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August 31, 1975

Mariarosa Dalla Costa
c/o Falling Wall Press
79 Richmond Road
Montpelier

Bristol BS6 5EP, England

Dear Mariarosa Dalla Costa,

When I was living in England, before June 29, 1973, someone mentioned
your name to me and said I must read a work you had written and also contact
Selma James, whose address was given to me. Their reason was that they had
just read the enclosed article, written by me in 1971, a year before your
pamphlet was printed. I did not then get hold of your pamphlet, "The Power
of Women and the Subversion of the Community," mor did I contact Ms James.

1 was too busy preparing to return to America under family pressure now that
I had become a grandmother.

Today, having bought and read your pamphlet on Auqust 27 for the first
time, I am truly sorry for this omission on my part, for in England I had
thoucht I was absolutely alone in my analysis of woman's position in our
Society.

First, I will explain how my amalysis ceme to be written and why it was
not distributed. In London, I belonged to the Camden Marxist-Leninist Group
(CMLG), an offshoot of the Finsbury Communists. Both these groups were run
by one man and his wife, let's call him '"X", because his mame is immaterial
to the story. I had joined his neighborhood group near where I lived because
we were agreed on one major point: that virtually the entire Western working
class constitutes a modern labor aristocracy living off the "Third World"
and at least temporarily allied with "its own" bourgeocisie.

In the CMLG, I wrote most of what was published. But our method of
"writing" was this: the writer submitted to the group for discussion his
draft of the topic agreed on. Any word or phrasing which could not be
100% agreed on was scratched out. In effect, then, anything published in
the name of our group was a complete consensus.

Due to rising living costs, I moved out of London, and attending their
meetings became physically very difficult for me. As a result, I missed four
meetings in @ row. When I returned, I was handed @ copy of a mimeographed
(i.e., "published") article, "Housework and Exploitation." The gist of its
message was that women's magging about housework could easily be taken care of
if only the Government - or "Someone" - could be forced to pay more (they be-
lieved child allowances were '"remuneration" for housework) for the silly chores
we perform with such wringing and twisting, the nagging would stop and we could
get on with the main, "important" revolution (run, dominated and master-minded
by non-nagging men). It had been a long time since any theoretical treatise
so wrought me up. I told them I would reply.

The enclosed, therefore, replies, sentence by sentence, to that article.
It took me about a month to think through, for it forced me at last, after
years of vagueness and genmeralities, to FOCUS on what happens to women in their
cells in the social bee-hive. I submitted the result to the CMLG. WHAT a
hullaballool

First, they absolutely refused to send my reply to the 200 people who
had received their article: when it was a question of theory about women,
unanimity went out the window.
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Second, it seems they felt impelled to defend Karl Marx's honor regardless
of what Truth might demand: "If you think Karl Marx was wrong,' said X, "you
should come straight out and say so." I assured him that that presented no
problem at all for me: "No man's mouth is a prayer-book to me."

Third, when one of their number, a man of gentle disposition, suggested
I was right and the group should mail my analysis out in rebuttal, X said no,
he disagreed with it and it would not go out. And the disagreement was that
if my analysis were accepted, it would mean that women's "petty personal dom-
estic service" would in effect be elevated to 2 position possibly above that
of social - i.e., industrial - labor. "That," X assured all present, "we will
never agree to." Never is a long time.

To this day, I can find nothing basically wrong with my analysis. Now,
reading your pamphlet, I see that someone else without a baffle to bounce back
against, made the same amalysis. I had already decided that the main task of
the remainder of my life (I am now 60) would be to go into this matter further:
I hoped and still hope to study everything available about Labor Power as a
commodity. I intended and still intend to investigate the family set-up AS
RELATED TO Society's economic production, both historically and geographically.
In a word, it is my hope to document my original arquments, and show - as you
have done - how women's work supports the entire capitalist economy.

Before I can really get into this self-set chore, I have to try to solve
the problem of eating while writing and researching. I have applied for
grants; I will try to obtain research fellowships in Universities now featur-
ing women's studies; I will perhaps do the actual work as papers for a Master's
Degree (M.A.) and for a doctorate (PhD).

However, since your work exists and is so clear and along such similar
lines to my own, I somehow feel that we should collaborate. I seem to recall
somewhere in your pamphlet (though I cannot at the moment find the reference
again) that you are or were working on a larger work along the same lines.
Will my study and research thereby become redundant? Naturally, I shall be
forced to use your words - with acknowledgements - now, but is my entire idea
of writing this book now, by your work, rendered obsolete? Or would you con-
sider some form of collaboration. What I am attempting is a synthesis and
perhaps "new insight" into the commodity "labor power," along the lines of
Page 3 of the Addendum to the enclosed, linked to an analysis of how woman's
role inside ANY family has tied in to SOCIAL (society's) method of earning
a living for all or for ruling classes, or however my studies indicate the
matter should be posed. I, too, must then conclude what form our struggle
should assume and how it ties in to the other revolutions now under way in
various stages of development.

I hope that this letter reaches you, and that you will take me seriously
enough to reply. In any case, I am impelled by my entire life to get on with
my work; I want greatly to work with you in some manner.

Thank you for reading this, in any case, and for reading the enclosed.

Yours sisterhood,

Hodee W Edwards



HOAUSEWORY AND EXPLOITAT ION
by H.W. Edwards (1971)

The f£-ll~wing quntati~ns, put tagether with~it the intervening
c~mment, meke up a piece called "HNUSEWORK AND EXPLOITATION," issued
by the Camden Marxist-Leninist Gr-up, 8 Chesterf-rd Gardens, Lond~n
Ii3. Because the thenry ~n the rnle ~f wnamen in snciety is in such
= currently inchnrate state; and because ~f the crude male supremac-
ist apprazch ~f the theses presented, it is necessary t~ refute the
entire piece, thrught by th~ught. Vet fallaws is an attempt tn de-
strny its false arguments with facts and analysis.

Tt starss with twa qun~tatisns taken fr~m a leaflet by WHAMEN'S
LIBERATION FRONT in cnrnnectinn with the 150th birth anniversary %
Fradeyick Engels. These quntatinns are reprnduced here f~r the re-
c~rd, and far cemparis~n with what CNML did with thems

"Phe emancipati~n ~f w~men and their equality with
nen are imp~ssible and must remain s~ as lang as
wrmen are excluded fram s~cially pr~ductive w-rk,
and restricted t~ n~usewark which is private. Ths
emancipatinn ~f w-~men becnmes p~ssible nnly when
w~men are enabled t~ take part in pr-~ductisn ~n a
large s~cial scale, and when d~mestic duties require
their attentinn nnly t~ a minnr degree." -F. ENGELS,

"Prue emancipatinn ~f wnmen is nat pnssible except

thrrugh C-mmunism. Y~u must lay stress ~n the un-

breakable caAnnecti~n between wamen's human and sac-
ial pnsitinn and the private ~wnership ~f the means
~f praducti~n." =V I LENIN

A. "Haw private is h-~usew~riz? Can it really be cauated with ~ther
privete activities such as stamp cnllecting?"

. This is nat a subject tn ~pen discussi~n ~n by trying t~ be ‘cule.
“hen y~u ask if h~usewark is private,. yru use.the Herm in the Marxist
ecan~mic sense, linlked t~ the type -»f, ~wnership. But stamp c~llect-~
ing refers t~ 2 trivial pers~nal activity, which it must be clear was
n~t what Egab had in mind in his use ~f this wnhrd, "private." In
shis way, you set the thne »f the:entire piece: w-men's wark (what-
ever the reply tn the Questiﬁn) is immediately ass~ciated in the
»sader's ming with a trivial pers~nal habby. The net effect is tn
begin discussinn ~f a seri~us questisn with a flippant - and ~bject-
ively dishanest - play nn wardse’ .:: © g

G

"M, a cerkzin extent it can."
=T

That is, h~usew~rk CAN' be EQUATED t~ stamp cnllecting; i.e., tn

pers-nal, trivial h-bby-type activity. This is a lie, as will be

shawn in what fallaws. 5 e e AR i

w
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C. "HausewnrTk in s~ far as a w-man dnes it purely f~r herself is
private."

That is, a woman keeping h~use just f~r herself is engaging in
activity equatable tn a trivial hnbby-type activity.

