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Dear Nicole Cox, Silvia Federici and friends,

We've decided notk to use your article on wages for housework.

We want to stress that we consider the debate to be an extremely

important one. We would like to print a cogent rebuttal of Carol

Lopate's article that also stands alone as a coherent statement on

its own terms. Unfortuneately, we found your article tended to add

to our confusion.

Many of your textural criticisms of Lopate are well taken, but we've

found your overall exposition of your own position very unclear. This

lack of clarity is manifest inthree §%§§§§&1 areas: (1) your tendenmcy

to blur rather than clairfy aﬁd extend Marxist categories, (2) your

seeming hesitancy to deal explicitly with dalla Costa's notion of the

abolition of work and the family (that's the strategy---your are dealing

with a tactic of demanding wages for housework), and (3) your refusal

to discuss the ramifications of Lopate's fears about the effect of

commodization of family relationships that would result from winning

your demand.

It's important to deliniate exactly where you follow Marx and at what

points you are attempting to transcend his categories. On p.3, you

state: "The production and reproduction oﬁ%his labor force is precisely

the work women perform inthe house. Inthié sense we say that housework

is productive, i.e. , productive of cépital. (emphasis added). Yet

Marx (Capital,I,p.477) states rather &xiiﬁaix definitively, "The

laborer alone is productive who produces surplus value for the capitalist
...." We're not interested in having you adhere to Marxist categories,

but we do think it important that you try to be explicit about where

you and he part company. On p. 5, you blur over the distinction

again: "... hougework was transformed into a moment of production

.." One of the real merits of the Dalla Costa paper was its ability



o make clear where she wanted to deverge from Marx and to offer up
alternative definitions rather than leave the reader groping.

Your paper never hones in on Dalla Costa's incredibly subversive

ideas about the abolition of both the famuly and work (i.e. toil) itself.

Your incremental tactical advance in demanding wages for housework
is a double edge sword ; it must be situated in the context of the
overarching strategy advanced by Dalla Costa.

The other edge of this sword is the commodization of family rela-
tionships. While your position is certainly defensible, Lopate's fears
require explicit refutation. Any discussion of wages for housework
should attempt to allay such justifiable apprehension about distroying
any positive moment --love,caring -- that exist in the nuclear family.

We are actively searching for more articles dealing with

4

the issue your paper trie

[0)]

ront. WE are @rafting a letter

would be glad to exerpt your article as a letter for mxx our september
issve or to consider a new version for the cctober issue. We would
greatly appreciate any source you might be able to suggest.

Lastly, thank you very much for writing the article -~ the
subject has labyrinthign difficult implications. Your treatment pro-
vide¢d us incentive to?An exploring the wages for housework demand

and to improve our own understanding of the issue raised.

Sincerely

Harvey Flock for Liberation



WAGES FOR HOUSEWORK Fa . A BEPLY T0 CARCL LU ALE

In the wne of mlassstrusgle” and "unified alass'intnvest", the prac-
tice of the left has always centered eround certoin ﬁectors.of ths

working class while confining others to a merely supportive role. In
this sense, the left hus reproduced in its 6r”anléatlona1 and strate-

glc objectives the semz divisions of the working class which have cha-~

labor. Since the 7ﬁ1t 14" acgeented

and parasitism, the erormous work wemen perform under wageless condi-

thoery of women's political "back-

gates. The logical outcome of an analysis which sees women's "oppression®
as determined by their exclusion from capitalist relations is a stratefy

to .enter these relations rather then a strategy to destroy them.

The nol? tical genesis of wages for housework is preecisely. the.refusal
£y. However Cercl Lopate, in her article

"W omen & Pay for Housewnrk® atbributes to us positlons which byfnb means’
can represent our yerépeétive. In fact théy &re the very positions we
“reject. v :

Céﬁ stnnting point is the clarification of the function.of houserork

end wegeless labor in géneral, in the capital*st organization of work

h

and societV. In this seunse, our perspective opens up & new grouwnd of
st;uc ]9 bo“ for womea ana for the ehtire working clas». The dosument (1)
mentioaed uy LOpatc which we assume is nar Source of informution.

stabos 14 thLa way e

"Sinqe Mnrx; 1t has baen cleer that *apital rule. ~ud de"eloﬁv thfourh



'AQL.

