of the state s} AR
lessons that we should learn from the mine

1) not to present the militant
utionary struggle and

2) recognise the utmost im
revolutionary party of the wor
class cannot overthrow the rul

f the working class., Tuwo
r's strike ares-

struggle of the miners as a revol—

pgrtance of the need for a proletarian
king Clags, without which the working
e of capitd ism and establish socialism.,

"The Paris Commune wa i
s the first proletari
o o proletarian organ of state i
y On March IQ, 1871, the French proletariat fsgsgh:;
e
1zed power, Led by the proletariat, the
8 th?ough election., It was the
roletariat to smash the bourg-
> :ntgdtfeat to substitute prol-
over i o .
rown, Not being mature enough at thg Ezzir i:lcp e
9 € rrench prol-
,the peasant masses, uaz too
1d not launch resolute mil~-

a8 savage massacre of t
Paris Commune fel1 on

Part in the yupprigj
from the Works of pMag Prising. The

fay 26.% (tao 1
2 se~t o
Tse-tung!, p 108) S5 Healer Readings
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p0? —_an_ansust to Selma Jame ;
ol e (@) Y belittling the role of the "conscious elementt®

o A eople lik
James are providing us with the clearest possible ;rzofpthat ii izlma

they, not the "left", who are trying to bring

" . .
to women trade union consciousness"
o

(6) It is also clear from this that the "left analysis of class" has

not presented us with "trade union consciousness" as "the only viable
alternative.”

(7) For a more detailed account of the position of women in socialist

countries see 'Women in Socialist China' and 'Women in the U.S5.5.R.!
published by the Union of Women for Liberation; and also the brth-
coming series of meetings organised by the Women's National Coordinating
Committee on 'Socialism and the Liberation of Women' ( see enclosed
leaflet).

(8) Though the family as such cannot be abolished, this does not at all

mean that normal family relations cannot be destroyed under capitalism.
Capitalism, while retaining the bourgeois family as the economic unit
of society destroys all normal family relations. It tears husbands
away from wives and parents from their children, Marx and Engels had
nad the occasion to point this out a long while agos
n"The employment of the wife dissolves the family utterly and of
necessity, and this dissolution in our present society, which is
based upon the family, brings the most demoralising consequences
Fo ~= woll as children.” (Engels: 'The Condition of the
p 20 on 'flarxism and the Liberation of

for parents,
Working Class in England',
women'). ( our emphasis- UdWols)

Note (B) continued on page 44.

(9) "if all the proletarians announced their dete?mination to sta?ve
rather than work for the bourgeoisie, the latter uou}d hgve to
surrender its monopoly. But this is not the case = 1S, mdeecli,°
a rather impossible case voeo" (our emphasis - Q,M,L.) éEnge ié
fThe Condition of the Working Class in England' in K?Flh'artzusa
Frederick Engels '0n Britaini, Foreign Languages publishing ¢

Moscow 1953, P 110-111)

Fi ly was the proletariat a !
the first to say that not only = i %
nEngels'mascla:;—but that, in fact, the disgraceful economlc coniltlon
sufzirlnigletar;at was driving it irresistibly forward ang foTzirx-
if g ?tpto fight for its ultimate emancipatlon.“ ( Lenins

in

Engels—Marxism' Moscou edition, 1951, p 60)

i formation brought about by the

e PartiQUlarp Spei?izgnzfoghiizzagi the population,'it must :abztizid
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e Catigzaiisfgr them it is particularly ngcegzazznzgtiiis 5

e ni

;iznigoizen the working day, to guarantae hyglzh8 SIS s

ly to ban
¥ deaVvours complete : B
labour.?L et?v ?:Euzzrsj or to maintain the patrlarchal man
juvenilss 10

S i d utopiane By
1d be reactionary an 7
- . out such work, wou ries of the
L riiszZtriarchal isolatlondog tgeiieci:iggm circle of dam—
destroying ver emerged TLO : e
] ho formerly ne . them inta direct parti
populatlDﬂ w i hips, by drawing - ; timulates
. . lationshipSy 2chine industry S
estic, family re 90 1arge—scale mac : s im ey
i i ocial productiofs . independences N other ?
pabions s, t and increases their 1 ) oan
their dBVElDPm?nns of life that are C%ncoTpiragiZtiDES-" (Lenins
creates §0nd;ti°immobility of pre-capitalist E
the patriarcha

Collected works! Vol 3 pp 546--547)
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(8)continueds

(11)

(12)

And it is even more true toda
than it was in Marx's day,

nThe wretched half-starved parentg think of nothtgg buzsg:zzing aih
much as possible out of their chll!.dren° The'la lir, iy ths' ey
are grown up, do not care a farthlng,'and'natura yazg3 o eir
parents, and leave them". (Marx:'Capital vol I p

urther help capitalism to destroy

s and her ilk want to f '
T e do so and stand exposed as lieuten-

normal family relations, let, them : .
ants of capitalism in the women's liberation movemente.