Wirang again., VWomen whn live al~né, with s~me min~r exceptinns
like pensinners nr upper crust wemen, have tn VORK %n-suppart.them=_.
selves. Therefore, in the vast averwhelming majnrity ~f casges, a -
waman dning heusewnrk for herself is dning the very same thing she
d~es when it is far a family: she is preparing labrur pawer far
the "lab~ur market." In this particular case, a wnman may be cnm-
peredtP(that is, is in the pnsiti~n af)”a small businessman whn awns
and sells a cammndity he prnduces salely by his anwn - n~t by hired

~r slave - labrur. (Butf S Adc{‘e\mﬁwml -ﬁ\l(owmgl for 1ntes ref'a'fim.)*’ :

In the U.S., far example, this sectar af the wnrking class in
1967 (latest Gate far which camplete figures were available ta the

K Paoe | lastparaqraph.
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vriter) crmprised ~nly 5,915,000 wemen ~ut ~f a t~tal ~f 27,565,000
" 4n +the lab~ur farce. That was 21% ~f the female labrur farce, bub
~nly 8%% nf t~tal female p~pulati~n. This figure and the U.S, are
used as being the farthest ~ut pnassible in fthe West, ~f which it dis
thus mare—than-representative. S~ DVEN if it had been correct that
a weman wnrking far herself (i.e., living aln~ne) is d~ing pers~nal
w~TX in keeping herself alive andlpr~ducinqs it is n-~nethcless an
argument, whi lpg@plies tn ~nly 8%% AL aZaéiaﬂagpn%n%rkypZZQud1?@9&4&
femele f?—14%ﬂu;lnﬁo&z&z&e&%ﬁzbﬁﬁ?%ﬂﬁlﬂﬂ?zﬁx%%{z&lﬂiﬁbh a leading
sectnr 'nf the internatinnal Western female labrur farce. It sh~vld
hawever be stressed thet the argument itself is false, as will be
shavmn. Nar will this writer-st~p t~ deal with the male supremacist
implicatinns brrught almnst tn surface by the entire cnncept that
a2 waman living al~ne is - as it were - wasting time keeping lherself
gning...reinf~rcing the Female Sterentype fashi~ned by millenia f
female servitude that a single waman is a lnss tn herself and snciety.

D. "There is an~ther kind ~f private hrusew~rk, that ~f a w-men
AT a man,"

ig, h~usewsrk dane by a weman far a MAN is ALSO in the
categnry ~f stamp-c~llecting; 1l.e., 2 trivial hebby-type activity.
This is the ~nly admissinn in the epiire gﬁepe that w-men actually
dn hnusewark f£Ar 2 man. kiiaaaﬁia«2@33k14fﬁﬁa the latter bi-ped
crmpletely disappears fr-m this "analysis" and ~nly children are
left tn give the "h~usewife" any serinus meaning. The disappearance
by sleight-~f-hand fr~m the piece ~f men in the h~useh~ld is a piece !
AT ~ut-and-~ut dish~nesty ~n which the entire h-use nf cards rests.
But, as will be sh~wn, it was a magician's trick absnlutely neces-
sary tn sustain the remainder ~f the "arguments," s
E. "Imperialist Britain extracts enarm~us superpr~fits fr~m Asia,
AfriCa ond.the West Indies. LThis has led tn a higher standard ~f
&% cerbein levels 1T enables a men tn xeep his wife purely
© purpnsc ~f lnnking after the house, without bringing up

~." Ny emphasis —HE)

Aside fr~m the fact that the statement in this sectian Af th
piece is slip-shnd (higher standard ~f living WAERE? f~r example),
the impnrtant admissinn is that a man EEEPS his wife, for whatever
purprse. It is alsn significant that it is implied that ~nly thnse
wives are "kept" that are at "certain levels." -

In additi-~n, the th~ught implied is that, without such super-
prnfits, cepitalism would have jabs far ALL wamen; NO w-men wnuld
be kept - they'd all "have tn" get ~ut and work and w-ruld, by im-
plicatinn,BE w~rking. This is an nbvinus fallacy, as sh~wn by the
huge return t- .the hame-cells by the large gnd.stea femgle labaur.
farcg ~f the war yearsuonée‘theywar endeg.jkmzl»amjﬁqofz e jobs for,
ALL females f Th Tepucisfed howsewort. 2

_ What is alfinst amusing is tn n~te the cnrmplete absence ~f the
MAN in that HOUSE the w-man is merely "lanking after." Obvi-usly,
t~ discuss this’'w~uld expnse-the.real nature ~f the argument. He -
is dning exactly the same as the children whom "Mama" is "lnnking
after," namely, having his labrur p-wer prnduced. 90% ~f American
w~men wnrk "at s~me time in their Lives.". But this is NOT the
MAJORITY »f their lives; nar is that wnrk ‘their NAIN jab in life.
The fact is that, aside fr~m the tiny minAaTity ~f ruling class men,
whA "keep" wives ani /~r:-mistresses,. the majnrity »f working
%;ggg,men alsn "keep" their wives far the mainm part ~f those wives'

ives, tn "lank after the hruse.": e :

It is n~t even true that wives' being ¥ept by husbands is made

passible by super—pra~fits. African w-men,f~r example, spend alm~st
“their entire time preparing fn~d. Many ~f them (at least in Vest
Lfrica) g~ nrut tn sell, as petty traders; but almast n~ne.:~f-~them
wnTk in s~cial prnductinn. Nnar is the preparatinn ~f fa-~d dnne far:

any ~ther majnr purpnse than tn prepare the MEN tn gn sut tn jabs:

the men eat first. Children eat last, after even the wnmen,and get

just the leftnvers. African wnmen are visibly and daily preparing.. .
mele labnur pnwer f£or the labour merket. .But, including the supers

-
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r~fits jnerement, that is als~ precisely what Western w-men are
~ing - $Y%& n~t aningWennperatively like African w~men in a com-
prund, bdbut singly in fheir little dream hnmes.

Accnrding ta this a{z&ument, the w-man at h-me with~ut children
just lnanks after the h~use. A billi~n and a half w~men thr-ugh~ut
the wnrld can give this implicatinn the h-~rse laugh. DMNareaver, it
falls int~ the trap Marx expnsed ~f mistaking relati~nships betwecen
things for real relatinnships that are actually between penple: in
this case, in la~king after the h-use, it is the man that is being
1n~ked after; and being l-~ked after is the nature ~f his relatinn-
ship with her and hers with him.

of 17,486,000 merried w-men in the 1967 U.S. labrur farce,
Anly 1,578,000 were NOT living with their husbands while w-rking.
Admittedly, many ~f these - as well as nf the 15,908,000 whn lived
with husbands while wnrkinge~had children living in the hnuse ta-.
But that makes a print: +the twn j~bs_that wnman dres "lanking after
the h~use" cannat be (s~ cnnveniently) separated as has'been dnne

here. Such separatinn merely evnkes an errnnenus cnnclusinn ~ut
Af an errmnenus "thenry." .

F. "The capitalist system pr~vides a cnsy life f~r_such wrumen,"

Uh-hunh. That's familiar: "Gee, Baby, ain't I gnad tn y-u?"
- Papular snng. Or: "The masters were very gr~d t~ the slaves,
whn were happy, well-fed and satisfied witn slavery." — Gist f
teaching ab~ut the instituti~n ~f black slavery in U.S., histry
texts f~r fifth graders. Here, the "human and sncial pnrsitinn »f
wrmen" is utterly ignored.

cipel cAuncils and in the tn~usanas ~i v-luntary ~rganizatians which
help t~ keep up the m~rale ~f the capitalist system."

G, "In return, these h~usewives ~fien play a big part in the muni-

See haw subtly and insidisusly it hes bec~me WOMEN wh~ "keep
up the mrrale ~f the capitalist system," thrugh it is n~t stated
baldly in precisely thase terms. Hawever, by implicatisnn - that
this particular service is perfarmed by w-rmen in return f~r being
kept by men — it shnws that men have mnare than nne vested interest
in the system. ;

H. "But hnusewnrk. in san far as it cnnsists ~f childrearing, is
~nly private tn the extent tnet it is- prnduced, individually
and nnt sneially. The prnaduct ~f childrearing, namely grawn-—-
up whrkers, ~r, in larxist verms, labour pswer, is und~ubtedly
sncially necessary."

At this pnrint, thrnaugh the phrase “in s far as it cnneists
~T childrearing,” the reader: is :siyly ied - nitheuts Teasnning o>
pranf ~f any kind, ~f course - tn & paint at which the woman is
"given-apprnval" f~r exactly thati prrtinn ~f her whnle functinn
vwnich Ad~1f Hitler allnwed her. Frnm this psaint ~nward, the piece
at first speaks nf h~usewnrk 's~rlely in-‘terms ~f ‘"childrearing;"
and then dispenses with the term "hnusewnrk" altngether, leaving
~nly "childrearing," a stilted and pretehtisus pseudn-learn2d ex-
Pressianiinither CiTsh placey i = it

Well, any idint knnws that w-men REpr~duce lab~ur pawer; apd
must cantinue t~ 4~ s~ until that day when males figure autX%Ad
agree tn bear the kids as well as begetting them. Als, it is. -7
far harder t~ hide children.din a h~me than men. The fnrmer are’
there all the time and damned n~isy; the latter is usually in-
visible behind the marning ~r evening paper. Accnrding t~ this
piece, the m~ment the kids grnw up, they becnme. either "kept" o
w~men (~r, equally mendacinus, nan-hnausewives dring pers~nal
service for themselves) ~r they became invisible men. The age
~nf miracyles has n~t passed: with~uf ‘female ar any ~ther apparent
intervertinn, the gnd-like male appears at his machine each day,
self-created! Incredible - literally: But revealing. - i

. 7~
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It is alsn a mnst gracinus concessinn an the part ~f the
perpetratars ~f the CML piece tn cnncede that "the praduct ~f
childrearing" is "undnubtedly s~cially necessary." But Marx
t~nkt a slightly different view. He said that lab-ur pawer was
the ~nly cammndity in the capitalist system which, up~n being pur-
chased and used, prnduced value. S~ even "childrearing" is nat
just "und~ubtedly s~cially necessary." With~ut this activity,
and the rest ~f what wemen d~ in that h-use, there wruld simply
be n~ capitvalist system. Alsn, the ~rdinary sense in which the
wnrrd "undsubtedly" is used is tn sugpest, ta imply, dnubt. Sa,
in reality, the CML writers plainly themselves actually drubt
whether even "the prnduct ~f childrearing is "s~cially necessary,"

The sleight nf hand invalved in adding tn "the prnduct ~f
childrearing" the phrase '"namely, grown-up wnarkers" will be ex-
prsed as anather lie luter nn.