the wage, that is, that the foundation of gépitaii?st society was the
wage laborer and his or her direct exploitétion. What hes been neither
clear nor assumed by the organizations of the working class movement
is that pfecisely through the wage has the'exploitation of the non-wage
laborer been ofgan*ocd. This expleoitation has been even more effective
because the lack of a wage hid it ... Where women are concerned; their

labor appears to be a personal service outside of capital.®

€5
=

o
ot

o
=
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work .day for ca

If we take a weman's perspective, we realize |
cap ital does not begin and end at the factory gate and we. rediscover

the natu?e and extension of houseswork itself. Housework is much more

lan Just house

ing care of -our children -the future wege earners- assisting

LE

- them throughamt their school years means ensuring that they too perform
in the. manﬁy 3rneatoé of them under capitalism. . Holding a second job
vastly complicates the task. Morsover a woman mrking cutside the home,
_mavyiec or C*”MWQJ has to put hours of_WO?k to reproduce her own labbr
power and women well 7mow_the special tyranny of this task sincé a
pretby d?ésg and a nice hafrﬁo are jobsconditions for womem. All this

_and more is housework. It is our time and it happens tc be our‘llves;‘

Ve dcubt~very much that in the U.S. "schools, nurseriecs, day care and
8 2

4 television,hava tayen away from mothers much of the responsabilwty for

“the socla izatmn oi‘ their choldren® and here the housew* fo is "poten—-
tiaily 1eft thh much. g eater leisure time.® (uopatE.p 9) Among other
Athings, 1t is clear that day care and. nurseries have never liverated
.women s time ”or hvnselvcs but orly théer time for exura work I
:anything the situation in the U.S. ie immediate proof that neither
,technology nor a second JOb are cepable of liberating women from the
_family and hcuaework, now housework from its essenbial function 1n

rpoduction. Two Jobs have only meant for women even less time and energy



%

to organize and struggle aoainﬂt both.

This is why up tc this day both'in_fhe *developed? and "developing®
'couﬁtries housework and the institution of the family, which is centereu
around housewerk, are still hhe pillers of capitalist production and
social relations. Indeed -the presence of a s%able, well—disgiplined and
minimally frustrated work force is an essential conditions of production
at every s t&;: of capitalist development.

The'prcauetiun and repreduction of this labor force is predisely the

B

work women perform in the house. In this sense we say that housework is

productive, l.e., productive of capital.
This .is not at all the expression of & need for women to

moralism. From the capit:

a

being productive simply

value., Prom the vie

b T T P S T ety ol wrn - ] o =
means to be exploited. "To be a preductive laborer is, therefore, not

L43]

& . plece of luck but a misfortune®. (Marx) (2) Thus we dGWive very little

1

"self-esteen’

our primary rgl on as whmen ~ is a moment

e
s 2
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3
ct
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of paod&ct ‘to clarify our specific fuhction within
the capitalist ditision of labor and most important the specidic ’orns
our attack Bgainst it 'must- tal . Obw pouer doee not come frow the:
"recognition” of our place in the.cycle of production butvfrom our capa-

city'to sterNlc against it. Not D"odvction<per se but the struggle:

apainst it aﬁd the znower to withheld it has always been the deoisive

factor in thOuLSt“ibhbiOﬁ of socisl wealth. A5 N 2
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PERS thls perspec ivs,~uathéf ﬁhaﬁ meré'loyalty to Marxist cétegories,
that has sha;c" our st;éteﬁy,' It is uiQuestionamhe that Marx
never deaJt direetlywith noﬁseworki’ Yet wé must admit that we are
' less eagfer than Lepate to liberate durseives from larxism, to the
extent that Marx has given us an analysis that up to this day is-
irreplaceable in order to undersitand the fﬁnctioning of capitalist
society. We suspect that Marx's indifference to housework mig ght

be grounded in precise historical factiors and by this we:doc not

mean simply of male chauvinism that Marx certainly shares

with his contemporavies { and not only with

e tn A 2 8% S IR R s 2.8 . % = srad < > = # & . 3q -
which is its cenbtral function, had yet to be created. What Marx
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had B before him was wither the proletaria:
in the ‘factory along with her husband and children orthe bourgeois
woman -who had servents.
mmwmmdtM:mnmxﬁﬂmsaﬁwE%timﬂmﬁ&,%ﬂﬁﬁmmso

2

proletariam gtruggles throughout the 1840s b?ought England to the
verge of revolutionm that  the need for a mor shﬂblb and disciplined

work force led capital to plan the nuclear family. Starting

er '’

from the 1850s, }
- the space of ‘a few decades led to the formation of the ﬁuclear‘
family:_:the i@cfeasiﬁw exclusion &F women'and children from the
tWOrk force coupled with the shift in the economy to typiéally'-A