Socialism, on the one hand, will destroy the bourgegis family i.e., it
will abolish the family as the economic unit of society and, on the
other hand, restore normal family relations.

w,,..machinery,considered alone, shortens the hours of labour, but,
when in the service of capital, lengthens them; since in itself it
lightens labour, but when employed by capital, heightens the intensity
of labour; since in itself it is a victory of man over the forces of
Neture, but in the hands of capital, makes man the slave of those
forcess since in itself it increases the wealth of the producers, but
in the hands of capital, makes them paupers veosoes” (Marxs Capital
Vol I p 441)

"The lightening of the labour, even, becomes a sort of torture, since
the machine does not free the labourer from work, but deprives the
work of all interest. Every kind of capitalist production, in so far
as it is not only a labour-process, but also a .
process of creating surplus-value, has this in common, that it is not
the workman that employs the instruments of labour, but the instru=
ments of labour that employ the work-—man.® (ibid p 423)

Copmentinn on the Luddit ids
TE Eogkbogh glme and 8x88¥§8%8§’b§ g%es%ﬁg°workpeople learnt to

d%sti?guish between machinery and its employment by capital, and to
dl??ct the%r at?acks, not against the material instruments of prod-
uction, but against the mode in which they are used.® (ibid p 429)

Even as early as 1867 Marx pointed out:

IID
n the other hand, the cheapness of the articles produced by machinery
9

and the improved mean i i

weapons for conquerin: ?2ré§:2822£ie22d o e
U?tlDﬂ in other countries, machinery F;rc
fields for the supply of its raw material
was compelled to produce cotton
Great Britain, .
numerary,

By ruining handicraft prod-

ibly converts them into

Jaenis « In this way East India
emp, Jjute, and indi

. el 5 9 indigo for

y constantly making a part of the hands 'Zuper—

' modern industr i
: Yorintallse i 2 .
gives a _gpur to emigratioa Sl ountries where it has

which are thEI‘eby conve i
: rted into settl

material of the mother ements for growing th
country; just i : 9 € raw

converted i 2 as Australia

divisioio ;nio a colonylfor growing wool, A new ; ZO? Bxampl?y was

e or labour, a division suited to the e
chief centres of modern industry - Tequirements of the

taken root,

Ys under the conditiong of imperia

sures, stc. Such
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ypocrisy of the ruling cl
they merely turn them

do not heal the ulcers of capitalism
2
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UNION OF WOMEN TOR LIBERATION

gtatement of Aims

preamble:

We, the members of the Union of Women for Liberation,
believe that it is necessary for the women of Britain to
unite now to fight to bring about their liberation. Ever
since the system of private ownership of the means of .
social production came into existence there has been
subjugation of women. The present capitalist system is no
exception. In capitalist society women are oppressed:
they are denied equality of opportunity with men in
education and in employment, are paid less than men when
they engage in social production, but generally do not
have even that opportunity, the majority being kept in
the position of household slaves condemned to a life of
stultifying petty drudgery and deprived of an independent
existence either economically, socially or politically.
Women must no longer allow themselves to be isolated in
the home but must take part in social production.

The vast majority of women in this society are in fact
doubly oppressed since they are members of the working
class and are thus exploited as workers or workers'wives .
as well as oppressed as women. This double oppression
makes it imperative for them to fight on two fronts,
first as women against the system of domestic slavery and
second as workers against the system of wage slavery.

Only women can change their situation and they can do
this only by coming together to fight as a organised
force against the source of their oppression: monopoly
capitalism, which makes profits out of their own and
their husbands! labour and is saved the expense of ¢
providing proper health, welfare and social facilitle§.,_
for the workers by using women as a vast army of unpaid
workers to do the socially necessary tasks, especially
bringing up childremn, catering, cleaning etCese
The economy of ‘Britain is not just capitalistf it is
imperialist since the ruling class draws profl?s from
abroad as well as from the U.K.; it makes profits from
the labour of foreign workers as well as from thgf.of
British workers. Imperialism in general, and British
Imperialism in particular, is in the throes of an
economic crisis. AS this crisis deepens tﬁe_capltalligs
will attempt to pass the burden of the crisis on to e
shoulders of the working class; measures such as the
Industrial Relations Bill are intended to_help the 2 -
capitalists achieve these aims when the time cowes. yome
would be the worst sufferers ofsuch an attgmp?: 1? wany
cases women will be the first to lose their Jjobs; 1;
others the capitalists will try to use women to r:geace
the more expensive men workers; and in any caze_ it
burden of looking after the family on & reduce 1nult
falls on the woman. We are convinced that as a F:s 15
more and more women will come t? see.th? neﬁﬁiii Y
fighting against the system of imperialism W

oppresses and exploits them.
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WOMEN, UNITE TC FIGHT FOR YOUR OWN LIBERATION! ;
WOMEN, UNITE TO FIGHT WITH ALL OTHER WORKERS AND |
OPPRESSED PEOPLE FOR AN END TO DOMESTIC SLAVERY AND
: ATION OF MAN BY MAN! i
AN BEND TO ALL EXPLOIT/ | SR

TG4 OF WOMEN

Aims: -

1. To raise the active role of women in social productive

work.

2. Th fight for the right to work and against discrimin—'
ation in job opportunities, training and pay.

3. To fight for free nursery education for all children
from the ages of 2 to 5 with a free co-educational and o
genuinely comprehensive system of education for all child- Eﬁ%jgigygﬁyﬁ
ren from the ages of 5 to 16 with the aim of educating | 7 : *
the younger. generation to the idea of full equality {
between girls and boys and between wives and husbands.,

o w A ”®

L. To fight for equal opportunity for women in higher | lﬁ@%}ﬁﬁﬁﬁfgﬁ BB

education, colleges anad universities, scientific and .
technological work and in the professions, and equal ﬁ\PrH ‘4th 5973
provision for day-release facilities, apprenticeships '

and further training at work © 8

)"'n
®
S
5
¥

5. ?o fight for the establishment on a non-profit making
basis of 24 hour nurseries, laundries and communal dining

june lé6th 1973

rooms.
BT o L | R P
' . Wlmrrer 1 Socialist Lniita
6. To raise the active role of women in political and %ﬁﬁgﬁfkﬁmﬁﬁ gy G#i?%&g;ﬁt&)g nina |
. e | September 8th 1973
7. To uproot old conservativ ' i
’ e customs and habits, rai | 3

th A .y ’ i | o i
ofewigii reliance end develop the creative capabilities | : hetween 7-00~10-30 pm.

