FA, ém((/é/u:‘ :/ 16 September 1974

My dear Franca and Polda,

I thought it might be useful for the three of us if I jotted doun
(unfortunztely in English) some of the things we discussed for the work
you all are involved in in "prehistery". As you remember, my comments
could not dsal with what youlvewritten because I cantt read it, but with
some of the things you'ye said and the political implications for now.

1. The value of studying prehistory. As I told you, Itve not been much
concerned beczuse my experience from 1949 has been that once women (and for
that matter men) begin to speak about prehistory they wipe out or distort
#here wkhe women are now, in terms of exploitation and of struggle agzinst
that exploitation. But that is not an absplute, and I can see women of our
political perspective making discoveries that nthers have not been able to
make, which reinforces the analysis we have made. I hope you will do that
o horedians fidk. 2
In A& dition, every caste in capitalist society (that, by the way, also
includes white men) is always destermined to find the historical roots of
its caste-ness; that is, they want to find out krx not only how capital
exploits them specifically but why. The precapitalist roots of capitalt!s
hierarchy of labour powers is 8vident. Though it has been used to show
that the hierarchy is not capitalist, we must not be driven to deny the
pre-capitalist roots and in fact we must use this to clarify Marx's
statement in the CONMMUNIST MANIFESTO where he speaks about how capital sweeps
everything pre-capitalist auay, = It suwept
away what it could not use or LURat preuented it from devéloping and
transformed the rest. (farx, by the way, attually saw a historical moment
when the family was disappearing, ruined by the socialisation of
reproduction both in the factory (of things) and in the home or more
precisely in the community (of people).

An example of the probing to find the pre-capitalist roots of caste is the
work on children and when historically they appeared and why. Anpther is
Rauwick's interpreation of racism. Ancther is the work on tribsl life by
anti-anthropologists and the discussion now going on in Africa about whether
some of its features can be salvaged into the communist society. (A similar
discussion seesms to have taken place with Marx about 19th century Russian
communal peasant life. I know very little about it, but it does exist.)
Another is the explosion of studies of the slave trade W really to find out
why and how there was created a bhck labour market. We all want to knou.
But some of us want to know so we can fight capital better and some of us
wvant to know sp we can get out of fighting capital at all.

2. Your thenry is based on twp modes of labour, a male and female. I can't
comment. I can only ask: are you theExERExE saying that therefore there uwas

a social relation kRE based on a contradiction between these modes of labour?
Under capitalist there are meny modes of labour. The level of peower of any
caste under capitalisht is connected with the mode of labour Wich she or he
largely is involved in being exploited through. But we are all part of the
same social relation, the wage relation. That is our specific contribution to
feminism and to every phase of Marxism. (After all, most of the world isd
unwaged and "Marsists" have teken this tpo assume that they are outside of the
wage relatipn as a result.) Uhat capital changes is the dominznt mode of
labour and thus incorpprates every mode of labour inton itself.

3. You seemed uncertain if power - capitdlist, male, uwhite, etc. - would finisl
with communism, or rather with the revolution which will not Be frllowed by
communism like days ona calendar. If k this is uncertain then what are we
fighting for? Either in a revolution women liberate themselves or we should
find something else to do. The Radical Feminists have a solution: they say
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let us fight men!‘t;;y are in power. Of course they are not.
To speak of the xKxx"white male power structure "geescamboedad® is not by any
means to say that whites and men have power or that white men only have pouer.
¥n It is to describe the power relations within the working class and their
reflection in capital. If the white male powver structure were to become more
black and more female as it inevitably must - as axxefwke reflection of our
struggle it would only means that we are confronting the power relations within
the working class and they were reorganising to try to avoid an inevitable
unificatien of forces.

I'm not now discussing when the revolutinn takes place.
I'n discussing a basic assumption from which comes a specific kind of
political practice. If even power relations "lingered on" after the
revolution and consciousness had net caught up with being, or being lagged
behind conscisdsness, the terms of power and who we 3ll are has to be
qualitiatively different and IX don't think any p¥zeesxe plans can be made
for that time.

4. Uhich of course leads to the point of calling it the "Feminist society"
rather than the "commuist society". From whatever assumptions thisXsprings,
it narrows the working ram class down again to only white females. Uhy not
call it the Black Society since Black psople are the majority? Or the

gemm Chinese Society since by another definition there are more EBhinese than
anybody else? Because the working class is an intereesaving of fiorces and we
are trying to destroy ourselves as women and men as men and children as
children and trying to become individuals. ZXKEXAXXKNKY We identify the struggle
by our caste because that's how we must prganise and think and explore the
world; we cannot identify the results of our struggle by our caste because
that'!s to assume the struggle will never be over, i.e. we will never win,

we will always remain a caste.