I. "Without the surplus prnduced by this lab~urpawer, it wnuld
eventually prnve impassible tn supprrt the unprnductive part
~f the prpulatinn., such as pensinners. "

This triviel statement is ant up tn the usual shandaxd ~f
thinking ~f CML writings, alas: With~ut the value prnduced by
211 labnur pnwer, it w~uld immediately prove imprssible far the
capitalist tn moke pr~fits. £finish. What the ruling class dn
with thnse prnfits, ~nce they're made, has nathing t~ dn with the
fact that it is frmm the purchase and utilizatinn ~f the crmm~dity
labaur pnwer, the ~nly value-praducing carmmndity in the w~rld,
that the capitlist cnins his ruddy prafit in the first place.

THIS IS THE FEY TO WOMEN'S REAL POSITION IN THE ECONOMY. TO
OVERLOOK IT IS JUST GROSS MALE SUPREMACIST HYPOCRISY,

J. "Having established that childrearing is s~cially necessary,
if remains t~ investigate the remuneratinn attaching ta
this activity." e
My, ~h my! Just LOOK at thnse rabbits po sut ~f that hat!
"ostablished"? That's a bit ~f arrngance: it was nnt "estab-
lished;" it was merely STATED, which is n~t the same thing, ex-~
cept when issuing fr~m & male supremacist. "Childrearing" has
simply been used tn cnver up the nther,. maisr, prrtisn ~f the
w~man's real activity and functinn in fhe hnme. "remuneratinsn'?
Tt has n~t been "established" 'that-even "childrearing" is actually
“yremunerated.” . IT IS NECESSARY TO CHALLENGE THAT "CHILDREARINGY
OR ANY OF THE REST OF HOUSEWORK IS REMUNERATED. "investi§ate"?'
Like where in this hastily-done hndge-prdge was anything invest~ '
jgated?" This wh~le sentence is a masterpiece ~f high-handed '
arrngance, cnnsistent. with male supremacy.

. " 5 2 0 . - . . : .
K. "This remuneratinn is at its highest far the unmarried mnther
{iving ~n sncial security payments.' .

Let's 1n-~k intn this-now: Are ‘payments by Western governments
tn mrthers, married ~r unmarried, really "remuneratinn" far "child-
rearing"? Or are they s-mething else? el e

Sy 5 ;

HOW are WAGES paid? What is &he result »~f the transacti~n?

A wnrker ~ffers:his labour p-wer {his energy, ability tn wATk) tn
a BYSS and is HIRED, -The payment fr-m Bnss tn WORKER 'is called
wages. Marx shawed that these are equivalent - at a CLASS' (i.e.,
t~day, an internatisnal) level - tn the sncially necessary lab-ur
time embndicéd in the c~mm~dities required t~ prnduce the c~mmndity
s~1d; in this case HIS Tthe wﬂrker'sg lab~ur -p~weT. These wages,
Narx alsa shnwed, cnver nnt nnly the w~rkers' subsistence (~n a
CLASS basis) but that ~f a wife and children.

IN RETURN, the b~ss nwns the camm~dity ~r c~mm~ditieg pradvced. -
He sells them (i.e., realises the value embndied hrﬂﬂwm«aand in
this way, HE MAXES A PROFIT. It is by this transactisn ~n a class
scale that a capitalist class gets rich.and prwerful. ‘Hist~ry ‘has
praven that, at the class level - internatisnally - the prices paid
f~r the crmmndity labsur pawer vary between the imperialist centres
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and the cnl-nial areas in svch a way that wrrkers in the ‘Test
cet higher than the value ~f their labsur pnwer while cnl~nial
wnrkers get less.

This is the general picture. Let us n~w apply it t~ the
case ~f a hrusewife.

T~ what bass dnes the unmarried m~ther apply t~ hire her
t~ d~ her wark ?which this piece err~ne~usly pictures as "child-
rearing")? This piece says, "the G~vernment." That is, accard-
%~ them, ALL ummerried mnthers in the West are "w-rking f~r the
Gavernment." ‘Vhere, pray tell, is the pr~fit realised by this
transactisn? Gavernment - quite rightly - cnrnsiders these pay-
ments a dead l~ss. They are NOT "remuneratinn'. t~ the wnman
f~r "childrearing" ~r anything like it.

What ab~ut the married m~ther (this is dealt with here in
~rder n~t t~ break up the c~mplete analysis; it can be referred
back t~ later)? This piece claims that, when the G~vernmemnt pays
all~wances ~T tax rebates based ~n the nunber ~f children, the
merried wife is ALSA "warlking f~r the Gavernment." But it is
als~ quite nbvi~us ta.all but-the perpetratrrs ~i this manless'.
n~nsense that the wife warlks "far" the husband. Sa we came up
withothis "@nalysis": when priducing HIS ldb-ur pawer (a fact~r
entirely ~mitted fr-m this piece, Af course, with lagical brilli-
ance equivalent t~ the remaining sssumptians), the wife w-rks
£~r the husband; when REpr~ducing that same lab~ur-p-wer HIS)
by "childrearing," she "receives children's all~wances" and is
tius warking fAr the Gavernment. The ~nly case in #r hist~ry
KUY iingrels where some~ne is paid by TWO basses f-r the SAME
J7B and dies ~f n~verwsrk with~ut-a penny »f her'nwn.

Fevertheless, let us persist: What WAGES dnes the husband
pay his wife? ANbvi~usly, he MUST give the pnnT creature money
if she is t~ perf~rm all the shitw~rk entailed in getting HIM
ready T~ &n t~ wATk — plus the increased am~unt ~f same if she
t~~ must wark; and the final pile ~f harse manure invalved if,
in 2dditian, she is als~ t~ REpraduce HIS labrur,p-wer, i.e.,
d~ this "childrearing." Sn the husband d~es pay his wife s-me
sart ~f "allawance." It cemes ~ut ~f HIS WAGES., HERS may be
added tn this; but if s-~, the additi~nts, tegally HIS and under
HIS cAntrnl. (Incidentally, the FAC? that bachelnrs and married
men zre n~t distingvished bebtween in wages payments - i.e., that
the bachel~r receives the,:amem§§§§ﬁﬁi§1n§&pgggq;ﬂp allawance
far a pntential.wife and ¢ ifaren/="praves why“cap talists will
FEVER pay "equal pay f~r equal wnTk," a detaIil ~verln-~ked by all
thnse liarxisss wh~ like tn embellish Marx with~ut referring tn
vihat !\:? /has{ s’-’id)u-}( l%c?k ave net (oa/o? for their work;, 3n_y/WUj .é'\a/y@t

20 A J

—But!, if %his "'all~wance" paid by the married man tn his
wife tn enable her b~ "la-k after the h~use" and da the "child-
rearing" c~nstitutes the wife's WAGES ("remunerati~n" is a very
c~nveniently vague w~rd f~r a vague the~ry), it fall~ws that-the
husband ~wns the c~mm~dity prnduced: his own labour pnwer. This
is a ¥n~wn fact. Scnre ~ne pnint far wives getting "wages" fr-m
tusbands f~r "services rendered". O0f corurse, the man ALSO ~wns
HIZR lab~ur—pawer and the p~tential labrur-p~wer emb~died in his
children. This is anaﬁgxégys fact under onalysis; but it is n-t
admitted ~r discussedy hawever, if these husbandly "all~wances"
t~ wives are WAGES, it must als~ £nllaw that the husband w~uld
NAZE A PROFID ~ub ~f the transactisan. This is to~ absurd even
a elabAr%ye. The husbangd Takes ~ prafit fr-m his wife's wnrk,
Aate %15& hal one Zeore dbod m;oamz_g Dy (9. KIVES 11/557:3;

£, despite this evidence, 1% Is’st 11 insisttd that Fh“anmcﬁm
nisband is simply a lousy capitalist whn '"manages badly," E%Fis
nanetheless a CLASS phennmennn. The man is thereby clearly put
in the pnsitinn nf a capitalist, a bnss, and his wife in the pn=-
siti~n ~f the hired hand ~r praletarian. But isn't that what
Engels SAID, decades agn? Y-u als~ thereby, ~f corurse, admit —
if yoWidn nat prove—that the man explnits the wife. There is
nn prnfit, yet her hours and conditi~ns are hardly bet?er than
thase ~f a cnlanial warker, whn supplies super—prnflts, )ﬁf, e

explowts her, ow? 2

A
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Hltietesethy While he makes nn pr~fit ~ut ~f this unique class trans-
actinn, the man d~es g~ t~ market and peddle a cArmm~dity which he
~wns but did nat praduce. This is HOW the husband EAPLOITS the
wife; the man, the w-man. By d~inggthis - gning tn market and
selling that labaur prwer = the man&eﬁables the capitalist ta
meke a prafit. Sn, the capitalist class benefits mrst ~ut of

trne wark ~f the wife. This is n~t in dispute. It IS a matter

~f dispute whether ~r nnt the husband,explnits the wife. Engels
s2id he did when he said the husbdn ﬁ&»% ?ﬁ%%Yﬂg prsitinn ~f cap-
italist tn the wife's "prnletarian." This analysis shaws HOW

-Engels was RIGHT, This cnrnclusinn cruld ONLY be av~ided in the

menner in which it was dnne: by remsving the man fr~m the ana-

lysis. That is, an analysis nI capitalism withnrut capitalists?