. 1,
opprs | The Enterprise
o;presz:gport ;he struggles of the working-class and | k v

ed peoples of the world against im : 3 \ e i :
for national liberation and proletarian rzigiiiiig = " é:ﬁ&& « Farm Road

] .

London NW.IL.
@pp‘@ﬁﬁie Chalk Farm tube station
MMI(TTEE

) : p R o)
Organised by WOMEN'S NATIONAL CO-ORDINATING

37 : ~mpscead, Heres.
C/y W.N.C.C Treasurer 32 Newell Read, Hemel Hemps

e



nant ulcers that are
ey ‘ (Leninz 'The Working

el

especially painful for the oppressed masses,"

] Class an p 1 i 1
: . % L3 : d)Neo fMlalthusianism' in'Marxism and
iterature published by U.U.L. 'n- uding p & = . Th icular demand
: incl 9 p (14) is particul re than rToNn n
I e ;
1 1S, 1n more than one way- , erroneous and so

LIBERATION OF WOMEN: i we should comment on it at length at some other time
1s, Lenin s ‘1

o 60 6/6 000 9.6 €06 06000 e00 25[:)

MARXISM AND THE i

Quotations from Marx, Enge
in and Mao Tse-=tung. 15 We cannot ;

stalin (15) ot here properly deal with the complex guestion of the state.

|
| For a thorough si 3
B ERVING THE EMANCIPATION OF | ugh analysis of the subject we refer the reader to the pam--
1

QUESTIONS C ‘ |
phlet by V.I.lLenin: 'The State and Revolution',

WOMEN AND THE PROLETARIAN REVOLUTIONS

articles by U.W.L. members on the cause QF i ‘
the oppression of women; women undser cagltgllsm;

why a women's movement; women under socialismg

and Statements stc. by U.W.L. on the present

situation in the women's movement in BritaiNececcocsocecccscecescocce 30p

FEMINISM AND THE WOMEN'S LIBERATION MOVEMENT oo 0165 61 o165 eie wietorora'e aie. AP
REVISIONISM AND THE WOMEN'S LIBERATION NOUENENTa.cucooaueaoaaonou,.12%p
TROTSKYISM AND THE WOMEN'S LIBERATION MOVEMENT ooooua.oaoeouuoeooa°12%p
MARXISM~-LENINISM AND THE WOMEN'S LIBERATION MOVEMENT RS P

CONGCERNING THE GAY LIBERATION FRONT AND
THE WOMEN'S LIBERATION MOVEMENT D G 00 DD OB~

FORWARD TO A PROLETARIAN REVOLUTIONARY WOMEN'S
MOVEMENT! - an answer to the reactionary

Selma James o lolata"alets alo le e e1e W eke ioerer 120D
HOW SHAM SOCIALISTS BETRAY THE WOMEN'S MOVEMENT

~ a polemic T o RS O OO O RO AL
WOMEN IN SOCIALIST CHINA L I e o . e o B

WOMEN IN THE SOCIALIST U.S.S.R.

S R GO A S GO OO0 O s

womEA®8 BYRddEPEE
Bi-monthly journal of the
Women's National Co~ordinating Committee,
per issue

‘ per year aXeraloiais wie /e 016 wisis @i s wiere . [OP i
Issues now available: Volume 2 No 1, (Feb 1972)
Volume 2 No 2. (April 1972) |
Volume 2 No 3. (June 1972)
Volume 2 No 4, (Oct 1972)

1
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Order fromsThe Union of Women for Liberation
32 Newell Road, Hemel Hempstead, aerts.
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WHAT MUST TUE WOMEN'S LIB®
to Seclma James.

d e Publishers
1Collected Works'' Vol.5., Progrzfs ’
i 1 ‘ i t C one’ .
L LENIN’Moscow 1964 ('What is ©tO be D
l P Forward, TwoO steps lack!, Progress

N ! e te :
b) v. I. LENIN, 'One S L o6

Publishers;

; : I Fit!
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vork 1968, (Preface

'"The Origin of the Family, Private
property and the State' (ib?d), also exfracts
in 'Marxism and the Liberation of Wom?n ; -
published by the Union of Women for Liberation.

e) FREDERICK ENGELS,

f) V. I. LENIN, 'Collected Works' Vol. 29., (%rGregtl ks
Beginning'), also extracts in 'Marxis.: and
the Liberation of Women'.

g) CLARA %ETKIN, 'Lenin on the BEmancipation of Women' ,
Progress Publishers, Moscow 1934 also extracts
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h) KARL MARX, 'Capital' Vol.l., Foreign Languages Publishing
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i) 1920 Decree on abortion is published in 'Women's Struggle',
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WHAT IS TO BE DONE WITH SEIMA JAMES

a)'African Communist!, No 18.
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b) Germaine Greer, 'The Female Buiauch', Penguin 1971.
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Y
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e)l V. I. LENIN, !'What is +to be Done?!, (as above)
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A REYLY TO SELMA JAMES

iince Selma ﬁroduced her pﬁaphlet HONEL, THE UNTOWS AWD VORY @R T HAT
13 70T 70 3T DONE many women w111 have discussed it. e write to

try to assess and to share what we have learnt frow our participation
in some of these discussions and where they leave us now. We wel-
comed Selua's paper, and the Italian paper to which it is very much

a corollary, because it attempted to move beyond the arguments of a
narrow fe.inism versus a narrow, primarily economist iarxism and

tried instead to understand the objective relationships between class
~and sexuality in modern capitalist society. Ve wish in this paper to
exawine the responses to the paper and then to look in more detail at
the analysis proffered and the strategy which is indicated - primarily,
in Selma's paper in the form of various demands,

‘Selma éays that her Dawphlet is intended to begin a discussion.