- male sectors_{ éﬁﬂl steel, transportauion), the doubling of the
:male wage in the space - of a few decades, the dramatic inversion in
the girth ava doaun rate the creation of a network of community
;structures e.z. the oommunity store substituted for the company

~store and f;nallj & flood of popular 1iterature almed at

e preparlng th -"perfect housewife" (3) “This set'of phenomena

indicates that fap from being a pre-capital st structure the



U

family in ite modern form is & specific creature of capital that
is supposed to guarantee both the presence of labor power and its

control. Thus "like the trade union the family prot

worker but also insures that he and she will never be efiythino bubt

why the strugele of the women of the working

(9]

workers, andthat i

ve.? (Dalla Costa and James (1)p.3

class apgains?t

e very point at which

“housework wae tranzforn [ production, that

production u:

was to be unwaged which, in a society where the prevailing

exval division of labor

w i

and 8bructursd the whole female personality. The fact that

housework is unwaged has meant not onl ly that women have been made

-

vdependcnt within the family = but most important, that a2 social

~

imposition has been 'ﬁaﬂsforﬁvd into a natural destiny. This is
why women.hava found: it 80 difficult te struggle againstfhouseworkA
':and théir econdition nlthvn the family. r‘”lfxe;i"':l.rst obstacle to

'that struggls is and has ueen the xact that this work is 1nv151blc.
WOrse yet, we havc been conditioned to comsider it our. primary
identity and highesu aspiration in life. _.Onece adain, it is the

< lack of a wage that has determined the way we have been socialized
from our first day of life. Love, sensitivity, motherhood, spir;t'
- of sacrifice and cara are all attributes that caplital has glued

o onto us to makc us acoept hours and hours of unwaged work.



th . it-is vioc accident that "we found ourselve prey
“finding less consuming jobs which jave left us mors time fTor
housecare” and that it is so difficult for a man "to ask for

special- time schedules S0 he can be involved equally in chilid

ficant reason why the man

where there.ls an additional wage carner in the family, his full

r necessary for survival. This is the basis

for thae”o? havits, the menis and ours® (Lopate, p.11) that

alr

Llna

with ¢ »emalc, we carry

often ‘been pointed:out,

.

is an extension of our role

female employment

in,+hﬂ home; Capital has been very successful not only in =

t? qs“OVM“ﬁv

o 2y =

us into a passage for labor power but.in
enfore hno ig sopially imposed condltLoa as one wnlch is natural

"ahd the afo

Thus, we . don't need to be reminded that
"the essential'ﬁhing to remember isfﬁhat'we’a?e 2 SEX. That is |
réally thevenly wori'as "ét developed to deécribe‘bur commonalities,®
‘(Loéaﬁe,p;ll)f For "eaws and VGafS capital nas told us that we

'aré ndthing'pﬁt.CJ “S. ‘Tqis is t e sex ual Givision of - labor avd
we certainim i:n’* want 1t ete“nal*zed as necessarlly happyns
when we a k 1«6”."wha+ does being famale actually mean; |

€'what 1r any °vec3fwc qualitiea nccessarily and for all time
adhereto tha"~ha“acueris*ic?" (Lopate,p 119 This type of
question car onlJ lead either to a biological. or psyoholo«ical

_derinition wkich *nl very case turns out to be en idealization

";of the social relation to uhich we have been confined. To try

'i’to reach an eternal definiton 1s to negate our capaoity for change

s



and legitimize the status quo.
We are most surprised at the glorvification of women'slslavery-

SR
(]

in the house and free. labor inge nersl uh*ch appears in Lopate

carticle. “The‘home and. ‘the framil Ly havc'bﬁa itionally provided
the ouly'interﬂtiee of capitalist life in which perple can

possibly serve sach other's needs out of love and care, even ifr

J

4% 48 often also cut of fear and somination. Pareunts take care

% &

of children at least partly out of leve.....I even think that this

-

“memory lingers on with us as we grow up so that we always retain
with us as a kind of utopia the work and caring whéth come out

of love, rather than belng based on fix rancial reward.$ (lopate,p.10)

“The literature abundantly showt

“the devastating effect this ideology of love, care and
service has ha These avre the chains which have tied:

ARG 2

us to 2 condiy!

v. We definitely refuse to keep
with us in our memori es, 23 a utopla for chm ;u*wren the miseries