Annther crnsequence ~f the abnve analysis is that,since the
man d-~es nat make & prafit ~ut ~f his wife's wark, he is NOT pay-
ing her WAGES; the wife is NOT being "remunerated" f~r her expend-
itures ~f labrur pawer in running the h-ruse, bringing up the Ikids,
and feeding, clathing and ~therwise_servicing HIII s~ he can gn tn
w~Tk each day. But Marx already TNLD the world: her subsistence
and that ~f the kids is included in the MAN'S WAGES. She is XEPT,
as a small admissi~n lc¢=ked sor~ugh in the picce itself tn~ claim.
In a wnrd, ecnn~mically speaking, she is a SLAVE. She wnrks but
dnes Nnt earn in s~ far as that "h~use" 1s cnncerned.

tnd s~, the sn—called "remuneratinn" ~f unmarried m~thers is
n~t payment by the Gavernment FOR the activity here called "child-
rearing." In view ~f the facts disclnsed, I suggest that, rather,
the G~vernment, ~n behalf ~f the ruling class which contrnls it,
is paying these unmarried mnthers that prriinn ~f a husband's
wvages which, if he existed far these particular wamedl,» he wauld
have t~ invest in the wife's wnrk ~f preparing his ~wn and his
replacement labsur pawer far the market. This is NOT "remunera-—
tinn far childrearing"; it is meney that enables "wifely duties”
t~ be carried ~ut in the absence, farmally, ~f a husband. Even
in this, the wife is still REprnducing the labnur pawer f that

.man wh~ gnt her preguant, a iab~ur pawer that musht be reprnduced

in s~ far as the capitalist class is cnncerned. That is why, in
the West, when a husband d~es n~t exist, the ruling class factatun
the Gavernment, acts as surr~gate, supplying the husband's gcanamic
r~le. Thet mdy als~ explain why it.-is s~ infrequent in cnlanial
eTeas tn find even the cancept ~f "unmarried mnther" ~r "illegit-

“imaté child." "These are Western luxuries, made prssible by Christ-

ienity and the super-prnfits which fnll~ws its administration,
Lls~, a w-man in Western snciety is thus clearly: shnwn tn be dring
ANLY "childrearing" if there is NO husband — and then ONLY if she
is n*t'w~rking.az;prkjudtinn, in which case she als~ prepares her
~vn labrur prwer far market.' *

L. "Far the married m~ther, it is paid in the farm ~i' & tax Te-
bate and children's all~wances and is cnnsiderably less."

Yes, it is "considerably less" -bécause (as is comman Marxist
¥n~wledge) every MAN'S ypoges cnver the subsistence ~f wi nd,
children. Such '"children's all~wances" are pzid, as 43i§pa
game.n~ted, ~ut ~f super-prafits. But t~ VHOM are fthese rebates
paid? Or, even if the wrman gnes t~ cnllect them; even if they
are "in her name," WHO CONTROLS THEM? Or is this little detail

:%nn~ inc~nvenient f~r the Great The~ry being develanped in this

piece? These allnwances are LEGALLY THE PROPERTY OF THE HUSBAND
with nanly min~r individual exceptinns. The .woaman ~nly dnes the
usual shitwnrk ~f gning tn cnllect them, dep~sit them, Ar the leg-
waTk nf spending them — all under MALE cantral. S~ there gnes
this splendid "fhenry." : :

{

M. "These types ~f paxmené?gsé)CAmmﬂn thr~ugh~ut Trperialist
Ylestern Bur~pe, Nnrth Allerica and Avstralasia. They are
Nn-t, hnwever, f~und in the nen—colonial areas ~f hsia, AT-—
Tica and the West Indies. Only imperialist supcr—explaifta-—
%i~n ~f Asia, Africa and the VWest Indies enablcs these allay=
ances ta be paid in Western Burnpe, North Americo and Austral-
gsia." :
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This statement applies equally tn sncial security payménts
and ~ther benefits ~f "syphilisatisn.' Proving what? That Asia,
Africa and Latin America (aswell as the Viest Indies)are nen—calan-
ial arecas which furnish Western super-pr~fits; that super-pr~fits
pravide varinus benefits t~ ALL ‘Western pe-~ple. Hardly-a discav—
ery. But it dnes add tn the pr~af thot "childrearing allawances"
are NOT "remuneratinn £~r childrearing." They are slices frnm the
super-prrfits cake, and have n~ bearing nn the Weman Questi~n as
such. They are just means, exactly like s~cial security payments,
t~ bind vari~us sectinns ~f the Western warking class clasely %o
the apron strings ~f the ruling class and thus prevent internati»n-
al.. warking class s~lidarity. Wrmen are amnng thnse included.
N. "Bven f~r the unmarried mnther in Britain, the remuneratisn
is less than half the average wage.'

We have already seen why this is. But s~ what? .Is this
remarkable disc~very designed t~ entrain a campaign far higher
all~wances? Later remarks in the piece shaw it is. We shall
deal with that when it arises, belnw.

0. "It is cenerally accepted by Marxists, and by w-rkers, that
£He averarc w~Tker Treceives il wages less than the full
valve ~f his lab-ur."

It is generally accepted by Marxists (whatever warkers may
believe) that "the average w~rker" receives less than the full
value ~f his LABAUR POWER, This is NOT the SAME as his LABOUR,
which is fully ~wvmed by the capitalist. + is always danger~us
+~ ernde scientific definitinns because such erasinn inevitably
leads, h~wever "eventually," t~ the ernsi~n ~f a material struct-
ure.  In this case, this ~rdinarily-permitted "slip" invalves
specific cnnsequences. It permits the errane-~us statement ta

get by that what the w~man praduces is "erawn-up wnrkers, namely,
lab~ur prwer." VWhat the wsman prnduces is lab-ur pawer and nn~t
JUST "grawm-up w~rkers." The productisn ~f "grawn-up warkers"
neatly and cnnveniently eliminates the entire MAJOR chmpnnent of
a waman's waTk in a hnuse, namely the lab~ur pawer of husbands,

br~thers, and fathers whrm she is farced tn service in arder i)
get them tn warTk each day.

195

o
"T+ cammat be maintained thet the praductinn ~f leb-rur pawer
{s inherently less valuable than the praauction ~f .cars.”

aﬁ&%&iﬁ%?usv ONE CAR which, purchaged and used, produces

VATUE?

Q. "Phe cancludisn therefare f£allaws that capitalist sdAciety
is ~ADTAINilT ThE .orAGuCLinA ~f 1abau. pawer ~n the cheaps
Ihat 1t is ~nly paying the m~ther iax a iractinn ~T the
S~cially necessary labsur time  invalved;' Z 5o

Naw' i cAmes ~ut WHY it was necessary ta:cnnfine the meaning
"the prnductinn ~f lab-ur pawer" “to "childrearing." But the
admissinn that the, waman dnes prhducé & nurﬁpmyer is va&uab}e

in itself, bepause we callalways refer back tn lMarx and Engels
mzﬁkﬁﬁzﬁﬁxﬂg fz&@ﬁmm. We have seen that capitalist saciety 2
~btaing the prrductian ~f ALL 1ldb~ur p~wer FREE, NOT "on the
cheap.” This has been praven by the fact that nn benefits far
"childrearing" are - admittedly even by the authors ~f this
utter n~nsenge — paid in cnlanial areas. It was naturally ~-
mitted fram'this piece that w-men there definitely produce lab-
~r pawer far the market with~ut such allawances and that their
maj~r effart is directed toward the preparatisan™ar nals labsur
pawver. 1n this, ~UT Tealnrnial sisters neilp uv» expnse tnat the
praducti~n of ALL labsur p~wer is d-ne FRZE f~r Snciety by women.
This is SLAVERY. Failure t~ identify it as such leads tn results
which will be expnsed belnw,

I
AL

TP o
) ' 5
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R. "that the m~ther theref~rc is expl-ited by capitalist s~ciety."

What this says is that the m-ther is "theref~re" expl~ited
ONLY by capitalist snciety. This has been dealt with ab~ve. The
m~untain has lab~ured and braught f~rth @ rat. The p-sitisn ex-
pressed here is precisely that ~f all revisinnists., It lets men
entirely Aff the hank Inr a 1 i eir ~ppressive, ~ften savage,
male supromacy and makes %poar an individuval attribute ~f

"nasty" men, accused by 'dlosatl sfied" femalcs, instead ~f being
the class evpvcsﬂlnn ~f definite material conditinns, namnly, the
male ~ppressinn and explnaitatisn ~f wamen IN ADDICIAN t OCHER
class n~ppressisns suffered by men and wamen under this syouom.

Turthermare, s~ lang as it is ONLY "the capitalist system"
and NOT ALSO men whn explnit wamen, there is nn need t~ a2lter
the status qun in sn far as women's conditisns are cnncerned -
pravidentially? — until revealutinnary m~vements, led and penpled
by MEN in s~ far as mqaar prpulati~n AND leadership is cancerned,
can averthrsw capitalism Say, abnut the year 10,071. Thanks
lrads £Ar the favsur.