Yet subsequent meetings have tended to develope as though the lomen's
ilovement has.qugga to accept her pamphlet wholeheartedly, accept the
analysis and the six new dem=znds, or reject it and sink baclk into
various obsessions - trades unionism; personal liberation:; mindless
activism, The problems Selma is raising faced the Maovement at its
birth, e - the liovement - are like a dog with a bone, worrying at
one or other of these problems every so often =nnd then burying it
again in a ritual without nourishment.,

Perhaps the most disappointing aspect of the discussions vias the
low level at which they tended to revolve around the question of
whether or not to work within trades unions, or whether or not to
unionise women. Those who supported trades union activism, usually
members of I.i,G. and I.S. did not even attenpt to suggest - as certainly
Lenin or Gramsci would require them to do - their strategy for developing
higher forms of working class struggle that would transcend the limi-
tations of trades unionism, its bureaucratism and economism, so that-
trades union struggle wmight be relegated to a second ary position,

Given the centrallty of the question of woilen and trades unionism it
is perhaps worth re-examining the arguments again. Ve beiieve these
involve three levels of ana alysis: 1) an analysis of the social . form»
‘ations which produce the condltlons of capitalism; 2) an analysis of the
concrete operations of capitalism at a particular time, i.e. now (this
must involve kistory) and the particular contraclctlons of capitalism;

3) from the above two, a strategy for women now,

Taking the first point the ana1y51s of the extra- parllanentary left
in England - this means really the Trotskyist left - is that the crucial
and deterainant social formation in capitalism is the formation of the
means of production and that this is located in the factory. Therefore

revolutionary act1v1ty must begin by organising at the level of the means
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of vroduction. TFurther to this there is the quasi-psychological assumgp-
tion that the grouning together of large numbers of men in large units
of production will provide the subjective condtions for the realisation
of class consciocusness and revolutionary organisation.

On the second level it is thought that the particular organisation
workers have evolved to defend themsclves are the trades unions, and
that therefore it is crucial to work withint these ”natural” organ-
isations of the proletariat and by a series of carefully frawmed demands
end political education pave the way for the highest form of revolution-
ary strugele, namely dual power, which is created through the foruation
of factory committees which link to form some united confederation of
workers in which cuilck and generalised uprisings will be the iastru-
wents for taking nover. Their strategy nroceeds from this analysis.

We reject this analysis and agres with much of Selma's criticism.

iiowever, we feel that because her analysis is based on a v»rimarily
déscriptive/eurrical account of women's relationship with the trades
unions and of the nature of women's work, her paper has an iasufficient
theoretical hasis and so ian the end insurficient strategical and hence
organisational directives. Ve wish to advance some possible lines
for analysis.

Firstly at the most theoretical level we feel it is crucial to
analyse not only the means of production but also the reproduction of
the means of production, especially in teruws of the revproduction of
labour power, and the —eproduction of the relations of production. It
I perhaps in capital’s ongoing struggle not only to produce but also
to reproduce the conditions of production - to keep its own system
going ~ that some of its basic contradictions may be revéaled.

We feel that this is the theoretical viewpoiht towafdé which Selna,
and also Mariarosa Dalla Costa in the Itaiian pamphlet, are both
reaching, yet their analyses of wowen's labour still seems to be deter-
mined by the concept of "means of production" rather than “reproduction
of the relations of production’®, and thus their analysis too is pri-
marily ‘economic'’,

Ia the case of Selma;s ﬁambhlet the deiands reflect a more or less
ad hoc wmixture of ‘material’ (economic) dewmands, e.g. equal pay for all;
and what are usually secen as more ‘‘ideological’ demands, e.g. the right
to control our own bodies. ey £ o

In the case of Dalla Costa, whosé.pamphlef is mérélexﬁliciély
theoretical, the problem is originally nosed in terms of the haunting
prémise of cultural'lagl (He do not especially criticise her for this,
because this is the way the "traditional left has often interpreted the
problem and she is trying to arﬁue.againSf alis )l 6 She says capitalism
creates wage labour, and that frbm this women and children (and one wmight

add the old) are excluded, Seing excluded from labour these groups
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lose their ; L] o i
heir power, and "...thus with the advent of the capitalist mode
o) . .
i C ) i
of production...women were relerated to a coudition of isolation,

enclosed within the family ;
ithin the family cell, dependent in cvery aspect upon wen...

sne remained in a pre-capitalist stage of personal depeundence."

What seems ambiguous about Dalla Costa's Pa

hlet is that she appears
partially to accept this vision of women excluded and thus loclked in

th o ¥ 4 e e 5 i

he cell of cultural and naterial dependency, whilst also asserting -

" pA ;
and this is the wain argument of the pauphlet - that women do produce
surplus value. Mie have to @

ke clear that within the wage domestic
work not only nroduces use value but is an esseatial function in the
produgﬁion of surplus value.! Ve describe this as her main argument
because she devotes 11 nages to her analysis of the 'productivity’ of
domestic labour and hecausec she also discusses women's sexual subli-
mation aund passivity in terwus of Horoductivity'. In section C she does
talk about women béing responsible for the reproduction of labour power,
but devotes only a paragraph to it. Also, rather strongely, she finds
that the cause of women's role in reproducing labour power (interpreted
as disciplining husband aznd children) is the asychological stunting of

her personality. Th-- this fun

tion is linked back to sexual passivity
which in turn is a pre-requisite or result - the causel sequence isn't
quite clear - of women's exclusion from labour. To sum up, Palla Costa
is saying that in these three ways - 1) vproducing domestic labour,

2) being sexually passive and 3 heing discinlinarians to children and
nusﬁands -~ women are being nroductive, though it is unclear whether or

not she is s2ying that the second and third functions produce surplus
value., . S0 having “proved’ that women nroduce labour gua their role of
women, women then have their own ticket to create the socialist revolution.
fler final scction is headed “Tﬂe Struggle against Labour® and her con-
ctuding thought seems to be thst to liberate thewselves from their exploi~-
tation houscwives (is this synonyious with all wonen?) must ‘'recognise
themselves also as 2 section of the class, the wost degraded becuzuse

fhgy are uot paid a wage.”