_cuP mothers and grendmothers, as well as our own. We alsg

@&

,rejéc% Lopate's suggestion that asking for financial reward

'4'ﬂwou1d'on1y serve o obsoure from us still f ”ther the possibilities
of free and unalienatedlabor® (Lopate, p.10) which 31mp1y means
.thét'the Quiek@at way to "disalienate®work is to do 1% for free

;'mﬁuw 1t seens to uﬂ Lhat if instead of relying on simple 1ove

'5>and care, ourt notﬁcr° had. had a flnancial reward, they would

ijbhave been less bi*t -, 1@$5 dependent less blackmailed and. 1ess
\'_".oppreselve bo theif'uhildren who wers. constantly reminded of - their
'“;fmothers‘ sacrifiqes.. They oertainlv would have had more time
and pawer to shruggle against tlmt work and would. have left us-
-‘at a more advanced stage in this struggle. SN o

o




“It is .  precisely the capitalist ideology thch presents the
family as the last. frontier Where women. and men can "keep thelr
souls alive® (Lopate « p. 10) and find heppiness and fulfxllment
‘This ideology, which opposes the family (or the community) u@

the factory, the private . ' 'to the public, the personal to

the soecial, productive work to unproductive work, is é@sted

in the very capitalist i division .of labor which in its most
essential aspect is a division and a hierarchy of pover within
the ¥ r&lﬁw class,lt is from our positieon as women that we have
discovered that one of the most ggﬁcrful / weapens to'cnuorue
this division and hierachy has beecen precisely the wawe anﬂ the

an immediately be seen

4]

lack of it, The significance of this
when we realize that, thﬁugh capitel is based on waged labor,

most of the population of Lhe world is still unwaged(not cnly
women, of course). Through the wage and the lack ef 't,_capital
hag opposed a Yworking® class to avnonworking? pr olwtariat,
sugp@scdly éarasitic on the former.., Like racism, sexism and
weifarism' are not only different wave of regulating and éividing
the ‘thiﬂ° clasa, but alse stem out of different ways of being
praductive for capital and thus exploited. 1f #e_igncre-this

fact, we end up considering sexxsm rscism, and weffariam as
moral diseasas, products of miseducatioen or lack of consciousnass,
once again confining us to & strategy of aducation which indeed
leaves gs nothing but "mora- imperatives to belster our side.
(Lopéte, p; 11)“. Lopate is right that cur strategy velleves

"us from the rel iance on "men baing good" (Lopate, P11 to cttain



-

iiberation, Trying to educate men has only meant that once again -
oﬁr'atruggle was privatized and instead of being waged against
our real enemy, was always waged against our own selyalives,

husbands and children, in the solitude of our bedroom and kitcheh.

£ 48 on this analysis, but not only on this alanu, that we

-

base our strategy of wages for housework, In fact, this strategy
by the struggles of the Sixties both
internationally and in the U,S, In this context, we suggest it '
is about time the left start looking at the needs expressed by

the working class rather than impose on it goals which are "hard
9

overcome the elitist attitude whiich sees our role as “c@nceptua-
lizing" and "communicating® to workers what their needs shoulld
be, But bvuatslg v*nguardisx dies herd, In the U.S: the struggles
of blacks and welfare recigienu = the third world of the metro~
polis expeessod the revalt of the wageless against the use q;a-

- pitel has made of them. and their vefusal of the only altefnaf
tive that capital offers i;é.. more vwork, These strﬁggles » which
had.thair;caﬁtgr of wowér in the community = were not strugghsA
for work but for the reappropriation of the social wealth that
capital hes accumhiated in part as a result of their unwﬁqu'

g condi.tibn. In'this' sens*a, they challenge fundamentally the q>

" capisglist organtzation of work and society and broke with the
.1deology of work.

On the ocher hand. Lopate*s statement uthe 1deological precone

~«:!11:40:18':‘.0:‘ working class aolidartty are networks nnd connactlons'

‘



L0
whlch arise from working togekher? and ® these preconditions
cannot arise out of isolated women working in separate homes ©
are consistent wifh the capitalist nr;anzaati@n and ideclogy
of work, Not only does this position irnoreg the gtru°°1e5=many
isolated women waged during the Sixties (romsAstrxkes,‘etc.).
ie assmmhé'that e cannot organize ourselves if we are not first

a s o

orgenized -by capisgl and, implicitly, that caplital has not alceady

organized us,We muet emphasize iere that housework is fully=
as unwaged work, If we consider

es but as a sogial relation
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In opposition wages for housework is as m

refusal of develop-

ment (getting another Bob) as a refusal of capitalist rationalizae
tion in the home, We don?t believe revelution ean be

reduced to a consumer?s report as e%s proposal : we
need to look seriously at the tasks which are neceisary to keep
a house going ... Wwe need to investigate the time and labor