S. "While chiidrearins is rerarded as 'private” (see Wamen's ¢
Tiberzti~n fr~nt _qu~tntisn fr~m Lngels abave) the "emanci-
pati~n ~T wamen' will n~% be p~ssible n~ matter h~w many 'wamen
2Te ensbled t~ Golke pars iN pr~oucuvisn ~n a large sn~cial
scale' even 'wnen awme stic dviies require their attentian
~NlV t~ 2 min~T decree'. Quite o large number ~f w-men take
Dart in pr-~ductisn ~n a larrfe sncial scale already. TLhey
then c~me h~me 2nd attend t~ childrearing f~r what the
G~vernment ch~nzes tn pay them by woy ~T allawences.'

Print 1..The cited Engels quatatisn menulanﬂ n~t ane ward
abrut "childrearing." His ward vas "h-~usewnrk," ~f wnich - bath
he and the perpetratars ~f this n~nsense kn-w well - "childrear-
ing" is ANLY a pnrii-~n, and n~t even the majsr prrtisn, This -
the substitutian ~f "childrearing" far "hausewnrk'esis putting
wards int~ the mruth ~f a frunder ~f Karxism., Thet is lnavm as
revisinnism.

Pnint 2. "The stotement thus lnses any meaning, except
p~rssibly as an exercise in male supremacy.

Pnint 3. The term 'private' mist be specifically confined
t~ its Marxian sense releted tn types.nf nwuersuip. Only in
such, 2 manner can it be made clear that never under any class
s~ciety, and especially ca 1ta can hnusewnrk be classified
as pers-~nal _ct1v1ty by w~men. it is.tn substltuue farm: for-
c«ntent. : '

Pyint 4. It can be *eneated here tb“‘ the nnvernnent is
n~t remunerating the wamon £ar "childrearing."” 1t is Just aodlng
an behalf ~f the Tuling class fr-m superprnllta tn the man's
wages, ' cven where "theré is n-minally n-~ man, a'.LlAw1nb the female
tn dn the legwnrk ~f cnllecting the sum, thus CAn;uslng thase whn
enjry jumping tn c~ncIu 1nns as 1lght exercis

Print .5, The majnr essence nf vhat swemen whna wnrk "An a
large scale already" ceme hame ta "attend t~" is the preparatinn
~f the value-prnducing commndity, lapour p~wer: <firstly, oI a
| man ~r men; secnndly, in same casef%er ~wn; and thirdly, far
. the cantinuatinn ~f the capltalls+ sttem, nf prtential lab~ur
pawer in @ children. . .

T, "All ~f industrial histary gnes t~ shnw that, wherever a
VIATKET 1S pr-oavcing a comm~dity f~r a fraciian ~f its value,
inefficient metn~ds ~f prnductisn will c~ntinue. But as
s~~n as the warker wins a hicher wage, capitalist s-~ciety
has an incentive t~ increase.the efficiency ~f prnductian
and limit the number ~f w-rrkers emplayed, A ey

"If childrearing had tn be paid far like all Athcr fnrms

~f labour, it would speedily be realised hnrw much mare ef= °
ficient then the individual hrusewife public nurseries, re-
staurants and laundries are."
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P~int 1. These penple have settled far "a fair d;y s vage
far a fair day's w~rk," the well-kn~wn s-~cial demncratic heaven
mmm%%%w%hmzﬁmﬁzz&zmwur Gatur i s g which, up-n
capitalism becnming imperialism, uses thi s fnrmulatinn t~ get
int~ the hag trrugh with their "ally" the ruling class.

Print 2. This farmulati~n, "like all ~ther farms ~f lab~ur,"
attempts tn ferce h~usew~rit inta the categrry ~f all a~ther labaur.
But it is n~t in that categnry and can never be: ns nther form
~f lab~ur Tesults in a value-prnducing cormmndity. N~ nther f£~rm
~f labrur under capitalism is UNremunerated.

P~nint 3. Such cnansideratinns aside, this statement implies
that all that is needed is t~ get higher allsawances far wnmen
far "childrearing" and if these are high ennugh, capltallst Snc—
iety will, ~f its ~wn valitinn and under such an "incentive"
install 1arge—sca1e hnusewnrk serv1ces. Shades nf the recent
unlamented 30-hrur-week campaign!

This apprrach plainly 1ncludeq the implicatinn that "2ll that
is bathering these narglng women" is "Wha will help with the
hausew~rk?" (Nr as i% is sn dish-nestly caliezd here, the "child-
rearing.") The Left has been thraugh that three decades agn and
the Woman Questinn is further frrm s~lutisn than ever. The n~ble
campaign was never able tn get past male supremacy whlch has been
canditinned that the shitwnrk in the house is "wemen's work." The
~nly reas-~n any attentinn at all wag p2id tn this "Waman Questisn"
was that Lenin - apparently in a weak moment - stated that it is
"impartant,"

U. "It is ~nly because w-mén are nNnt paid the rate far the jn~b
that these facilities remain negligible."

k.LV/ This contenti~n is refuted by what has actually happened in

is cruntries which have grne sncialist, Perhaps the greatest ad-
Y& [ vance in spreading such facilitj 3unccurred in Russgia. Und~ubt-
- ., edly, they were m~re widespread,lii the West. But, whatever the
reas~n, y~u will never be able €~ prrve that they EVER reached
m~rre than a min~rity ~f Russian wamen, even when s~cialism had
nnt deterinrated there. Nnor will yru be able tn shnw that wmmen
in such cruntries, the majority ~f whom still dn the shitwnrk
y 2| £ar the men (even where, as in Chlna, much ~f it may have been
0 a0 | Tobbed nff nn grandmnthers, which. simply pnstpnnes chnfrantatisn
o N with the prablem 1tself), are "paid" ANYTHING, let al~ne "the
ot 5 | rate fnr the an" far "childrearing," An: the m-re carrect "h-use-
e wnrk, " . Al ! ([

.-J

ﬁwﬁhu-&)&w“?%rthermnre, even 1f the ‘statement.cruld be realised, -the RA0T

> che ~f the Waman Ques stian wnruld remain-unt-~uched. Even if such facil-
ities reached 100ﬂ — under capitalism an 1tuer absurdity, with-~ut
réfercnce tn male-d~minated sncialist snci Luy ~ 8n 1nng as the
patrilinear nuclear family cAantinues tn e3 welnmen would still
be subjugated and thg f%gllrtles w~uldi 1oappear, in fact, they
.wruld NEVER be prnvuredA é"continued exlstence ~f the 'patri-
linear family continues -the FORM for w-men's slavery. It is anly
after women themselves analyze the nature nf their nwn nppressinn
and wark ~ut their ~wn s~lutinns thaf they can thraw ~ff their
particular farm ~f subjugatisn. Their snlutinns will, inevitably,
include destructian ~f this patrilinear nuclear family, and the
mament -that slogan appears, an a banner, w~men will be murdered in
large numbers because thg¥ vo,? gl i ﬁ?c baslc'L

. ident in male supremacy: mvib.~ ST ‘%ﬁe 0%, éVbIhQﬁ“hgh
‘. the ' liberated-w-rmen had the pratectinn nf the new g~vernment, many

were murdered far the merely gymbalic act ~f liberatian ~f remav-
ing the veil from their faces, exactly the same as happened in
non-s~cialist Turkey ~r The Lebannn under similar. circumstances.

S~ this - being faunded ~n the errane~us premlse that wamen
receive ANY "remuneratinn" far their wnrk, err-~nenusly defined
as "childrearing" - is NOT the "anly" - ~r indeecd.any - reashn

why such facilities are not much mnre widespread. yThe-reason is
@)
P
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because men as a class have ~ne vested interest in preventing
any such ~utc~me, while the capitalist system has an~ther - re-
lated - nne which is far bigger.

V. "The cnst t~ capitalist sociely ~f the 'unwanted' child
is at present quite small. L‘here is therefare a rather
casval appr~ach t~ the pr~blems ~f birth contr~l and illeg-—
itimacy, which are larcely dealt with by valuntary snciet-
ies., If ecch child b~rn meant a substantial burden ~n the
state, the state w-uld be m~re concerncd abrutbt the numbers
~Lf children barn,"

But, my deah, haven't ynu heard? The state is alrendy c-n-
cerned abrut "the numbers ~f children barn" - tn penple in nen-—
crlnnial areas. Teddibly advanced,herc,t~ extend that cnrncern
~n an "equal basis" tn envelnpe ALL wnhmen. VWhy the hell they
shruld be allawed tn prnduce their brats in the first place is
a mystery which such "Marxists" will sn-~n clarify. °

T~ the campaign far higher children's allawances, therefare,
let thefe be added the active suppart ~f "Marxists" éo(birth
cAntral tn the lather alwv2ady exigting ~n the sutject am~ng the
ruling lu}ass. Burth codrel 15 3 Matter for indwidual wonien Jo decide on e bases
ol absSolufe freedom and e rght 4o do =,

Where, in the first place, did 'unwanted' children get dragged
intn this piece? Was a hnnk required in arder t~ link ~nta the
warld-wide philistine clamnur far birth cantr~l amang the "na- \
tives"? A less casual apprnach? At the mament, black w-men in
the U.S.,, and prnbably in ~ther places, are bring farcibly ster-
ilised tn prevent 'unwanted' children - certainly a far less
casual apprrach t~ this matter than the ~ne »utlined. But such
measures shnuld be aided and abetted: nnt nnly let’s decimate

"the natives;" let's cut d~wn the size .~f the wnrking class as
well - and the s~nner the quicker,

The print is, n~ matter how uncasual may be the attitude
t~ward "the prablems ~f birth cantral and illegitimacy," the
prnblems faced by wnmen will be n~ clnser tn snlutinn, because
what is being "treated" is a symptem, nnt a cause. Ldiuawdl

W. ' "It is nnt en~ugh t~ say that 'the true emancipatinn »f
wamen is Nn~t _phssible cxcept through crmmunism. "

"This statement is undnubtedly true, ~f crurse. Under
capitalism it is pnssible t~ play ~ff the wnrking class,
the nati~nal liberatisn m~vement, the varisus natisnal
min~rities, the w~men's liberatisn m~vement etc. agoinst
each ~ther and s~ t~ maintain capitalist rule."