+-

zainst, to whom then are they going

But who then are women struggling 2
to make their demands —lthe bosses? the government? their husbands? to
all of these groups in a free-wheeling fewmale holocaust? tihat is the
basis of women's power if they destrof the family? ilthough Dalla Costa
gives a ifarxist analysis of woumen's position, and although she makes a
aumber of acute empirical observations all that really euerges is the
demand for women to make demznds in an unsystematic way - to go down to
the local T.U. meetings and make the wmen demand an end to shift worlt so
we can make love at uights, go down to the medical students and deuand
that they give us the knowledge and means to have or not to have hirth

control K abortions etc., and so on. To be frivolous one wight say that



to nag, nag about the right things.n

women are being told if you'rc going

Po be less frivolous one wight say that although one agrees with many

. of these demands in themselves, they add up to no more than a nindless
activism which tends to be debilitating and frustrating in the long
run, and which dossu't amount to the class strugale or the possibilities
of class victory.

e shall return to points about stratesgy and the alternatives to
random demends later, but herc we would just like to argue that
Dalla Costa takes the wrong concept as en instrument for analysis and
that it would be wore satisfactory to analyse the position of women from
an analysis of the repronduction of the conditions of production.

Ta tallking about the reproiuction of the conditions of production we
are discussing two things: 1) the renroduction of labour nower, =nd
2) the reproduction of the relotions of wroduction. e believe these

two functions are crucisl to an oncoing capitalist society and that

women's mosition in capitalism is fundzmentally defined by their rela-

tionship to these two processes. In sayine this we agree with Dalla

1

Costa that canitalism does and has excluded women from production, but

we are asserting thet capnitalism =also creat new forms of institutions

"

and roles for women and thot these can be explained by the necessity for
any society to create uweans by which it will reproduce itself. To get
to the point at last, cavitalism consists not only of a new type of
infra-structure, but also of a new suverstructure zand a new state.
ather than women's productive labour being hidden because they aren't
paid a wage, vhat is continually hidden is women's ideolomical role in a
number of state apparatuses, marticularly the femily, and the reasons
why this role is crucial to capitalisu.

Starting from 2) then, wowmen are crucial in the reproduction of labour
nower becausc:-

1) They are given the total responsibility for the reproduction of
children, whilst lacking the weans to control in any way that process.
These wmeans ar2 coantrolied by state institutions -~ in the case of the
U.X. dircctly, since these are nublicly owned.

2) iouen have thc resnonsibility for using the husband's wage for
the purpose it is intended, i.e. the material renroduction of Tlabour
power. . There arc two parts to this function; firstly there is that
of buying food, clothing, hoﬁsinf etc,, and secondly the labour of
processing and maintaining thei. Lgain, as in the case of having
children, women are responsible for the wage but have no control over the
weans by which it is distributed.

In spcaking of the wage one sh-uld also uote that in th: conditions
of monopoly capitalism the wage is usually insufficicnt to cover the

successful material reproduction of the wase labourer, and that two



her wmech - L i) .
other mechanisns are often created te assist this process - 1) surplus

value is often channelled away frow the firm to the state and paid out
again in the form of housins subsidies, henlth service subsidies etc.,
though this in no woy aaounts to -n eqgual redistribution of income.
Also one wight note th-t wmuch of the movernment's noney comes from
taxation on the wage itself and thus the state lLe=s control over the

supply of wwny of the winiwum naterial negessities; and 2) women go out
to work to suv}leﬁent the male wage.,

SO'Wﬂmen have responsibility for the materinl renroduction of the
worker but Llack countrol in 2 d-uble sense in th-t they lzack control
over»the state institutions. Viomen zre crucizl in the revroduction of
the relntions of.productinn in the following ways:-

1) The care aud socialisation of children. It is crucial for
capitalism not only t» reproduce labour anterially hut also to censure
subjection to the ruling ideoslogy or consent to its »nractice. That
this be the major resnonsibility of w-uen varticularly during the
foruative learaing yeors of a childis early life is, we suggest, a

feature snecific to canitelisu. fowever, here again the state controls
the educational system and while women have aore autonomous resnonsi-
bility in the care of children than in other functions, the state
through the educationzal system still controls much of the idcolosical

)

sncizalisation which again is the women's resnonsibility. Arguably

mory school level.

this is particularly the case at nurs

2) The disciplining of the hushand - ensuring his continued ideolo-

cal pubjection by ex»nlicitly cuphasising her own and the children's
dependence on his continuing viage.

In making these rzuarlns we einhasise th:ut they are likely to be aore
true the further down the social scale one goes - for instance sexual

roles are wost ripidly defined in the lower workinn class - and that

perhzns they are uaost true of some black families and of iigrant
workers in Murope. There the wan as wage labourer is often banished
from the scene altogether and women are thrown in a direct rel-tionship

with the state.

Section IT

e have tried to suzcest thot the crucial social formations of
capitalism in which women play a role are the reproduction of labour
power and the relations of production and that an aunalysis of women
primarily in terms of their "productivity" masks the centrality of their
role in reproducing the conditions of production. Yie want in this
section to look at the preseant concrete operation of this role, but shall
merely supcest soume further possihilities for investication since we

have not done eujugh research to go more deenly.
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It seems that the most significant factors in the present situ-
ation are high unemployment, inflation, the decrezzing tazstion of

ate welfare subsidies =2né the full

the very rich, the cutting of
introduction of wneans tested socisl services.