=

and which merely

o

saving devices and.decide which are useful
;cause e further degradation of housework ", (Lopate, ps 9) It s
‘not tecnoiogy that degrades us but our socdal relations in thé
family and seciety, Moreover this type of "self-management®

and "worker“ contral®  has always existed in the house, We L '
always had the choice of Monday oxr Saturday te do our 1aundry,.

er the choice between buyi.no a dishwas hcr or a vacuum cleanar,.

asmming we could afford it, Thus we do not ask from capital

to change the nat:ure of our work, but we spruggle for the poas!...

bil.icy o refuse our veproduction as work

; An_:indiapegxsable precondition taward‘ this goal is that this o
: work be recognized as work through a wage, Obviously, as long



H
as wages exist so does capisal, To this extent wo do not say
that echisving a wage for housework is thé revolution, We say

that it is a gevolutionary strategy , for it undermines the

role we have boen assigned in the capltalist division of later

and consequently char the power

] I N Y & o8 ehn  mremes]od e
class and between the entire working

able to us. Nothing has. been so powerfull in instie

P P - 2a oF o . | - oo
our work and dependence ¥

S emgo e o » o B
sgtruggie betve

2 o g oy B and *ha 1acle of 4% ~sri - e
king class because the wahe and the lack of it expresses the

class in this sense, the
ey Ty o, > 3 Vs o & - o d g e &L e 2 wind 2 a
wagealways has two sides : the capitalist side, which dses it
i

both to control the working class and to guarantee that every

e B v b A - 2 R TN inilissted cod 9 -
raise is matched by an increese in preductivity ; and the working

~class sida,‘which has used it to gain more pover, more money,
inuepgndeht of productivity.When the fais exchange" between
.money and productivity is upset, the struggle for wages becomes
an attack on capitalis ppofit. In the case of the wage_leésB in
our case,.we are not offering a productivity deal: in return

for a wage, we will work as before and even morve than before.

We want a wage in order to be able to use sur time and'energy
1n.qrder to struggle and not be confined by our need for financial
indipendence to a second job, To consider the wage demand as
suéh ag economistic is to fail to understand thét the relatimn
between how much money we get is a direct expression of how much
contrbl we have ovér our lives, Not to mention the fact that in
‘the present econemic éituation; to attack the wage demend per

se meana‘to join the general capitalist call for austerity.
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As for the financial aspects of wages for housewdrk, they
ere “highly prablematic" {Lopate,p,9) only if we take the :
viewpointisf'ﬁapital e the viewyoinﬁ of the freasury Dep&rtment, 
which claims poverty only when it comes to the wdrking claes,
Sinece we are not the Treasury Department we didn't even conceive
of establishing how. much women should be paid,: 1t is not for ué'
to pu:vlimite to unﬁ POWRT,eslt i8 not for ué to measuré oux

Uyalue, It is not for us to messarprice on ourselves..lt is

&)

only for us to organize a.struggle to get all of what we want,

‘3

for us all, on our own terms., Similarly we complitely reject

the argument that some other sectors of the werking class wdlild

I""
| g
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pay for our eventual gain, According to. thi gic we could say

din reverse that the wage worke are now being paid with the

‘,.
o

a

money they donjt give us, but this is precisely the logic .of
capital, this is the way Nixon talks, In fact, to sag that the:
demands'for social welfare programs by blacks in the Sixties

Bhad a .devastating effect on any long range tva*e gy on vhite e
black relaticn"“ since the warker0 knew that ”“hny, not the-
'corporavaons, ended up paying for those e programs, (Lapate,p.10) _
“Ais playing: inte the hands of racism, IL we assume that everyv
struggle & lw 2ys ends up 1n a rediet”ibution of poverty rather
thsn in an attack on'capital's.profit,'we essume a priori the.
defest of the working class. Indeed Lopmte's articla is written ;
‘under the stgn of defeaclsm. Defeatism is nothino else but accept-
1ng capitalist 1nstitutions as lnevitable..Thus Lopate cannot
conceive that when capital cries to lover cther workers' wages

in order to givn us a wage, those workers will be able to struggle
against such a meve, She assumes also thnt "obvicusly. fmen wmld
recetva the hibhest wage for their work at ‘home", (Lopate,p.lO).

: Flnally. Lopate cannot imagine that we could organize to colhccively