The ‘sequence nf-'sentences here as mich as states that-what
is keeping capitulist rule in existvence is the quarreling amnng
the varinus segments nf the vinrking class and ~ther pugmarssd - -
prrtinns ~f the ‘penples nppressed by impexialism. But the
statement has annther purpnse, revealed belaw. That is, tn
suggest that the "emancipatinn ~f women" cnuld cnnceivably -
granted that s~me'way were found tn persuade these groups tn
quit fighting amnng themselves - be snlved under capitalism.
By ‘equal implicatinn, the natinnal liberation mavement is in-/
cluded in this categnry, an ~utmnded cnncepts  $nday, natisnal
liberatinn is prssible ONLY under sncialism. The nnly grain I
crmfnrt-in- this statement is'the fact that, for once, "the wom-
en'g liberati~n mnvement" is actually specified as existing in-
stead, as is usual, :of being inclvded in the "etc."
e SR e R

X. "But the statement can als~ lead t~ the idea that C-mmunism

- is s~mething like the Sccond:Camihg ~f the Messiah when i

" ‘every wrnang shall be righted." i

Ana! Despite_the statement that the "true emancipatinn. ~fi o i
w~men" CAN ~nly bec~me pnssible thrrugh C~mmunism, let nat the i
unwary w-men imagine that these male supremacists are gning ta
permit it t» take place under their brand ~f "communism." —-

B e 1

i} N
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Y. "Communiom is, h~wever, the creatisn ~f human beinss, prim-
arigv ~f the w-r¥%ing class. Tmch ~T fFhe ide~l~gicol r1r-und—
warlk which debtermine§ the noturc ~f C-mmunism hos t~ be danc
under capitalizm. IFf it is nat done n~b ~nly moy we pet tic

wrang kind ~f Crmmunism. We may als~ 1ase useful allica. After
2ll, many w~men cann~t be expected t~.fight £f~r a '"Commun-—
ism' which leaves them little betbter ~[l than bef~re."

Nathing c~uld be plainer: If these philistines' "kind ~f
CAmmunism" ever c~mes int~ being, wamen can crunt ~n "higher
childrearing all~wances fr-m Gnvernment" and.little else. In
return, let them shut up and supp~rt the,gr~undwaric necded ta
bring in this "right kind ~f Crmmunism." Nn w~nder these malc
supremacists hate the Wamen's Liberatisn mavement; it definkely
$hreatens t~ disl~rdge them fram their emincnce as "crchitects"
~f the "right kind ~f Cammunism" which will n~t disturdb the
many ~ner~us privileges they n~w enjay in the "hame" at the
expense ~f the w~man dning the d~nkey wnrk therein. Was cver
there a better argument far wamen tn dn their ~wn thesretical
thinking? And kow many "kinds" ~f Communism awme there, anyh~w?

Z¢ "There is o type ~f idint '"Morxism' t~day which in effect
asks everybndy t- unite ar~und the minimum_pnssible and
£fet ~ut there and d~ s~mething prsitive. #£11 difficult
questi~nns are t~ be ign~red t~ ~btain 'maximum unity'."

Yes, this piece is a splendid example, ignnring all diffi-
cult questinns.

A1. "Phis is the s~Tt Af atbitvde which in a peri~d ~f the~r-
etical chans (VZLL spolken! -f[€) is like wishing mourners
at a funeral "many happy rebturns ~f the day'."

Yeah, ain't it? THIS sentence is w~rth retaining, if the"
rest »f it c~uld be rew~rked s~ it fits in.

B1. 'The maximum unity that is really neecded is maximum unity
I~r ~verthr~wing imperialism and winnins the subsequent
" s~ncialist rev-alutinn," .

Exactly: +tn HELL -with such'"diversi~ns" as the W~men's"™”
Liberati~n m~vement. Where has that been suggested befare?,. .
This is the equivalent ~f the ~1d American Communist Party |
sl~gan: . "Black and White Unite ‘and Fight." I%s result was
tn chnke the Afr~-American liberati~n m~vement tn death far
decades and is n~w c~rrettly repudiated in such a f~rm by the
Black liberati~n m~vement. ~f:the U.S.

- It iS quite remarXablé hnw penple ~ nrdimarily s~ finicly
that cvery thrase appearing under the CML label must be PRAVED -
can be s~ liberal and even pr~digal.with fheir ~wn assumpti~m £
and rnt when the W~man Questinn is "all" 4that is being discubsed.
Mareaver, “the CML understanding ~f the need f~r black and ~ther
subjugated penples tn preparexand\develnp their ~wn thcar' is
conveniently fargotten when,i es tn preparing "thear far
women. Marx saidxgi%ﬂﬁéﬁgyd%%gﬁggﬁgogudged by its trcat%cnt
of women. The same can be gaid ~f individuals., -

C1. "Such maximum unity can anly be achieved by expn~sing all
forms ~f explaitatinn,” S B
True. Sn, for o change, let's expnse and nat caver up

the farm »f explnitatinn.suffered by wnmen.

o . ' R
It is the thesis »~f the writer that w~men AS A CLASS (irre-

spective ~f OTHER classes they ALSO belnrng tn as warkers, as
middle class women, etc.) have as their moin task in ~ur snciety
(imperialism, which includes the nen—cnlanial areas) the pra=— v
ductinn Af the comm~dity labnur pawer. Wamen must REprnduce

as well as prnduce this crmmndity; this and this al~ne is the
pasitisn Af "childrearing" amang the waman's hmusew~rk. Thisg
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view dncs nnt exclude the increasing need far w~mecn in the Vest
alsn tn praduce and reprnduce their ~wn labrur pnwer in the

crurse nf their h~usehn~ld activities. Butbt their main tasl: is

t~ prepare NALE LABOUR POWER far the market, and that is what

they are. d~ing even when they are "childrearing." They d~ it
whether ~r n~t they happen individuallg%¥m o Childrenrine,"

and even if they happen ta live ala € KT M%WW
~f gpecialised cases. They d~ this averall jnb far NO vages, Q?
because the MAN'S wages cnver the cnst ~f subsistence af the

v~men and children, since these are nccessary BOTH t~ the cap-
italist and t~ the man in nrder that the valve-prnducing cnm-
mAdity labrur prwer sh~uld reach the market daily far uge in
prrducing wrsdgys. Value %a«wf' hence, surplus value,

If the Gnvernment - ~r, in s~me cases, industrial firms -
add t~ these wages f~r "childrearing," this is just ~ne m~re
farm ~f stretching the MAN'S wages %nr in the small min~rity
~f cases ~f wermen living alane with ~r with~ut children, the
w~man's INDUSTRIAL wages) by slices fram #am super-prafits.
This is prnven by the fact that wemen in Asia, Africa and latin
America, as well as in the Yest Indies, get i~ such wage-stret-
chers, yet prepare MALL labrur prwer far the market during the
majarity ~f their w-rking day (the man eating first; the child-
ren, last). The naked case ~f wnmen's wark in nea-cnlnnial
areas clearly shnws that childrearing is NOT the MAJOR portinn
Af hhusewnrk, ~r "women's wnrk." i

It was Engels whn said that the family under capitalism vas
a micrncnsm ~f the system, the man playing the rnle nf capital-
ist tn the woman's "prnletarian." The prnfundity ~f this state-
ment is apparent the m~ment the mechanics ~f this family as an
ecanamic unit is analysed. Far, when a man is hired tn wnrk,
the labour pnwer he sells is a commndity he ~wns but did nnt
prnduce.- I was prnduced by laborur p-wer far which nn wages
are paid, a canditinn kn~wn in all ~ther cases as slavery. The
man ~vns the "means ~L:praductinn ~f "his cAmmadity," namely
the w-man. She, in the perfarmance .~f her "hnusew~rk," prnduces
the cnmmndity he then sells. Altheugh this happens in individuval’
"family" .cells, the tntality ~f these cells make up a CLASS in
each case: men as ~wners ~f the "means ~f prnducti~n" and the
resulting commndity (i.e. -wamen and labnur pawer, including the
labaur p-wer ~f the w-men and the pntential labnur pawer ~f the.
children) ; and w~men as slaves, Nnt tn mentinn children equally
as slaves. All this revnlves arnund the unigue crmm~dity,
labrur pnwer. <3

It thus crmes ~ut, by applying tn cnncrete conditinns the .. °
wards nf the the~ry exprunded by Engels, that the remainder ~f
~rdinary cammadity praductinm, faunded up~n the abs~lutely in-
disperseble FRIMARY chmmndity, labrur pawer, rests up~n a his-
tarical anschr~nism'in m~re ways than methnd: it rests up~n the
primary, basic SLAVERY OF VWOMEN AS A CLASS, this being their
MAIN ecoanamic ‘canditinn at the m~ment and far the foreseeable
future. The methnd far maintaining this canditinn is the nuc-
lear patrilinear family econnmic unit. TFar mnre ig .done in.
that unit, it is n~w.clear, than "cnnsumptinn, In fact, the
exi tqgce ~f this methnd in its nuclear farm has served admir-
ablyAtnwgﬁhceal the CLASS nature.~f what takes place inside it.