British capitalism, faced with severe international competition
z2nd indeed the vage demands of the working cless itself has been
forced to respond in o nuwber of ways.

1) iutomation - vproductivity bargeining. Czpital is being

concentrated in high-outout, lahour savine machinery. 48 an exauwple
5 . X X i & B , < 0 =
of rationalisation we guote frow a report in the Guardian (21.3.72)

on the Covent Garden wove to ITine Slms, drawing attention to the fact
4.

that it hints at a theuae of & numbher of recent labour strugples,

namely a connection betwesen the job and life outside or around the
job. "ffaced with the loss of the human zleuents which have made
worik in Coveunt Garden worthwhile... arket workers are ready to demand

wage A :
#hargaining...The new market

¥

of the wove, the well-publcised activities of oroperty developers in

compensation ian traditionsl style; by !

will be uore like a factory than a garden..(2nd)..the inevitabili

shaping the new Covent Garden, =nd the iamminent brealk-up of old-estab-

lished e ployer-eapldyee relati-nships have 211l contrihuted to 2 new
wooc of political avareness in the Garden.’

Hew dinvestment will aean less jobs not “iore. “he object of
productivity decls are woge rises in return for less show floor

control, speed--up, weasured &

vorlk, hisher nrocfuctivity per worker
and cuts in the labour force. The result is = smaller worlkforce,
siore outwout (wraduct) per worker and more total nroduct lébﬁur cost
decreasing proportionately to increased outnut, =nd increased surplus
value.

2) The "laume duck" rationalisation policy in private” and nation-
alised industry. This has me=nt profitable parts of n tionalised

ath's friends’, while the social parts from

industry beins sold to
which we all benefit are cut bzc't - Tor exauple the vostal service -
A

uith consecuent redundancies. It has wmeant factories 2nd sections

not immn

diately orofitable being wiped out, bec.use other factories
znd sections ars producing wore, usually within the sawe firao.

3) llage freemes - the 22 noru.

L) Increasing the cost of the Welfare State - free milk in schools
is abolished, prescrintion charges ove re-estoblished; =nd at the pre-
sent time rent increased are cspecially imnortant. In Dritish
Frofits Cgueceze (Penguin, 1972) Andrew

Canitalisa, Yorkers and the

Glyn and Bob Sutcliffe noint outb that =mone many other weavons used
with the wpurpose of iucressing invertment in the present economic
situation the Tory Goverument hes 2lready increased welfare charges

at the same time as decreasing tavation of the very rich in an



attempt to redistribute income to capital. "The working cless is also
b Y, & (] - 5 N AR . .

nit by reductions in social services, agricultural vprice guarantees and
o S e ] ! ; ¢
aousing subsidies, which will involve a saving of something like £500m,

1 1074 /5 ; . 3 3
in 197%/5 ou Labour orogrammes. These reductions include almost 250w,

in reduced food subsidies (and therefore higher food prices) and £100-
£200m. frow higher council house rents. Those wme-wle below the official
noverty line will escape some of the higher charges wrovided they submit
to more wezus tests, =nd those vho are very badly paid will, if they

cowe forwvard, benefit a bit frowm the #.I.7. which still leaves them
below the voverty line. But for the working class as a whole these
changes in public expenditure ianvolve clear reductions in living stan~
dards, vroportionately much greater than those suffered by higher incoie
groups.'

These attacks on the working class are being backed up by legis~
lation designed to lock the working class wore firwly in their cycle of
dependence uuon and subservience to the ruling class. The two .ost
important wieces of legislation zre the I.m.3., and the introduction of
meons tested socizl services. Both say that same thing - if you are
not officially recognised by the ruling class you have no right to
challenge the existing distribution of income, nor cven to nossess the
minimum necessary to live, a house, food, clothing. It has alvays been
true that the ruling class decides who shall live znd who shall starve:
the new Tory legislation werely spells it out wore crudely.

uwow do these wvrocesses aflect wowen?

elfare cuts are especially ueaningful to women, who bear the brunt
of them. They have a bezring too on wnorking politically and organ-

ising in the comuunity. VWomen are in fact caug and crushed between

two opposing economic forces,

eality of price rises and welfare
cuts and the ideology of consumption ahd the commodity, in which they

at the use and

olay a key role. The point about consuwmerism is not t}
enjoyment of well mude and useful houschold objects or the desire for
a more comfortable life sre in thewseclves bad - and the Yomen's hiove-
ient must puard against the strain of puritaniswm that tends to imply
such enjoyment is suspect -~ but that in this society in the pursuit of
higher and higher v»rofits and more and :iore consumption therefore, women
(as the main purchasers) arec offered an ever increasing assortment of
useless and unnecessary artidles whilst real necessities -~ decent
housing, strong furniture, safe toys - are unobtainable. It is part
of the ideology of consumerism that women are cncouraged to compete
against one another., ind there is no need to labour the noint about
the blatant untruthfulness of advertising.

In fact, as Selma points out, the vast majority of women can't
afford the basic necessities of life for their familes and themselves

unless they work, Selmna atteunts to show how women's nosition im
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s 3 - 4 - : a L=l = ol it work
crucial in the econowic situation, and she telks a lot about worlk,

and the protest agzinst the Protestant Viork Lthic. It has been sug-
sested that there is a confusio%?%%tween tyork' and 'labour' or ‘'wage
labhour!,. This doesn't make tlhe theme less important, though 1t
indicates the degree of confusim surrounding it.