The point that was raised for calling the new society
"feminist" is that all women will come togebber. They won't. {ﬂdEn't agree
that white women will pvercome their racism any more than mhigs7gen will
overcome their sexism. I think that is objettively reoted in the organisation
of capitelist work (and by the way part of this is who is involved in what
mode of labour) and therefore it is impossitle to overcome subjectively for
any of us what we have not transcended nbjectively, materially. The certainty
of this does not come from a "clever brain" but from the struggle in those
countries where the weorking class traditiomally has not been hompogeneopus in
appearance apatt from the division betuween the ssxes and generatinns. Nb
South African or American who is not liberal, of the right or left would tell
you that, because they have seen kRExmaxxfeskir® or been part of the
manifestation of power which kxrugkk imprinted on XR¥ex their counsciousness
(the very front part) the necessity to acknowledge the autonomy of the (in this
case) black movement. PO was at one point (Rosea will tell you about it) ready
to throw out the whole concept of two labour markets when they changed their

line on immigrants - let alone not assuming that the labour market is also
divided sexually and that all four labour markets are underpinned by labour
which never appears autonomously on the market - our work in the home. Are

we ready to throw that over now and choose one of the four as the key? 0Or even
a basic underpinning, housework, as the key section of the working class?

I am not. I know we must break our labour on and off the market and that the
nthers can®t breaks theirs unless we do, but the opposite is also true.

That is why I'm not @ Radical Feminist. HmuxkRis

Exaectly how this interdependence is sxpressing itself and
will increasingly express itself, Franca, is somethim which is nnt so hard to
see. When, ss Rosa tells me, there is a rebellinn about hossing in Rome and a
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24-year-nld woman uses a gun, a uwhole leap has taken place in
men's thinking about who needs whom, and in women's thinking
too. But it is only on meedx the bssis of sections of the
working class needing each pther that the battle against
sexism and racism will be wmxxx advanced.

I want tp add one more thing here. There %
is a commonly held belief in the women's movement (which
we neither of us discussed) that even though women
participate in the revolution (Algeria is the classic case but
Cuba is another, etc., etec., ebc.), they are throun back into
servitude after the revolution. This is a truth which hides
a greater truth. Everyoee is thrown back into servitude if we
do not advance to the cemmunist society, but wake up the next
morning with a new form of capitalism. WKomen in Algerie were
re-enslaved as men wers and because men were. That our
slavery there is more brutal and is delivered at the hands of
men does not alter this basic fact.

5. Polda in an earlier discussipon mentinoned infanticide as the
woman?'s control of her labour. Aside from the fact that this
must be strictly related toc the need to survive and to try to
help children to survive (wRkekxmx bpth of which may hsve
been simultaneously true), and that this represents a
brutality much greater than killing animals (killing animals
was a labour saving device), there is the direct relation to
the movement tonday. The Trotskyists im the US who led the
struggle for abortion reform said, "The right to abortion is
the right tn choose". Ue must be very careful that we dontt
gleorify this in its more primitive form. The right to kill
infants is not the right tn choose anything except to someocne
who is not like us. This is my lingering hesitation in what
little I've heard (and all of it through translation}. They
were not us. They didn't need what YAME _need@® and we don't
need many of the things that they considered socially necessary
I shall not forget George Rauwick running a class for

American Indians (probably all male) one of whom was an
Eskimp who spoke of "my friend the walrus". I would like the
walrus to be my friend but he is not. If he were 1 would not
call him my friend because he is available for me to kill him
sp I can live. 1 have a different conception of friendship
and of walruses. I am a capitalist person and I would net
presume to say, for example, as an American Indian mother said
when she was asked why she let her child &o around with long
hair in his eyes when she could have cut it: "He didn't ask
me@®" Then I know that woman is a stranger and I must not
impose the social relation which bas shaped me upon her. I
wonder, no matter how much research we do, what we will sver
know about her.

6. Engels begins ORIGIN OF THE FAMILY with the division

be "prpduction"and "reproduction®. It is an anti-
Marxist assumption tegins with the premise that all
production is at the same time reproduction, not of things but
of capital. In precapitalist societies we could make a
division between production and reproduction; tn confuse these
twn today is to confuse value with use value, machines with '
people, capital with the working class. .




4.

I wish very much that I could read whet you have written.
Certainly the line I was able to understand about the transition from
animal to human is an important one. As I said, Marx did not believe that
animals worked; he had no information to that effect. But since this is
S0, the move from the natural to social began to take place even before
animals became human and were perhaps part of this prncess. If you are
saying that it was, you must make clear I think thet it is the activity
which transformed them. You must make clear also that the division of
labout - whatever that division was, and I'm far from crnvinced that there
wvere not societies way, way back where there was a divisinn of labour
opposite to the one we knnw, where the man was the direct nourisher of
children - did not imply a higher and a lower order, but was the basis for
a higher and lower order. Marx's point was if even there is no higher and
lower order of labour, the division is itself a depriwtion to all involved

in ltA——)apperrTthﬂgNlmﬂdﬂ possibility and the level of human develppment.
For the first time only with communism does th&#t cease tp be true. I am
impatient for it, but I hope you believe that it is not my impatience but
my experience within the black and women's movements which has taught me
that the most difficult political task is tn see wkike men as workers and
the enemy, to see vhites as workers and the enemy,to see parents (mothers

and fathers) as workers and the enemy. SprkixKiizgex¥z An American writer

onre said thatY@& had to'"keep two oppositg ideas in your head at the same
time and still ‘retain the ability to function." He was not political.
The political statement issonly w1rh two opposing 1deas can dew lop

a serjous and ;8\/DIUtIDD"\"" ability .L”WCtlDl‘]. ‘.&
Love and Dvwer, W c7