The OTHER, lMarx-analysed, class pasitinn ~f @4 MEN in-re-~ --=
latinn tn the MALE capitalist class,expressed through the re-
latinnship ~f bath tn the "capital equipment," i.e., the "means
~f praductisn" far nrdinary commndity praductinn, lab~ur pAwer
ig included as ~ne ~f the means ~f prnductinn, rather than as
ANe awmn~no many i the crmm~dities which the CAPITALIST hag {n
sell. This shanws WHY the slavery nf females will NEVER be nv-
ercome with~ut a revelutinn leading tn sncialism: the gacinl
nature ~f capitalist productinn far nutweighs the individual
nature nf the prnductinn nf the KEY means nf prnductinn, lab-
~ur pnwer. This shnws why sncialism must be women's STRATEGIC
gnal. At the same time, the struggle for the liberatinn ~f
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women is the indispensable pre-conditinn - the preparati~n »f
idenlngical grrundwnrk that has tn be drne under capitalism -
for the success nf any sncialist revelutisn.

Wamen are NOT merely "a useful ally,"-as the histnrically-
conditinned male supremacist (self-prnclaimed Marxist ~r nnt}
imagines. Wamen arc the prnducers nf a UNIQUE crmmndity which
is at ance a comm~dity (~wned by individual males) and at ‘the
same time, a CRUCIAL means ~f prnaduction with-out which the
entire capitalist - nT prabably any nther — ecnnamy could nnt
functinn. Thus the w~man's deapised hrusewnrrk turns ~ut ta

be a majnr econamic bulwark nf the capitalist system, s bul-
wark withorut which a mem means nf pranductinn would becnome

as scarce as a well-built car. o

W~men, because thef-and they alnne experience all these
conditinns, must find their ~wn way t~ analysing and snlving
this cemplexity »~f centradictians. The first jnb, bath far
them and far the male thenrists ~f the strategic - sncialist -
revalutinn, must be tn recngnize that, AT THE MOMENT, the con-
tradictinn betwescn sloves and glave-nwners by which labaur
prwer is currently pr-dioced, has tn have precedence at least
far the slaves themselves. TACTICALLY, the women's libera-
tian mrvement is an absnlutely indispensable adjunct ta the
central revalutinnary mnavement and ¢zt the leadership and
analysis ~f wamen has tn bezWJ’Wﬁwf'&mZ%yéﬁ’h$%égligwﬂ‘ﬂ'“é
On their ~wn struggle far liberatinn, 5 g

This is the cantext within which the great nverwhelming
fland nf sexism in nur snciety makes sense., Marenver, within
this c~ntext, it-becnmes elear WHY increasing "cHildrearing"
allnwances, ~r extending them .t~ nen-cnlonial areas, will snlve.
nathing; it would just alter the "directinn of play," as if a
frntball team changed sides during a game. .

Thigﬁ%hper males nn case at all WHY sacialism ar comminidm
alane willsnlve the waman questinn, It suggests that such a
snlutinn is cantained in extending "housewnrlk facilities" intn
the public -damain, that this c¢ould be. dnne'under capitalism if
varinus sectnrs ~f the wnrking.class-would unite, and that in
such a measure cnnsists the snlutinn.nf wamen's prablems. Its
Amissinn ~f the man fr-m the analysis alsn entails nmissinn »f
any analysis, let al~ne understanding, ~f the role ~f the nmu-
clear patrilinear family in the-special FORMS of wamen's
. slavery. Incipient sncialism has NOT snlved the Woman questinn,
..a fact alsn nnt dealt with, despite the extensinn »f such fac-
ilities on a far greater scale than under capitalign. There
is nn analysis, either ~f the CLASS nature f w~men's special
nppressinn nr ~f what the w-man is really dning in her patri-
linear cell. Vha% is prnduced is a hndge~-pndge cleor nnly in
its messive/arrngant male supremacy. e Ao ;
/ . LR . CRS
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Addendiom:  Hovsework AND Fy ploraTioN

irs iscuasian abrul n eply with the avthars - o _ATig—
igggepgéget ﬂﬁiﬁggwlr? &kduﬁxﬂxnybﬁEYan,“ has finullysregegged tl‘mn
the cnrrect methnad ~f pracedurc fnr analyaing this subject. In
~rder t~ understand "The Waman Questinn," it is nccessary t~ con-
duct a SOCIAL investigatisn ~f the crmmndity ar~und the praducti~n
~f which wamen are enslaved. Marx examined it ccnn~mically and
quantified it; yet he could specifically label h~usew~rk (which
prnduces this c~mm~dity - labnaur pawer) as a "persanal dnmestic
service." Nn ather pers~nal service prnduces a cammadity.

The investigatinn I have in mind w~uld be based nn the fallawing
cnnsideratinnsg, am~ng ~thers:

1. Labaur pawer is the ONLY camm~dity which praduces value. It
is a commndity, s~mething like a CAR; but NO CAR can prnduce value.

2. Lab~ur pnwer is 2 c~mm~dity less like a car than like a huge
steel furnace, fnr instance; that is, it is a cnmmndity which is at
the same time a MEANS OF PRODUCTION. But UNLIKE the furnace, it
nrperates by prnducing VALUE. Nn furnace prnduces value,

3. ILab~ur pawer is the ~nly c~mm~dity the sale ~f which dnes nnt
- s~cially speaking - realise a prnfit far its "~wners." ALL the
value which it pr-~duces belnngs t~ its BUYER,

4. Labrur prwer is the ~nly cammndity which the capitalists as
a class dn nnt nwn, It is ~vmed by w-rking class men, apparcntly
as individvals but actually AS A CLASS (nf slave-nwners: men AS
a 6LASS nvn the "means ~f prnducti~n" af "their ~wn" lab~ur pawer;
ey wamen) . :

5. Lab~ur p~wer is the ONLY c~mm~dity in the capitalist system
which is n~t SOCIALLY PRODUCED, Hhwever, its praducti~n inside
individual prnductinn cells (families) is deceptive: it is "indiv-
idual" in METHOD ~nly. The RESULT ~f that pr~ductian is SACIAL;

lab~ur pawer is a SOCIAL phennmen~n, deeply invalved in the varinus
CLASS relatinnships.

6. Labaur pawer, ta cantinue the last thrught, is in fact the
single pivat ar~und which ALL the class canflicts of capitalism
revalve: nnt ONLY the capitalist-prrietarias canilict; but ALSY
the male prnletariat vs female slave labsurpnwer T ~ducers.

{ T. Labnur pnwer is the ONLY crmmadity praducti~n ~f which under =
‘capitalism is UNREMUNERATED. Therefnre, it is an anachr~nism in
far m~re than the admitted "backward methad ~f praductian": it is,

in fact, the ~nly c~mmndity under capifalism prnduced by bnrdily-~
~wned slaves. 3

8. Labaur pnwer pr~duced but uns~ld is knnwn as "unempl~yment."
This cenditinn benefits the BUYER, as with ~ther uns~1d camm~dities,
Hnwever, UNLIKE ~ther uns~1ld crmmadities (all ~wned by the cspital-
ist class) its inability t~ be s~ld is NOT considered by the capit-
alists as a disaster far them. On the contrary, a certain residue
~T THIS s~mmadity MUST remain uns~1d (i.e., unb~ught) (wasted) as
a reguirement f-~r the capitalist clans; $n Je2p ifis price "at ar
belnw its valve." Wamen gn an prnducing the cammn~dity whether ~r

nnt it is snld - unlike ~ther uns~1ld cnrmmndities, the praductinn
~f which must cease.

It is anly by clnsely scrutinising the r~le ~f wamen as PT~—
ducers ~f this unique Means-~f-Praductinn crmm~dity that their true
econamic and s~cial pnsiti~n can ever be understand.