Cn the one hand the pamnhlet expresses a deen rejection of the
Work Bthic of our snciety as it is currently expressed in our daily
lives. This is exeunlified in uystifving deusnds by militants for
"the right to work' and also in the total refusal to work among
sectioné of the youth culture (“work's too mvressive').

tiast of us hove been brought up with a dual attitude to work. It
is vpertrayed to us when young as an evil necessity about which adults
csﬁglain (iyour schooldays are the havppiest days of y-ur life’), albeit

with nartyred self-satisfaction, yet children do unotice how their

iday and become increasingly irri-
teble and bored without their work, so that all are relieved when the
holiday ends and they can return to it. On reaching adult status we
are urged to find ‘‘work you caun enjoy', a2nd it is implied that there
is something wrong with anyone who can't "buckle down to a useful job

of work (Viis tr-uble is he doesn't lilke work). "~ iddle class and

workineg class, alike yat in diffcrent way ylvalent

about work, and o should nnt underestimatz the importance of this
psycholopgy of worlk,

v conclusions. She states her

e differ however from Selma over h

aim as follows:-

1 1 '
1

TOur concern must be demands with which the " ovement articulates in

o)

few words the breadth of its rzjection of the ovwnression and exwnloi-
tation of weomnen. The tension between a local strusgle and the stated
principles of the Hovewment does n-~t vanish, but within each local
demand which :»bilises women wherever they zre, the strur-le loses‘its
sporadic, provincial and disconnected character.'

Can demands do this, though? What are denands? Denands restrict

thought by tying it down to sonething tco iuamediate and swecific.

Demznds are easily nisunde

stood and distorted. They are already an
over-simplification, and can be no substitute for an analysis or for the

manifesto - a more cohecrent statement of aims - which cHuld come out of

that analysis. Selma does not show that her dewmzands counect.
What then do we do? Before discussing nositive alternzatives it is

again necessary to exnlain where and why we disagree with Selma.
The issue ol work seecuws to be connected with what we term Life Style
Politics. tle believe this is an important theme in the ‘iomen's

iovement, but a partly submerged and uanarticulated one, It pepresents



a rebellion against the work ethic, and has also tried to offer an
alternative Based on co-oneration (food co-operatives, cowmunal living,
aon monogam-us relatiounships etc.), on certain kinds of organisation
(such as the C.U.s) ana zenerally on values other thun the bourmeois
vaiues of acauisitiveness (consumerism), with an saphasis »n the de-
scaling raother than the proliferation of needs (in the area of fashion

the abandonment of make-um, “hairstyles” etc. etc..

of exacpersted
cleanliness and routinissation in the svmhere of housevork), If we

need fewer -ossessions we need vnark less because we neced le

5 money
and we can multe what ve have w0 Turther by sharing it, is one belief
underlying this life! style.

It is in & sense an exeuplary way of life, to be differentizted on

thot count from the dron-out, inturned “cHrunter—-culture’ of hippies,

though it hos ~=oints of contact with it. nxesplary —olitics have
been a feature of the left for a lone tiume. Gramsci for instance

defined this tendency as follows:; '....there is one traditional party

too with un esseatially 'indirect' character - which in other words

presents itself explicitly as urely 'educative!, moral, cultural.
This is the anarchist wovement, Zven so-called direct (terrorist)

action is conaceived of as " ropa~anda' by example. “his only confirms
the Jiudgument that the anarchist movenent is not autonomous, but exists

on the

gin of the other partics, 'to educate then."

fow we believe that in the present situazlion such erenplary politics

So L . o
(s Gl e iip Rl S AR U]

rect ones for us as woumen to nursue, beczuse what we

have to do is ant to educ-=te the left, but to

; créate at

least our own left-win<z wmoveuent and create its rel=tionship to the
wider strugngle, or perhaps: it would he better to say situate oursclves
simultancously 2s the wider strusrle znd in it.

txeanlary life-style politics also emphssise the sulf between one

consciousuess and another. Are those who live in this new way'
political activists? %o theusclves they are; to mony working

class wemen they are incowprehensible, bizarre and therefore sinister.
This is 2 fa.iliar problemn. Jut it doss need to be restated thot it
really is not good ensugh to reject working class women who are scared
by talk of rirring off from supermarkets and don't wish to talke vart

in even collective deuwonstrative public action of this kind because it
is “stealing’ and they don't believe in ‘hreaking the law', TFalse
consci usness naybe; but also « rovlistic'understanding on the part of
say, a working wother of just whut she would risk should she pget done -
her ‘life smashed un, her “ids in care, at the best interference from
welfare workers or a nrobation officer.

Ripning off is as a matier of fact 2 demonstration akin to the

absentzeisu of which Selma sveaks., She calls this wouaen's refusal,

their revolt. True, Yet it achieves nothing, In the first place
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; 1B nents for the
the manapement of a factory can get renlacemnents for

& r P el Ry y
the asseunly line aund usually costs for a quick turnower

o " Gl ‘ust 2s superilerkets cost
absentecism so they don't suffer too mucn (just as superie

for shoplifting). Jdor does the individual woman benefit ultimately
since disaffection from work is part of 2 vicious circle, it is one
reason why she gets married young and ‘settles down" to have a fawlly
- only to have to return eventually to a similsr hateful job, from
which this time, because of her family resmhonsibilities, she usually

can't escape, unless ind=ed the second Lime around she takes refuge
in mental breakdown, as freaueuntly happeuns.

The apotheosis of unfreedom is the Temn. Typist, of whom Germaine
Greer wrote as though the lenp. were the unfettered, rozming gipsy
of our society, the truly free =nd ultimately liberated woman with

in in the long term to

no hang-ups about bourgeois security - vhen ag
do teup, work is merely a recognition that a job for women is just a
way of filling in time uvuntil you find a husband. To work in that
vay is to extend wrostitution from the sw»her: of sexuality to the

snhere of intellectual fuunctioniag.

But in zny case female absertecism can be virtuslly abolished by a
simple rearrangement of shifis to fit in vwith the ‘fauily reswvonsibil

ties’ of women (i.e. the fact that women

ve two jobs) The Peak
Frean factory in BDerwondsey discovered this some years zgo.

ducing o nursery for babies and enzblin; women to fit their shifts

ar-and fae fa:ily timetable, instesd of vice versa, they reduced

»

absenteeism snd high turnover to zero without walking costly concessions.

Absentecism, like rippiug off frou supermarkets is the private,

&)

negative politics of rebellion ..nd refusal. It is a way of saying

‘no', of ta%ing 2 secret revenge agrinst the monolithic Them of the
state. Life 8tyle ~olitics goes a step further in that it is a nublic
demonstration and a way of saying "Things are not the way we want
them -~ this is how they shsuld be,™ and at least they are collective
~and not isolated. Sut there is amore dir: than 2 trans osition
of letters between reactive aznd creative =olitics. These reactive
life style oolitics are the politics of weakness becuuse they vroceed
on the sssumption that an actual revolution or transforwmation is
impossible, and thet therefore all one can do is create one's own
revolutionary ghetto,

Of course we all hate vork -~ wage labour - as it is in this society,
iie hote beinp asseubly line fodder, we hate being house-cleaning and
baby-rearing fodder, we hate being pen-nushing or mznagerial fodder.

Yet the dewand to work less is coufusing because it actually could

only come about in an"effluent? society - the day surely will come when
we worl a 20 hour weel - and could not be achieved, and would in any

\

case be an irrelevant desand, in 2 transformed society in which t

is
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8 o had Talsdnsis e 3 4 5 O . T
cruntry had relinjuished its ex loitative relationship with the Third

World,
e g o s P 5 ; . o :
tle should like to see a society in which the bourgeois distiuction

= 106 N e q 1 dai1ialti " Mo i .o . . . .
between vwork and "leisure! apare time' as it is so significantly

called - was destroyed and tr.ascended, het we rebel against is the

separation of work from enjoyuent, :nd of howe from worlk. or do we

Nt S . . gy :
want ladivicual men taking over some of 'our jobs in the home while

we ta'te over gsonce of '"his'' in the office or factory. tle want greater

flexibility betweeun worlk and home - to have our kids with us at our

Place of work, or to work at howme; we want greater flexibility in our

concepts of what is mwental and what is wanual labour, znd also of the

nature of . skills, The rebellion of wouen against bheing cast all end

be

the swme mould of howme

nalkter extends to every sphere, Is
is necessary for any individuszl to swend 50 years on z production
line or as a teacher? So-celled exwverieunce and exvertise zre valuable

but in our present society are fetishiped 2nd often

srely an excuse for
privilege.

The political strug;

le does transcend the false categories of work

o~

and play and Selmsz is risght to say that ultimately that is at least

z part of what the lovement has to cffer all women - the. struggle for

a2 better society and a belief that this is possible,

So we return at lasl - and too briefly - to strategy and orgaanis-

The s.ruzsle must go en at di:

nt levels. Our wriorities

wruld be:-

zole arising out of 2 development of

1) A general ideolog:

some of the ideas we have sketched zbove, Instead of piscewmeal

strupgsles - for contracep

ion and abortion on denand, free schools etc. -

and the nermpetual confrontation with sexism, which often amounts to
no more than lip service beins paid to 2 situation which runs very

deen, a coherent cousci-usness of our mosition as women as gssential

to the maintenance of the ideolosgy of the ¢

pitalist state
sugrest a 1ore co-ordinated and consistent attack, and this attack
would not then be seen as an alternntive or as in conflict with poli-
tical wort at the »noint of nroduction or ia the comuunity, whereas at
present what should be work connccted to our position as bolsterers up
of the predominant ideology too easily degenerates into merely the seach
for personal liberation (my meun isn't o - nressive ctc.).

2) The strugele

inst

E > state in the comumunity. This could be
co-ordinated with the strumsegle in factories on an area bhasis. e
might 2s in passing what the "comaunity" is or cen be in our snciety.
Community feeling and cowunity loyalty can often be initially aroused
ouly zround nepgative issues of felt need as slum clearaunce systemati.-

cally destroys the old workine-class coaaunities snd our «aociety
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becomes even uwore fragmented. In suburbs or h usine estates the
men g2 away to work leaving a purdah of young women and smzll children,
anc neither there nor ot work is there = »lace for the adolescents,
who become the werewolves of our society, nor is there a place for the
old, who become its ghosts.

Yet the struryle in the commmunity has alrcady begun; it has to be
co-ordinated and collectively directed apainst the state and made into

~a visible part of the same strugele as

at the point of
production.

3) we as woien need our own orzanisation. If we ¢do not have this

ve too will fall haclk into niecemeal aad isolated groups and the
Jomen's ilovewent will die. Vle hzve not had time in vreparing this

1

npauphlet to wake concrete nroposals as to what form this organisation

should take, so we sialy sugvest should be a priority for

"discussion in the ‘ovement.

A final word. 11s, which started as a renly to Selma but which,

as the begianings of our own

we hope, now exists in its own ;

analysis - however sketchy at present - is heavy znd perhaps will be

criticised for being too theoreticzl, ur aim however is to contri-

bute towards the ending of & folse division between theory aund

practice. That is why we believe in a theoretical anzlysis as an
o

indispeasable part of action, for from the theory actions, such as

e pugaest, shuald sprifg.

Avugust - October, 1972.