What crmes ~ut_first _is that this great cancept, "the wnrking
{ class" refers tn MALES ONLY, The w-orking class is male. Marx even
defined it as such by saying that the MAN'S WAGES cnver the cnst af
subsistence nf a wife and children. In their majarity, wamen whn
vinrk .dn sn tn augment the husband's wage. Alsn, while a smill bus—
inessman pranduces "privately," awning "his ~wn" cnmm~dities, wamen
whn prnduce "their ~wn" labrur p~wer "privately" are in reality
merely praducing a SECTION ~f the SOCIAL ‘chrmmndity labnur pawer
which belnngs CLASS WISE (i.c., s~cially) tn MEN AS A CLASSY Thym
these particular wnmen sell "their ~wn" comm~dity, they are thercoy
merely ADDING it tn the SOCIAL COMMODITY MALE labrur p-wer. THIS
determines its CLASS nature. i el ~

s
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Engels believed that, when w-men returned t~ sncial pr~dvctinn,
their "prablem" w~uld be "s~lved." It n~w bec-mes clear t~ me,
by seeing much m-re clearly h~w w-men's "prablem" is related ta
the c~mm~dity lab~ur pnwer, why (a) this will NEVER ~ccur while
capitalism lasts — ANY w~men, EVEN thnse wh~ are farced t~ supp~rt
themeelves — are still d~ing an EXTRA, NOT their MAIN, jab., KOV
it bec~mes clear HOW and WY it is right, in the sense »f w-men's
real ROLE far the system,ii single w-man A3 is IN FACT n~% a
"whale" wrman and is a lnss Tn herself and "snciety." N "snciety,"
~f crurse; but CAPITALIST s-~cicty. (b) It is alsn clear that it
will never ~ccur when s~cialism is STARTED unless and until this
analysis is fully develnped by MANY w-men.

fne p~ssible ~bjectisn ta the thenry that "wamen prnduce
lab~ur pawer" is that "middle class women aren't d-~ing that,"
and/~r "ruling class wamen d~n't prnduce lab~ur prwer," As tn
middle class wnmen, it is naw a fact that servants f~r that class
are quite scarce; but s~ is the middle class, which is falling
m~re and m~re inbt~ the upper crust ~T the lab~ur aristscracy. T~day,
it d~es n~t seem t~ me t- imp~rbant, statistically ~r class-wise;
t~ g~ int~ detail ab-ut middle class w~men. They still either dn
the h~uscw~rlk themselves with a gn~d supply ~f s~-called "lab~ur
saving devices" Ar ‘they superintend it. But as t~ ruling class
wrmen, what they are d-~ing is pr~ducing heirs and they are re-
sp~nsible f~r bringing them up t~ fit inf~ the ruling class., That
is what they ARE dning and what they HAVE BEEN dning since befire
"histnry as the recnrrd ~f class canflict¥began, TRuling class wnmen
are the ONLY w-men whnse "herstary" has been rec~rded. Their
slavery was ~bvinus, literal and unquesti~nable fr~m the start.
It was, as Bebel nated, the FIRST slavery in human chr-~nalnagy.
Is it likely that, if +the pale ruling class enslaved its wnmen,
thnse ~f the praducing classes nr ~ther intermediate classes (be-
fare capitalism) wruld be free? If n~t, what were they d~ing?

If this slavery fnllawed the usual pattern that Narx has
vrinted ~ut - i.e., h~w wages disguise. the nature ~f ruling class
explnitatinn ~f the (male) wnrking classsh~w much mrre subtly «
perhaps because ~f s~ little interest tn the males whn have dnne

he n~verwhelming maj~rity ~f writing ab-rut their ~wn activitieﬂ )
(the latter being prssible ~nly - thueg far in human chranal~gy -

~n the f@undati~n-st~ne ~f female slavery) 4 w~uld the explnitati~n
A? w%men by their male ~wners be disguised by all whn benefit ~ut

~f it. ’

When seen in this light, it bec~mes necessary tn investigate
HNY female slavery became disguised and what FORMS it assumed under
the disguise...i.e., t» strip the disguises away and lay hare the
SLAVERY upderrcath. It (s also necess: 3 lock \wio Re ef)ueshm Wemen of

12 &P vtcd elasses o ﬂ— L previeus seuefles, | s &

Since sexual activity is indispensable either far the praduc-
tian ~f heirs ~r ~f labnur pawer, it was ~nly "natural" that the
shbjugatian ~f wamen - their slavery - sh~uld find its main mosk
}: ?HT"‘E 29. In the first class sncieties, ruling class w~men's
sl :fvﬁ%- ite nakedly glavery: they were under lack and key,
f~rcibly segregated, farcibly detained in "w-~men's quarters" - znd
that slavery was als~ quite nakedly sexual in famm: the avawed
parpnse was the prnducti~n ~f "guaranteed 100% pure" male heirs.
5~, what abrut the praduc%ixp ~f "lab~ur p~wer" at an ep~ch when
its nwners were brdily-&1A%¢s? What was the FORM ~f the subjumated
classes' families? WAS there such a thing as a "slave family"?
Didn't the male ruling class cnhabit with female slaves and pr~duce
their ~wn "lab~ur pnwer" in huge numbers ~f cases? Vas this gen-
eral? Was there, as in the anachranistic U.S. Snuth bef~re the
Civil War, a set ~f male slaves ecspecially rctained far stud pur-
pnses? If sn, wruld this nnt have deeply affected male attitudes -
and female reactinan — tn the whale realm ~f sexuality (as in the
case nf Afrn-Americans)? All this needs investigatinn.

Il
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S~mewhere al~ng the line, hnwever, sexuality becamc entangled
with the then-new cancept ~f "rrmantic l~ve." Vhen? Engels tclls
us: during the Middle Ages under feudalism, when certain "pure"
xnights fell in lave with the wives female slaves) ~f their l~rds
(masters). In these early cases, there was a great ta-dn about
kceping Mlave" and sex separabed. Quite rightly, it n~w bec~mes
clear: a master dnes 1~t Iave the female slave whn praduces his
guaranteed heirs; he uses her far the purpnse far which he keeps
her. Thus, up t~ this p-~int, sex vas clearly the methad by which
w~men were subjugated, nat tn mentinn the ~nly methad far fulfill-
ing their functinn, since it is the stary ~f ruling class women
which is recarded. =k

But because sexuality was in, fact - as it will nn? day again
bec~me — wamen's gl-Ty, zﬁaﬁﬂﬁi@éﬁgze-Cnuld n~ langer (if it ever
did) sustain the fictin~n ~f being separatef frm "ramantic lave."
As feudalism gave way tn capitalism and the complexity ~f s~ciety's
class structure began tn be reduced, sexuality played an ever-
bigger, ever-mnre-ambigu~us rnle in the subjugatisn ~f women. Again,
the ~nly recnrd (written by males) is ~f ruling class and/~r upper
class wamen. It was still -bvisus (chrenalngy ~f voyal families,
~f "nable" families;and later, ~f the big werchanv iamilies which
finally develnped intn b~urgenis families) that these w~men were
bndily-~vmed crunters in the "game" Af fartune-building..pLythers
s~1ld their daughters ta unite fortunes; husbands usedtheir wives _
in a sexual manner when necessary ~r expedient against ~r far ~ther
males whnse fartunes interfered with theirs; etc. Yet, amidst this
scene, the theme ~f "r~mantic lave" continued tn grow - always and
still illicit: Tennys~n was writing the Idylls ~f the King in the
19th century. -

This is the kind ~f chranalagy that stands in back ~f capital-
ist s~ciety ins~nfar as lave and sexuality are cnancerned,

Naw, it was Marx whn expnrsed h~w the new s~ciety, capitaligm,
n~w disguised@ explaitatinn by the (malc) ruling class nf the(pale)
w~TkiTg class thr~ugh the purchase and use ~f the unigue cammaGity
labaur prwer. This far, he gnt. But he .did nat see hnw sexuality
had c~me t~ disguise the explnitatinn ~f w~men by men(as well as
by the whnle capitalist system which benefits from the” crmmndity
labrur prwen. At the same time, it was behind this disguise that
the whnle Fémale Stere~type (what women "are like") was gradually
~ver the millenia built up fa agg% cnnvenience ~f their male users.
It was behind ?Q%E.Q%FS that ,thav stere~type, based ~n the real
functisn ~f womel, \Their duty and ~pligatisn ta bear children t-
keep the mald ruling class and the (male) warking class perpetuated
far the suppnsedly "Anly basic class cnnflict" tn the print where
(quite "carrectly" fr~m the male viewpnint and fr~m the ling class
XiewFﬂint) a single woman was a lass tn herself and ﬁ?jéé%fékﬁz
¥asn't sne, iu 1'ACT?.

It is n~t surprising that, depending as he did ~n thz unre-
munerated slavery (that is, pers~nal d-~mestic service AT nAusevnrik)
~f POUR w-men (wife, servant and qudavghters) far his ~wn activ-
ities (writing and analysis) thaﬂ%ﬂb Ui~l1d label this slavery as
"pers~nal d~rmestic service," and nat see its vital, indispensable,
inseparable cnnnectinn with sacial prnductinn., Engels missed this
as well, thrugh he at least did clearly sce that men explnited
w~men, far he m~re ~r lecgs said as much in making his analagy ~f
the brurge~is’ family # capitalist snciety with the man playing
the r~le ~f capitalist t~ the w-man's "pr~letarian." What is the
capitalist's r~le vis-a-vis the prnletarian? He explaits him and °
this is the s~urce nf his prwer and his wealth. He dnes it by
nvming the means nf prnductinn, EXCEF! labnur power which, -~n the
surface at least, somenne ELSE (i.e., the explaited) "~wns." This
nnw needs careful and detailed scrutiny. And REanalysis - and NOT
by any male. He is just nnt equipped far the jnb. ust as black
penple have begun repudiating - ~r at least penetratingly questi~n-
ing - far th?mselves all thenry written af them °{and this usually .
gnes. with it/ FOR them by whites, now wnmen must apenly, bnldly

reéau&mc ~ after !&esﬁcvﬂ'nj - all ﬁ;eo-r«./ of them sad {or them by males

° 3n7 colowr:




