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EDITORIAL
OIN THE DEBATE!

Over 100 arrests had been made on the
picket line at the Grunwick film

processing firm in North London ss
Socialist Woman went to press. The
anti-abortionists have stepped up their

campaign to gel Benyon's restrictive Bill
through Parlinment. The occupations at
the Weir Maternity Home and Hounslow
Hospitalin London continue, ssdoes that
gl the FElizabeth Garreit Anderson
women's hospital. These are only & few of
the Indications of the depth of the present
social snd economic crisis which is taking
its toll amongst women.

It is not an unfamiliar patiern. That
much was evidemt when over 3,500
women met in Paris at the end of May.
Coachloads of women from Barcelona,
Madrid, Rome, and many other major
European cities discassed Tor three days
how they were fighting back against these
attacks. We discussed our successes and

Why

drew lessons from our errors. And
everyone wenl away more committed to
pursaing and strengthening international
links in the women's movement.

Another point which came across in
Paris was the need for us 1o go back to
many of the lundamental questions
relating to women's oppression. If we
want to ward off the present atiacks of the
ruling class — in which social democracy
and the Communist Parties remsin
complicit — we need to be clear about
where we are going. We have to
re-discover our traditions as socialist
feminists. And we have to re-examine the
very roois of women's oppression 5o that
wecan map ouiaclearsirategy. Thisisthe
kind of clarity which can lay the basis for
tzking the fight beyond one simply for
women's rights — to that of women's
liberation.

This issue of Socialist Woman reflects

the need to have clarity on fundamental
guestions — theories of women’s oppres-
sion, therole of the autonomous women's
movement, its relationship 1o the revolu-
tionary organisation, and the need (o
retain the auionomy of the women's
movement even after the seizure of state
power by the working class as a whole.
Many more general questions relating to
revolutionary sirategy have been posedin
the debate around positive legislation for
women's abortion rights. Ome of the
papers produced on this issue for the
conference of the Natiomal Abortion
Campaign is reprinted below.

If any of these articles provoke you —
take your pen fo paper and join in the
debate in the columns of Socialist
Woman!

NAC does not

support ALRA’s Bill

The sacond nalional conference of the
Natlonal Abortion Campailgn In March
decided to discuss and prepare a Bl that
would embody s woman's right to
choose. The model Blll proposed by ALRA
was rejected as restrictive. This papar was
part of the pre-conference discussion,
and we submitied it as well to the April
1877 Feminism & Soclalism workshop on
‘Sexusilty’ becauss we beileve that all
feminists wiil want to participate in the
drafting of a feminist Blil on abortion.

Wae opposed the ALRA proposals for
two main reasons: becausa it Is tactically
incorrect to make positive legialation the
main focus of our campaign while we
have & restrictive amending Bill in
Parliament, &and because wa do not think
the content of tha Blll, specifically Its
accaptance of viabllity, will give women
tha right to choosa.

What do we mean by a Woman's Right to
Chooaa?

In the recent debate in Parilameant
around the second reading of Benyon's
Bill, Mauresn Colquhoun pointed out
that restrictive abortion laws are a recent
historical event; ‘One of the mytha used
by the anti-abortionists, and often usad
in debates in this Houss, ia that abortion

violates some age-old and God-given
natural faw. Yet until 100 years ago
almost nobody — not even the Catholic
Church — punished abortion In the sarly
stages of pregnancy.’ In 1803 the State
started the procass of making abortion a
criminal act. In 1929 the foetus was given
rights. The 1967 law lifted some restric-
tions, but left the decision with the
medical profession, not with women.

We say that it is a woman's body and
her life; she is entitled to control its
reproductive function. No other person or
Institution should be able to compel her
to have or not to have childran. Wa fight
for this to be expressed in law because
the State claims to have superior rights
over the individual's right to control her
own life, and has the power to enforce
this claim.

Parliament and Abortion Rights

Since 1967 the anti-abortionists have
developed a massive campaign In sup-
port of a succession of Bills — Gryll's,
White's, and Benyon's. We must not
characterise the Benyon Bill as [ess
threatening to woman than White's Bill.
If it gets through Parllament it will
restrict women's abortion righta from
two directione. It would both drop the
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upper time limit by 8 weeks and aliso
make early abortions difflcull to get
because of the reguirement to find two
doctors to =ign the form who work In
different hospitals or practices, one of
whom must have been ragisterad for five
years. Tha charitable clinics who last
year did 30,000 abortions would cease to
exist. It attacks civil liberties, glving
police wide powers to enter clinics and
hospitals to obtaln coples of confidential
records, by implying that a woman's GP
must be told about her abortion, and by
extending the time during which doctors
and nurses could be prosecuted. The Bl
would stop research into earlier and
safer methods of abortlon, by extending
tha Act to include D&Cs, and menstrual
extraction.

The 35 organisations, Including NAC,
that make up the Cc-ordinating Gom-
mittea to defend the "67 Act felt some
degree of satisfaction becausa the voting
differential since tha White BIll hasa
altared slightly. Doas this mean that the
focus of NAC should have been chang-
ed? Do wa now feal confident that we can
trust MPs to vole against the Benyon
Bill without further attention from us? Do

wa feel that MPs presented with ALAA's

ideas for a Blll will change thelr minds
about the Benyon Bl or any further
abortion amendmant BIll?-




NAC, ALRA snd Parliament

Since 1937 the Abortlon Law Raform
Association has been a parllamentary
pressure group to convince MPs to
legalise abortion. ALRA is & membership
organisation whose members meat only
once a year at an Annual General
Mesating. Its day to day actlvities and
policies are determined by an elected
axecutive committee of about 20 people
inLondon. In 1975 the committea changed
its name to ‘A Woman's Right to
Choose Campaign/ALRA', and some of
its new faminist members helped to form
NAC.

Implicit In the founding of NAC was
the knowledge that the traditional organ-
isations, including ALRA, were unable to
defeat the White Bill. These organisations
who had worked for and acted as
watchdogs for the 1967 Act totally
underaestimated the strength and pearsev-
erance of the anti-abortionists inside and
outside Parliament; moreover they had no
effective strategy and no forces to
counteract them.

MAC was formed to bulld a mass
movement to force MPs to recognise
women's right to choose abortion. MPs
vota in response to a number of
pressures and criteria: (1) becausa their
parllamentary Whip says how they
should vote, (2) according to their
personal views, (3) because of pressura
from constituents, (4) because of a need
tc maintain credibility among certaln
sectors of soclety, (5) threat of with-
drawal of support from the constltuency
party and sponsoring trade unions, (€)
because of mass pressure from a
national movement. The anti-abortionists
recognised In the early 'T0s the imporn-
ance of putting mass pressure on MPa,

The anti-abortlonists’ recent gains In
winning parlilamentary support did not
occur until they moved . -out from being a
small parllamentary lobby Into being
a national campalgn able to bring 100,000
people onto the streets against abortion.
The Parllament of the last few years has
become steadlly more consarvative under
the prassure of the deep economic and
social crisls of the period. The anti-
abortionlsts have capitalised on this by
exerting mass pressure. If MPs made
their decisions on the basis of public
opinion polls, the evidence of groups of
spacialists, or the presentation of good
ideas, there would be no need for NAC.

The main focus for NAC in the first six
months must be o defeat the Benyon
Bill. If we cannot stop the antl-abortlon-
ists from restricting abortion rights there
is no way In which we can gain positive
abortion rights in the next sesslon. Our
first priority must be to defeat the BIll;
however, we should also be discussing In
depth NAC's ideas about positive abor-
tion rights which clearly demonstrate what
we mean by ‘A Woman's Right to Choose’
inlaw.

Our Objections to ths Contenis of
ALRA’s Blll

The original Bill drafted by ALRA
sought 1o estabiish a Woman's Right to
Choosa up 10 12 weeks, when the right
would revert to the doctor. NAC mambers
argued against this, and ALRA's [atest
proposals call for this right to ba
extended to 24 weeks. Their arguments
for a cut-off date fall into two categories:
first, that at the point of viabllity the
foetus establishes its right to life which
parallels or supersedes the woman's

right to choose termination; secondly, a
pragmatic consideration, the Impoasibil-
ity of getting a Bill through Parliamant
without a time limit,

When Does Viability Occur?

In the USA in 1974, Dr. Kenneth Edealin
was convicted of manslaughter for
performing an abortion on a 24 week
foetus. The prosecution's case was that
at 24 weeks it was viable and could have
lived outszide the womb, Ever since 1975,
when American woman won the right to
abortion choice up to 6 months, antl-
abortionista have used the viability
Tlrgumant as the main way to attack the
AW

It is not easy to determine the exact
point at which a foetus could exist
indepandently of the woman. You only
have to see the BBC documentary on
Edelin's trial to see that there are many
conflicting ‘expert’ opinions. Pramatura
births require extensive life support
systems, but the advances of medical
science will mean that a foetus can be
kept allve outside the mother's womb at
an sarlier and earller stage — so that
the eventual outcome of abortion laws
dependent on viability would be a ban on
abortlon outside the very sarliest weseks
of conception.

The US Supreme Court on 1 July 1976
unanimously upheld the Missourl law's
dafinitlon of viability as 'That stage of
tostal development when the life of the
unborn child may be continued Indefin-
itely outside the womb by natural or
artificial life support systems.' But they
sald that it was the function of the
physician, not the legisiature or the
courts, to place viabllity at a specific
point in gestation, and this point ‘may
vary with ®sach pregnancy’ rather than
being aconstant forall pragnancies.

If we wara 1o accept that the woman's
right was conditional on the possibliity
of the independent life of her foetus, then
the only way in which this could be
translated into law would be if the upper
tima limit for abortion was the wery
lowest age at which a foetus could
survive. If you say that a woman's right s
conditional and that a foetus of a certain
age has rights, who then decides whose
rights take precedence — the doctor? the
State? the courts? The political argument
of woman's life versus fostal life would
have to be thrown Into the courts,
removing from women their right to
decide.

If early abortions and menstrual ex-
tractions wera readily available, bearing
in mind the medical and emotional
complications of late abortion, few
would chooss to have abortions past 20
weeiks. But as the Lane Committee and
Prof. Pater Huntingford have pointed out,
the few women who do present after 20
weeaks have compelling reasona for doing
80. Those who challenge women's right
to choose to terminate  pregnancy
through to the ninth month imply that
women will take such a decision lightly.

Women's Rights versus Foetal Rights

The ‘rights’ of & foetus must match
biological facts. That is, while it Is
undeniably a potential human being, it is
not yet a human being but part of the
woman's body. It has potential rights
that can be claimea at birth. If damaged
in the womb and therefore still-bom or
miscarried, the mother claims not as a
repraaentative of the dead foetus, but in

Page3

- - e e

her own right, against whoever caused
the damage. If a deformad child is born,
it can claim in ita own right, against
damage done to it as a foetus,

We do not bellva that there can be any
political concessions to tha  antl-
abortionists on the question of viability.
And we do not  believe that it is the job
of MAC, an abortion campaign acting for
women, to take up such issuss as
defence of the foetus.

A Woman’s Right to Choose means
total control over reproduction. That Is
tha principle we stand for. Inaofar as her
cholce is Iimpaired, then we must
recognise that her right is Impaired.
Abortion ‘on condition®, or abortion ‘until
a certain time’, Is not a 'Woman’s Right
to Choose'.

ALRA's proposals are based on vi-
abliity arguments. They accept the limits
set by the Infant Life Preservation Act,
which they still want to leave on the
statute books, although In an amended
form. Thus it sets limits on the right of
choice. Leaving the viability aspect of the
ILPA  virtually untouched provides a
cartain target for the anti-abortlonists to
amend downwards. These are the most
gglrrlnus problems with regard io the ALRA

.

What Kind of Leglslation Do We Want

ALRA ara campaigning for a woman’s
right to choose within the context of
British law. Thay argue that under
the present system of law there is no way
that abortlon could be deflned as a
legally enforceable right, that it is not
important for our movement to challenge
precedent, but that we should concen-
trate on changes and amendments that
could be won mora-easily.

Thera are other lines of investigation
that we could pursue. In the recent
debate on the Benyon Blll, Nicholas
Fairbairm MP stressed that Scotland had
no specific abortion laws before the '67
Act: ‘A doctor could perform an abortlon
just as he could take out a tooth or an
appandix.’ Does not this imply looking
more closely at a perspective of total
repeal of all laws Invalving abortlon —
including the ILPAT Let us also discuss
challenging British legal precedent and
establishing positive rights for indivi-
duals in law.

Conclusion

It is important that we separate the
fundamental principles of our campaign
from the tactical considerations of when
and how to adopt a particular form of
advancing the struggle. We believe that a
Woman’s Right to Choose should not ba
compromised by us. We must work
towards the full right to choosa In law. If
we cannot win it fully, then we must be
clear who bears the responsibility for
limiting the right. We do not make
concassions while the Bill is still in our
hands. NAC must formulate what law we
think ls necessary to glve women the
right to choose. We will support anything
which la an advance for women In our
endeavours to win control over our lives,
but as a campalgn we should not give
away what |s not ours to concede.

TONI GORTON
WENDY FORREST
DODIE WEPPLER
BERRY BEAUMONT
ROSE KNIGHT



The Second
International
and the early

women’s
movement

This article is a transcription of a talk originally given to a school
on ‘Women and the First Three internationals’ organised by the

International Marxist group.

The Second International made a major contribution to the
development of a socialist women's movement in Europe and in
the USA. Whatever criticisms one has to make of the Second
International’s rofe, and there are many, we have to recognise the
fact that the International and its organisations gave birth to a
mass socialist women's movement with a coherent programme,
forms of organisation and systematic agitation, and made this
movement a decisive force in the struggles that were taking place
amongst women from different social strata for emancipation
from some of the most blatant aspects of oppression and
repression under capitalism.

By the middle of the first decade of this century, all of the
organisations which comprised the Second International had
gone through very thorough debates over their programme to
deal with women's oppression, and had reached a fairly common
accord, which was reflected at the Congress of the International
in 1907. This programme dealt with the question of suffrage, of
the right of women to vote on a universally equal basis with men;
the enactment of various measures of protection for female
Imbour from the rigours of capitalist exploitation; and various
other related social questions — such as education, child care,
etc. Most of the organisations had also adopted fairly parallel
forms of organisation in which the specific oppression of women
and the need for specific forms of agitation among proletarian
women arcund these guestions was recognised. Special sub-
commities structures, sub-divisions of the main party organisa-
tions, were created to organise this work, slong with special
organs for agitation among proletarian women, and specific

posts inside the organisation responsible for this type of work.
This was the outcome of a long period of political debate and
political struggle, especially within the German party, waged by a
number of prominent women socialists, the best known of whom
was Clara Zetkin.

The main focus of my remarks will be the German party —
partly because it's the party whose history is the most clearly
documented, but also because the German party had a position of
overriding dominance inside the Second International. Its
decisions and its actions inevitably governed what took place in
other sections of the International.

Two Main Questions

There were two main questions which preoccupied the German
Social Democrats and, to a greater or lesser degree, dominated
the debaies elsewhere inside the International. The first was the
issue of the role of women in productive labour, and what
programme had to be put forward to deal with this question. The
second  issue was that of the developing fight for women's
suffrage, which in turn, in many countries, was associated with
the more general struggle for the extension of the democratic
rights of the working class. For cxample, in Germany
universal male suffrage existed for the Imperial Reichstag, the
parliamentary body of the entire Empire — but it
did not exist for all of the provincial parfiaments, many of which,
especially the Prussian Parliament, were extremely powerful and
at the same time had an extremely restricted suffrage.




To understand these debates it is necessary to look at the
origins of German Social Democracy. The German Social
Democratic Party which was born as a single united movement at
the Gotha Conference of 1875 was a fusion of two different
currents inside the German workers movement. These were
represented on the one hand by the Lassalleans (followers of the
early socialist thinker Ferdinand Lassalle), who based themselves
on an eclectic fusion of certain ideas drawn from petty bourgeois
utopian socialism, and an orientation to the emerging German
working class and its newly formed organisations. On the other
hand, there was the so-called Marxist wing, led by Bebel and
Liebknecht, who looked to the ideas of Marx for their political
authority (although they were far from being faithful
representatives of either a systematic Marxist analysis or of Marx
and Engels’ own political views).

Underneath the formal existence of two organisational and
political traditions it is possible to see two currents in an
ideclogical sense. The first is economism. It reflected an attempt
of the working class to control its basic economic and material
interests in the face of the rise of industrial capitalism in
Germany. The second is radical democracy, which tried to
continue the fight which both the urban petty bourgeoisie and
the developing proletariat had launched in the 1848 revolutions,
for the unification of Germany on the basis of a radical bourgeois
democracy. This was a struggle which had been sold out by the
middle and big bourgeoisie to the German landed aristocracy,
laving the basis for the particular reactionary form of unification
which took place under the aegis of Prussia, engineered by
Bismarck in 1871. The economist trend is broadly identifiable
with Lassalleanism, and the radical democratic trend with the
‘Marxism’ of Bebel and Liebknecht.

That is, rather schematically, how the political composition of
Social Democracy can be characterised, and I believe this division
had a reflection in the debate over women's oppression.

Women In The Productive Process

In the debate over productive labour, what was basically at
stake was whether or not one was in favour of introducing and
extending the participation of women in the productive process.
This was tied up with the global view of social development one
had — whether one saw the political objectives and aspirations of
the proletariat emerging out of the dynamic growth of the
productive forces, setting in motion increasingly broader and
broader layers of society (the Marxist view); or whether one had a
narrow view of defending the working class from the terrrible
disruptions of its life being brought about by developing
industrialism (the view of petty bourgeois socialism). Not
surprisingly, the Lassalleans took the latter position. From an
early stage they made it clear that they were opposed to the
introduction of women into the workforce, because they felt it
was destructive of working class family life (which they thought
represented the best elements of working class existence), and
because it only benefited the bourgeoisie. This was a view which
both Marx and Engels attacked sharply at various times — Marx
in his Critique of the Gotha Programmte around which German
Social Democracy was unified, and Engels later on in The Origin
of the Family. They based their view on the understanding of the
labour process as the most basic process of socialisation — that
is, the process whereby various social layers were broken out of
their narrow, restrictive and fragmented positions and integrated
into a broader social whole in the form of the modern proletariat,
which was actually capable of transforming society in its own
interests and organising a higher form of society.

There was a further division within the ranks of the
Lassalleans. Some were actually opposed to afl forms of female
labour and thought women's place was in the home, reflecting
their petty bourgeois conception of socialism and their
attachment to defence of the family. Another wing felt that
female labour was all right in its place: as long as it was not in
direct competition with male labour. This current exhibited a
narrow, economistic trade union view, unfettered by more general
petty bourgeois socialist notions. In general until the 18705 it was
the first view — opposition to all forms of female labour —
which dominated amongst the Lassalleans. This was demonstrat-
ed at several public meetings organised by the Lassalleans, where
a vote was taken amongst the broad, male working audience,
revealing a big majority in favour of the total exclusion of female

labour from the workforce.

The position of the *Marxist” current tended to be ambiguous.
There were various pronouncements by the German Section of
the First International which came very close to sharing the
Lassallean view, and it is certainly the case that even these
so-called Marxists were heavily influenced by Lassallean ideas,
which were overwhelmingly predominant within the German
socialist workers movement of this period. But Bebel himself had
a different position. In general the radical democratic current
inside German Social Democracy was brought towards the
Marxist view by the fact that they represented a general
‘enlightened’ view in favour of the emancipation of women from
the varous constraints imposed on them. They recognised that
institutions such as bourgepis marriage and the family
objectively, at least under the specific conditions of capitalism,
imposed such constraints, and they saw productive labour, in a
similar way to Marx, as a liberating force. So while they were in
favour of the political emancipation of women, they also
accepted that productive labour had a positive role to play in this.

‘Restriction Of Female Labour®

But they tended to operate with rather cautious formulae. The
most common phrase used by the Mamxists — known as the
Eisenachers after the site of the founding congress of their
organisation — was ‘restriction of female labour’. This was
ambiguous: it could mean preventing competition with male
workers, but it was generally interprefed to mean protective
legislation.

To a large degree, this was a debate not resolved through
theoretical argument, but by history. As early as the 1848
revolution, women workers had begun to develop forms of
organisation and political articulation — many women took part
on the barricades of the revolution in the most developed areas.
But in 1848 there were only half a million workers in Germany —
many in domestic service. By the time of Gotha, in 1875, the
number had doubled to a million. In the following decade, the
peak decade of German industrialisation following unification,
the number increased to in excess of five million. Over the
remainder of the century it was to double yet again.

Under these circumstances it became clear that the force of
German industrialisation, which was not a force against which
the working class could hope to defend primitive artisan methods
of labour, was systematically creating greater and greater
numbers of proletarian women. It became more and more
impossible to stand for the position of keeping women out of
indusiry. So while the Gotha Conference represented — as Marx
acknowledged — a victory for the Lassallean viewpoint on a
whole series of important programmatic guestions, on this
guestion of women and productive labour it was the view of the
Eisenachers which was accepted, and the demand for the
‘restriction of female and child labour’ was incorporated into the
programme of Social Democracy. Marx himself was not satisfied
with this. In his critique of this programme, he said: we need to be
clear what we mean by restriction of female labour; what we mean
is the hours which they are employed, the specific conditions under
which they are employed, this type of thing. But despite its
ambiguities, this position made it possible for the Social
Democrats to develop a positive programme corresponding to the
particular problems and needs of women in industry, and to have
a serious organisational and political orientation towards the
developing army of women workers.

Compromise On Question Of Suffrage

On the question of suffrage matters were not so clear. The
basic plank around which Lassalle had built his whole utopian
schema of socialism was that of universal manhood suffrage. He
did not raise the question of female suffrage. At the 1875 Gotha
Congress the proposal put forward by the Lassalleans was again
for universal manhood suffrage. The final decision of the
Congress was, once more, a compromise. The position of the
Lassalleans, which would have cut the Social Democrats off from
any kind of agitation in favour of female suffrage, was rejected.
Instead a vague position was adopted: Social Democracy was in
favour of the extension of suffrage to all adult citizens without
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restriction, in both national and local elections. One could then
argue endlessly about whether or not women were ‘citizens’. It
meant that German Social Democracy had a position that was not
opposed to female suffrage, but also one that made it impossible
to develop agitation around the questionina systematic way.

This was a serious political weakness which was not actually
remedied until the adoption of the Erfurt Programme in 1891.
This programme, drafted by Karl Kautsky, was widely considered
to be an historic eradication of the Lassallean notions which had
played such a dominant role in the early political history of the
party. Most of its theoretical formulae adopted positions which
were largely consistent with Marxism regarding the dynamics of
the capitalist system. It also took a clear position in favour of the
vote for women, and in favour of the removal of all legal
restrictions on the position of women. This meant it was now
possible for Social Democracy to start serious agitation on this
question, although there were no attempts to do so for a year.

The typical way German Social Democracy carried out its
agitation was through the legislative procedures of the Reichstag;
they would draft a Bill which they would then publicise widely,
through its various organs, among the working class, and under
certain circumstances organise mass mobilisations around the
Bill, but that was relatively rare. Accordingly in 1895 a Bill on
female suffrage was introduced in the Reichstag, indicating that
by the 18905 the German Social Democracy had completed the
process of laying the programmatic basis for a serous
orientation towards working women and the struggle for
women's emancipation.

Special Sub-Committees Set Up

This was rapidly reflected in their organisational structures,
with the creation of special sub-committess charged with
responsibility for agitation among women, the creation of a
political organ for women workers, and the development of
representatives of the women's sections inside the various
executive bodies of the organisation, and at the congress of the
party.

As a direct result of this the ability of Social Democracy to
draw into its ranks the most class conscious militants from the
female working class was immensely enhanced, The female
membership of the Social Democratic Party (or its associated
groups) shot up from 4,000 in 1900 to 150,000 in 1913, (Before
1908 it was illegal under the Combination Laws for women to
belong to the Social Democratic Party; but this restriction had
largely been by-passed by the creation of distinct women’s
associations.)

Despite these impressive results, grave weaknesses remained in
this work, the most serious of which was a powerful trend
towards the ‘ghettoisation’ of women's agitation. We have to
understand that the policy of the leadership of Social Democracy
'o encourage independent, autonomous forms of women's
organisation did not flow from particularly positive factors. One
important element in their thinking was the fact that for a whole
period it would have been illegal to organise women directly under
theauspicesof the party. And legalism was very deeply ingrained in
the SDP, evenamongsomeofits supposedly more “radical’ leaders.
Here for exampleis oneleader of the SDP speakingin the Reichstag:
“We are going to observe the law for an obvious reason. Our
party is a reform party in the strongest sense of the word, It is not
a party that wants to make a violent revolution. That would be
unthinkable. I deny most emphatically that our efforts are
directed towards the overthrow of the existing social and political
order.” That was Wilhelm Liebknecht. speaking in the Reichstag
on the eve of the adoption of the Anti-Socislist Law, which made
the SDP and all activities, with the exception of those directly
connected with parliamentary elections, totally illegal.

Another factor was an attitude on the pari of the leadership
that women's agitation was really not that crucial. There were
certain militants in the party who wanted to take up this issue, so
the casiest way to deal with the situation was to give them the
freedom they wanted and let them get on with the job and see
what they could make of it Ignaz Auer, a lesding Social
Democratic member of the Reichstag, at the 1900 Party Congress
(a real turning point in the Social Democrais’ efforts to organise
women), said: “Of course the nervous excitement of our women
is, regrettably, easy enough to understand, if we remember that
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Marx eriticised the amblgulty of the Social Democrats’ demand fo
‘restriction of female labour—he emphasised that It must apply only to
hours, conditions. sic.

despite years of exhausting work they have had minimal success.
The trouble is that there are too few women comrades in the
party. I wish there were many more. The few who have to do all
the work are overloaded and thus prone to become bad tempered,
So it comes about that they sometimes make life miserable for us,
even though we are not to blame.’ This exemplifies how the SDP
leadership used its policy to neutralize criticc wha accused them
ofnotdoing systematicagitation on the question of women.

The third factor which shaped the SDP leadership’s position
was a deep fear of the efforts of various conservative Eroups to
find a base inside the working class. There was, for example,
quite a large trade union organisation, the Hirsch-Duncker
unions (the so-called *vellow’ trade unions), that organised
workers on the basis of overt collaboration with the employers,
and bad for many years extensive influence among Catholic
workers. The SDP leadership was clearly afraid that the
bourgeois feminist movement, if the Social Democrats offered no
alternative, could become a successful venture in this direction.
S0, as a defensive measure, they were prepared to encourage a
significant amount of work among working women to forestall

Fear Of Party Leadership

It should be emphasised that these views were those of the SDP
leadership, and not of the leading women militants in the party,
such as Clara Zetkin, who for the most part were partisans of the
party's left wing and held quite differsnt positions. That is where
one contemporary chronicler of the Social Democratic women's
movement — Alexandra Kollontai — tended to go wrong in her
interpretation. She based her judgement on the views of Zetkin
and her co-workers, and not that of the party leadership (who, of
course, ultimately determined its policy).

This situation appears to have had serious consequences. A




tremendous rise in agitation around the guestion of the highly
restrictive suffrage in Prussia started in 1910 and continued right
up until the very eve of the war. This was such a powerful and
emotive issue that it brought Prussia to the verge of a
pre-revolutionary crisis. At one time there were half a million
workers demonstrating on the streets of Berlin, and widespread
physical confrontations with the Prussian army and police —
something virtually unknown in the history of German Social
Democracy.

It would appear that this agitation was not integrated,
however, with the struggle for female suffrage. At about this time
there were organised a series of demonstrations on female
suffrage; but they took place under the auspices of the women’s
section of the party, not the main party organs, and were
organised on a pan-German basis, both of which must have
served to divorce them from the upsurge that was breaking out
over the restrictive Prussian suffrage.

We have to say that despite the undoubtedly valuable and
important work done under the auspices of German Social
Democracy, it remained seriously flawed by this failure to
integrateagitation among women into the class struggle as a whole.
This weakened the struggle for the emancipation of women,
because it cut the women's movement off from the most powerful
sections of the proletariat, who were beginning to make
important gains and headway in this period. But it also weakened
the workers' struggle as a class, becuase it removed from that
struggle the fervour and energy of one force who were among the
most systematically oppressed and discriminated against, and
whose grievances could have represented a crucial weak-point in
the structure of the German absolutist state.

Conservative Outlook On Family

Intertwined with this ambiguous and often conservative
artitude towards political issues on the part of the Social
Democratic leadership was an even more conservative outlook on
issues such as the family and the various social correlates of
women's oppression. This reflected itself in even the more radical
quarters. If, for example, you take Bebel’s highly influential
book Women and Socialism, which, when it was published in the
late 1870s, represented a very advanced and enlightened view in
Social Democracy, il remains conservative on many guestions.
One illuminating example is Bebel’s critique of ‘bourgeois
marriage’. He only eriticises the legal restrictions to which women
were subjected by virtue of marriage, not the social implications
of marriage and the family. When he refers to the problem of
child care, he says that under socialism women will not have to be
burdened with this: they can turn for assistance to ‘nurses,
teachers, fermale friends, and the rising fernale generation” (my
emphasis). Even in this most enlightened view there is no
guestioning of the essential allocation of social roles along sexual
lines.

This reflected the deep acceptance of bourgeos ideas by Social
Democracy on many social and cultural questions, a general
failure to confront and fight the hold of bourgeois ideology inside
the working class, and a deep hostility to the developing petty
bourgeois feminist movement. This latter guestion was one on
which the party’s right and left wing was in accord — there could
be no dealings with ‘bourgeois feminism’.

(On the part of the left this attitude, if in many respects incorrect,
was nonetheless principled. But from the standpoint of the right it
was sheer hypocrisy. For the right was, in general, in favour of
Social Democracy establishing political ties with social layers
outside the working class. One of the most formative debates in
the history of the party was that over the “agrarian guestion® in
the mid-"90s. Here the right was the champion of the idea that
Social Democracy should defend the interests of the peasantry (as
one leading right spokesperson, Quarck, argued, Social
Democracy had to be the advocate of ‘general enlightened
policies’). The left took a narrow and essentially ‘workerist’
position of wanting to have nothing to do with the peasantry (a
position which, it should be noted, Engels disagreed with quite
strenuously). However this stand was tied up with the right’s
electoralism: it was an issue which would allow them to
strengthen their electoral influence in predominantly agrarian
areas like Bavaria. On the question of women's oppression their
view was very different; here a “general enlightened policy” would
have meant confrontation with the absolutist state and the
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prejudices of bourgeois ideclogy. The right was having none of
that.

In conclusion, it is instructive to contrast the attitude of
German Social Democracy with that of the American Socialist
Party. The American SP had the advantage of organising within
a working class that had been uprooted from its traditional social
ties (at the turn of the century a majority of the American
industrial working class were first-generation immigrants) and
rapidly drawn into large scale industry. It was therefore relatively
unencumbered by petty bourgeois pressures.

As a consequence the American SP had no reservations in
taking up the issue of women’s suffrage, and no fear of forging
links with the petty bourgeois feminist movement. When Eugene
Debs ran for the Presidency in 1908 the demand for female
suffrage was one of the main planks in his platform (compare this
with the publication of Karl Kautsky's The Road to Power —
a basic text of the German Social Democrats — the year before:
its main emphasis was on the development of the working class
vote as an instrument in the class struggle, but there is not one
word about female suffrage!). The result was that feminism in the
United States did not develop as a current in sharp opposition to
socialism, but was a movement whose main leaders were on the
periphery of the socialist movement and deeply influenced by its
ideas.

Thus, for example, Margaret Sanger, a leading feminist of her
day and internationally famous as a pioneer of birth control, was
an active militant of the Socialist Party and for many years
disseminated her ideas through a column on birth control and
sexual advice in The Call, paper of the New York SP. (A small
example which indicates what impact the partisanship of the SP
for the cause of women could have in even the most alien circles
was the involvement of the daughter of ' banker J.P. Morgan,
herself a bourgeois feminist, in the SP’s solidarity movement with
amajor strike of women textile workers. )

The fusion of the class struggle with the broad movement for
women's emancipation in the United States was an example
which, if it had been duplicated in a country like Germany, where
the socialist movement had a deeper tradition and more powerful
organisation, could have had immense political consequences for
the class struggle as a whole.
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Capitalism,
Politics,
& Personal Life
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many questions, both for supporters of these movements and for members of
revolutionary groups. Among the issues that crop up repeatedly in discussion and in
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_politics to ‘personal life’ and, connected with this, the principles of organisation of
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capitalism (Pluto Press, £1). e

These ideas will be new to many readers of Socialist Woman; we hope that they
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The goal of the Marxist movement is the liberation of too stand for the abolition of exploitation and class distine-
humanity. This involves the destruction not merely of economic tions...How do we differ from the anarchists on principles? The
exploitation but of political domination, the oppressive relations principles of communism consist in the establishment of the
of the family, and a series of other things. Anyone who denies dictatorship of the proletariat and in the use of state coercion in
this, and attempts to reduce Marxism to merely the struggle in the the transition period. Such are the principles of communism, but
economy, is not a Marxist but an economic reductionist. they are not itsaim. ' (Lenin — ‘Speech in Defence of the Tactics of

But to define this as the goal of Marxism does not distinguish it the Communist International)
from other positions held by different groups which wish 1o
thange society. The liberation of humanity through the
destruction and overcoming of all exploitative and oppressive The Primacy Of Politics
social relations is a goal not merely of Marxism, but of
anarchism, petty-bourgeois humanism, utopian communism, and From this elementary outline we can already see the main and
50 on. It is no accident that all these tendencies are present in the underlying error of writers like Eli Zaretsky, who criticise
women's liberation movement, particularly among women who Marxism because they believe that the basic locus of Marxist
call themselves socialist feminists. What distinguishes Marxism practice and line is the cconomy. In reality, the focus and
from these philosophies is not the goal but the fact that Marxism dominant element in Marxist practice and line under capitalism is
is the sole theory and practice which outlines the scientific means not economics but politics. In the words of the Communist
whereby this goal can be achieved. These means are the seizure of Manifesto, ‘the first step in the revolution by the working class is
political power from the ruling class and the use of that power 1o to raise the proletariat to the position of ruling class’, or, as Lenin
begin the work of the destruction and transformation of all sacial put it, ‘Politics comes before economics, that is the ABC of
relations emerging from capitalist society. It is only on this basis Marxism' (Lenin — “Once Again on the Trade Unions’). The
that a classless society and the climination of the social relations essential reason for thisis elementary: it is not the transformation
of oppression and exploitation can be achieved. In Lenin's of the economy which is the precondition for the seizure of state
words, 'Basic propositions and aims are two different things; power by the working class, but, on the contrary, the seizure of
even the anarchists will agree with us about aims, because they siate power which is the precondition for the transformation of
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the economy.' In colonial and ‘underdeveloped® countries, the
transformation of the economy by centralised planning may
follow hard upon the capture of state power by the working class,
while in advanced countries, as Troisky poinied out, ‘The
proletariat....when it takes power, will probably permit market
relations to continue for a rather long transitional period,
gradually giving them an ever more regulated form" (Writings,
1930, p3g4).

In short, Zaretsky and others who have criticised *traditional”
Marxism by equating it with economic reductionism have missed
the point that *struggle between classes is ultimately resolved at
the political — not at the economic or cultural — level of society’
(Perry Anderson, Lineages of the Absolutist State p.11). All
social relationships, including those of the family and the
oppression of women, are defended by the capitalist State and
can only be overcome following the destruction of that State. For
that reason the primacy of the political is displayed just as much
in relation to the wider social struggle as in the economic. But it is
precisely the political and not the economic which is the decisive
issue.

There are several reasons for the confusion of Zaretsky and the
others. First, the practice of many organisations claiming to be
Marxist gives the impression that Marxism is above all ‘about
economic change’. Second, there appears on the surface to be a
contradiction between the leading role assigned to the proletariat
in Marxist theory and the empirical evidence of the backwardness
of the working class {even of its vanguard) on questions of sexual
oppression and the need to transform social relations. Hence the
assumption that — to put it crudely — a working class which is
mainly interested in the size of the pay packet can only lead an
‘economic revolution®. Third, there is the idea that there exist two
kinds of Marxism — the economic analysis of capitalist society,
and the humanism of the 1844 Manuscripts — and that it is the
latter which must be rescued and restored to prominence by those
seeking to change social relations. We do not have space here to
investigate these questions more fully; they will be discussed in
future issues of Socialissr Woman. But they show clearly the need
to go back to the basic texts of Marxism in order to dispel
subsequent distortions.

Politics And Society

Having shown that politics is the decisive element of Marxist
principles and practice, we then have Lo ask “what is politics?” —
and what do we mean, if anvthing, by the ‘politics of the
personal'? Politics, in the sense used by Marx, does not at all
mean everything worth talking about — as Zaretsky seems 1o
suppose. On the contrary, it has a very specific meaning.

As Marx put it, *the fact that a question 15 political means thar it
exists in relation to the different powers of the political State’
(“Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of the State’); or, in Lenin’s
classic formulation, ‘politics is participation in the affairs of the
State, directing the State, determining the forms, tasks and
contents of the State’s activities® (*On the Question of the Role of
the State’). Thus, for example, Marx explains the difference
between a political and an economic struggle perfectly as follows:
‘The attempt in 4 particular factory or even in a particular trade
10 force a shorter working day out of individual capitalists by
strikes, etc., 1s a purely economic movement. On the other hand,
the movement to force through an eight hour day, etc. law is a
political movement' (Marx to Bolte, 23 Movember 1871).°

Of course, it does not follow that, because a question is
specifically political, it is therefore not important. No Marxist,
for instance, has ever dreamt that the economic struggle for
wages is insignificant — on the contrary, the general accusation is
that they are too concerned with it. From the general dominance
of politics, il does not flow that everywhere and ar all times
specifically political issues are more important than economic or
social ones.® But as a general historical truth and long-term
statement, politics dominates over other issues from the point of
view of Marxist practice. Above all, the economic struggle of
classes can only be finally resolved at a political level — through
the destruction of the bourgeois State and the establishment of
the dictatorship of the proletariat.

What applies to economic issues applies to every social question
i relation to pelitics. The entire period leading to and following
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the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat will be
filled by gigantic social struggles against every form of sexual,
racist, national and other oppression. A social issue can become a
political question (for instance, abortion law restrictions,
divorce, state repression of gays, nursery cuts). But not every
social issue is a political one, although times of social crisis are
often characterised by the rapid transformation of social issues to
the political level. An example may make this clearer: the
existence, under the dictatorship of the proletariat, of laws
forbidding homosexual love (as is the case in every deformed and
degenerated workers state today) is a specifically political issue.
Whether more or fewer people will choose a homosexual
orientation under the dictatorship of the proletariar is, however,
not a political but a social and personal question.

The Transition Period

This dominance of pelitics is precisely 2 characteristic of the
period of transition from capitalist society, through the
dictatorship of the proletariat, to socialism. The withering away
of the State must also be the withering away of politics. Lenin’s
slogan — frequenily raised after 1917 — *more economics and
less politics’ (which should well have been extended to ‘less
politics and more economics, and more social questions’) will
become much more apt after the victory of the proletariat in more
countries.* The supremacy of politics is not a moral question but
a characteristic of a specific period of social development. For
without the wielding of State — therefore specifically political
— power, the working class cannot defend the workers state, or
proceed to the transformation of all social relations. Victorious
world revolution, by eliminating the need for this repressive
function, will greatly decrease the need for State power, greatly
speed the withering of the State, and therefore reduce politics to a
vastly less exalted place than that which it occupies in the present
period of class struggle.?

In common with the women's movement and many of its
theorists, Marxism rejects the notion that sexual orientation,
life-style, personal relations, etc. are purely individual questions.
However, the counterposition involved here is not individual
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{ personal) / political but individual/ social. Only if they are ques-
tionsimpinging on the State do they become specifically political as
opposed to social.® Marxism, as a study of social relations, needs
1o have an analysis of all such questions: but that does not make
them automatically and specifically political.

MNow what many theorists of sexual politics assert is the equality
— or even dominance — of the social with the political in the
class struggle. For Zaretsky there are two (seemingly equal in
emphasis) sides to a socialist programme: on one side the
‘seli-transformation of social relations'; on the other ‘the
struggle against the State and the capitalist class’ (pp 139-40).
Feminists who ‘leave in abeyance the problem of developing a
programme that men and women could institute by themselves,
and instead make direct demands on the State’, tend to be
reformist (p 139). He therefore ignores the fact that making
demands on the State (over issues where the State holds the key to
satisfaction of these demands) is one of the ways which leads
them to the political level. Abortion is an excellent example of an
issue which, from appearing very ‘private’ and ‘individual’, has
become ‘social’ — a matter of concern to the community — and
then political, by raising demands on the State or opposing State
restrictions. Throughout, abortion was equally important to the
women who needed it; but abortion openly became part of the
class siruggle as a political issue. In this case, the struggle against
the State lays the preconditions for women to take control of
their own fertility.

Part of the problem is that Zaretsky is confusing the ends and
means of Marxism. Certainly, Marxism asserts that the ends must
determine the means. But it does not follow that the ends are the
same as the means. On the contrary, Marxism — seen from an
individual and not social-historical point of view — can even utilise
a means which is in apparent contradiction with an end, in order to
attainit. So, forexample, Marxism stands for the withering away of
the State, but the actual wielding of state power is the only means
whereby this goal can be achieved. Marxists oppose killing but they
are of necessity prepared to meet the violence of the capitalist class
with the violence of the proletariat. From the goals and ends of
Marxism it is not possible to derive mechanically the means — or,
putinmoregeneral terms, froman abstract truth it is not possible to
derive mechanically a concrete truth.

The Party

It is from this fundamentally anti-Marxist starting point that
Zaretsky and other writers who hold similar views on sexual politics
develop ane anti-Leninist position on the party. It is well-known
that Marxismand Leninism assert thenecessityand ‘leading role’ of
the party (although many people attribute this emphasis on the
party solely to Lenin and define themselves as ‘Marxist but
anti-Leninist’). Confronted with such horrific examples as the
Stalinist parties in Eastern Europe, with their claim 1o arbitrate
everything from economic planning to people’s sexual relations,
such antipathy is not surprising. However, while understandable,
such opposition flows from a radical misunderstanding of what a
Marxist political party is and the way in which Stalinist parties
break from that conception and practice.

Theonly really coherent opposition to the party comes from those
who consider that the entire revolutionary process can develop
spontancously with mo leadership or organisation. However, to be
consistent, such people would have 1o deny not merely the necessity
of the party but also of the women'smovement, the gay movement,
thetrade unions, etc. In reality, of course, few people believe in such
spontaneism. The most frequent opposition is not to organisation
or leadership as such but specifically to the party form of
organisation.

This latter type of opposition, however, is not in reality an
argument about the party at all, but about the primacy of politics.
Omnceitisaccepted that organisation is needed to wage any struggle,
then opposition to party organisation can only flow from one of two
positions: elther that the political struggle is unnecessary or at least
notcentral —inwhich case organisations based on economic (trade
unions) and social criteria (women's movement, gay movement,
etc.)are sufficient — or that it should be the trade unions, women's
movement, the gay movement, etc. which should lead the political
struggle.

Neither of these argurnents can be sustained. Anarchists of course

can reject the primacy of politics and therefore logically reject the

party. However, the reality of capitalist society is quite different
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from their conceptions. Aswehave already discussed, the ending of
the economic relations of exploitation and the social relations of
oppressioncannot be achieved except through the destruction of the
capitalist State which defends them. Anarchism may wish to forget
politics but unfortunately politics intrudesitself centrally into every
social struggle. Every great social question can be carried to victory
only throughthe destruction of the capitalist State. The necessity of
political struggle is posed not by schemas of Marxists but by the
reality of capitalist society.

As for the concept that it should be the unions, the women’s
movement, etc. which can organise and lead the general political
struggles, and that a party is unnecessary, this leads to disastrous
conclusions in practice. Just as the women's movement has to be
organised to fight for definite demands in order to struggle for
women’s liberation, so also an organisation to wage a general
political struggle has to be based ona clear and definite programme.
But the women’s movement and unions are not and cannot be
organised on the basis of agrecment on the political struggle to
destroy the bourgeoisic — the women's movement and the unions
must include those who stand for the dictatorship of the proletariat
and those who oppose it, those who believe it right to meet the
violence of the capitalist class with the violence of the working class
and those who reject violence in any form, those who stand for
reform and those who stand for revolution. Such organisations
cannot lead the political struggle against the ruling class.

Many different organisations are needed in the struggle against
capitalism. Mo Marxist can deny the necessity of trade unions, the
WOmen's movement, the gay movement, black organisations, ete.
to wage that struggle. But only those who deny the centrality of
politics, or even its reality, can affirm the need for these other
organisations and deny the need for a party,

Limits And Organisation Of The Party

If, however, Marxismassertsthe primacy of politics and therefore
the necessity of the construction of the revolutionary party, then
also the clear limits of that party flow from the very same bases as
its necessity. Membership, recruitment, and organisation of the
party are based on political criteria. In that political realm. and
insofar as other struggles intersect and affect politics, this
organisation and concentration make the partya powerful and even
unrivalledinstrument. Not merelyin the construction of soviets and
the insurrection, but in how to fight bourgeois attacks on the
unions, how to fight abortion laws, how to marshal the working
class and oppressed minorities against fascist attacks, and in every
similar struggle, a revolutionary party is organised to act and
believes that its conceptions and education will make its militants
among the best and most determined fighters. It does not and
cannot attempl to gain leadership through assertion, domination
and organisational manipulation (that is a self-defeating Stalinist
practice), but the party does think that it can earn support for its
positions precisely because in this epoch it is the political struggle
which decides all else.

But the moment the party steps away from politics in the strict and
specific sense it is entering an arena in which it is not in the slightest
automatic, or even likely, that it is the best judge. It is absolutely
ridiculous to conceive, for example, that an organisation based,
educated, and developed on a programme of the dictatorship of
the proletariatand transition tosocialismshould be the best judge of
scientific theories, the best authority on art, on how to develop the
best social life, ete. The concept that the party is the arbiter of all
fields of activity from art, to science, to farming, on how to raise
children has nothing whatsoever todowith Marxism. ItisStalinism,
notrevolutionary Marxism, whichasserts that the party should det-
erminesuch questions. It is Stalinism (as, for example, practised by
Chiang Chingin China)which condemns art (regardless of its merit)
becauseitis ‘reactionary’, and usesthe party toenforce auniformity
of culture in the ‘service’ of the revolution. All that the primacy of
politics. asserts in this domain is that if there is an ahsolute
contradiction between theneeds of politics and of some other sphere
then politics is dominant.’

Finally, this limitation of the ares of a party’s role also
determines the organisationand discussion held within it — the two
together because, for a party, discussion is not held for its own sake
butin order to decide. Thusthe membershipofthe partyisonlyopen
tothose whoagree with the task of the establishment of the political
power of the working class and the means necessary 1o achieve this
— principlesestablished by the programme of the party. Within that
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framework it demands of party members that they carry ont the
democratically decided decisions of the organisation on how to
fight for this programme. All the party’s other organisational forms
— for example, its internal gronpings of political tendencies or
factionsand not of industries or sexes — are specifically designed to
maintain the primacy of politics.”

But outsideofthat political programmeand area where the partyis
called upon to decide and take a position, the situation is totally
different.” A party demands as a basis of membership and activity
total opposition to laws against gays and for the use, where
necessary, of the organisations of the working class and oppressed,
and finally of the State power of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
against oppression suffered by gays. But the party cannot have a
position “directing’ its individual members towards or against
pursuing a homosexual sexual orientation. The debate on sexual
orientations and social relations is an important one. It needs
journals, discussions, organisations and struggles. But the party
willnot takea position. Andas always, outside of that area in which
the party takes a position, the discussion should be held as a
non-party discussion, involving non-party people, and held in a
non-party form.'

The Party And The Women’s Movement

From the nature and limits of the party also flows its relations to
the women's movement, to the gay movement, and to every mass
organisation of the exploited and oppressed. Marxism asserts the
necessityof a vast range of different organisations of the oppressed
and exploited 1o wage the struggle against capitalism. A Marxist
party, far from (as is sometimes supposed) trying to “take over’ the
women's movement, siresses on the contrary the necessity of the
distinction and organisational independence of the women’s
movement and the party, the trade unions and the party, the gay
movement and the party, etc. A party, byitsnature, canonlyinclude
those who agree with its full political programme. The strength of
the women’s movement, however, is based on the fact that it
includes all women prepared to fight for its demands regardless of
whether they are Marxists, humanists, libertarians, belong to
unions, don’t belong to unions, etc. If the women’s movement did
organise to attempt to lead the general political struggle, which
would mean making the basis of membership a whole series of

positions in favour of socialism, the dictatorship of the proletariat,
soviets, etc, it would totally split and divide its forces just as would
the trade unions if they organised on such a political basis. On the
otherhand, if the party attempteditselfto organise directly the mass
struggle of women this would be equally disastrous. The party
would either have to recruit to its ranks those who totally disagreed
withits political aims, which would totally defeat the purpose of the
party, orit would in practice (whether formally or not) only include
in its front organisations those women who agreed with its political
programme — thus dividing those fighting for women’s liberation
and disastrously weakening the women's movement. Mo more than
it favours ‘red unions’ can the political party attempt to control
organisationally or ‘take over® the women's movement. If its
members gain positions of leadership or influence within the
movement, it must be because of their own merits and because the
policies they have pursued, including those of the party, haveearned
the respect and agreement of women. But this must be achieved on
the basis of the tolal organisational independence of the women's
movement — its decisions on its own structure, its decision of
whether it wants a leadership or not, and if so, how it selects it, the
total independence of its own journals, and so on. A party, and
party members, can attempt to persuade or urge a course of action
on the women's movement or a union, but they must never beina
position to impose anything.

The Dictatorship Of The Proletariat

Even where it is understood that Marxism supports the autonomy
of the women's movement from the party in capitalist society (and
afterall, thereisn't any way it can actually subordinate the women's
movement in such a society!), it is nevertheless still felt by some
people, particularly those who consider themselves libertarians,
that Marxists and Leninists consider that the destruction of
capitalism and the establishment of the dictatorship of the
proletariat will eliminate the necessity for the independence of the
women’'s movement in 2 workers state. Such a view has been
fostered bylooking at Eastern Europe and China, where indeed any
maves towards autonomous women's organisations have been
prevented and where the bureaucracy denies even in theory the
necessity of such a movement. However, such a conception among
feminists is again based on a misunderstanding of the difference
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berween Marxism and Stalinjsm.

It iscertainly true, aswe have analysed here, that Marxists do hold
and understandthat only the seizure and wielding of political power
by the working class can even begin to establish the basis for social
liberation. Oppression is based on material forces and relations of
society and not on human psychology. It cannot be overcome except
by egually massive material forces: The overcoming of the
oppression of women requires not merely ideological pressure but
theelimination of privatised domesticlabour, the family, and many
other things. Only the State possesses the vast resources to start
such a work of social reconstruction. For this reason Marxists are
clear that theliberation of women passes through the establishment
of the political power of the working class and that every other route
is utopianism.

But although the establishment of the dictatorship of the
proletariat is an indispensable step towards overcoming social
oppression, it does not by itself antomatically eliminate it. The
society which emerges from a proletarian revolution will not in the
slightest be 2 utopia. In the struggle against the capitalist class the
different layers within the working class — the oppressed
nationalities, women, and those suffering racist oppression — all
havea commonenemy, and the struggle will pressthe oppressed and
exploited together to create 2 common political instrument 1o
achievevictory. But thevery course of that fight iself, and even more
when the danger of capitalist restoration is eliminated, will see-a
differentiation among the forces fighting capitalism.'’ Although
there is no class division between the male section of the working
class and the overwhelming majority of women in society, and men
danotexploit women in the Marxist class sense, it is absolutely clear
that the installation of the dictatorship of the proletariat will not
achieve the liberation of women or of any other oppressed social
group in one fell swoop. Mot merely will immense legacies of
backwardness exist on the oppression of women, but thers are also
objective conflicts which will take place under the dictatorship of
the proletariat. While in the historical sense the interests of all the
oppressed and exploited coincide in the development of the
productive forces and the social transformation which this makes
possible, very real clashes of immediate social interest will
nevertheless exist in the short term. Whether to increase the living
standards of workers in ex-imperialist countries at the fastest
possiblerate orwhethertousetheeconomicsurplusesof these states
to speed up further industrialisation of ex-colonial states; what
respurces to allocate to improving general conditions at work and
what toeliminating privatedomesticlabourasrapidly as possible —
these are the sort of very real choices which will be faced by the
dictatorship of the proletariat. Onlya massive development of the
productive forces, taking decades to achieve, will succeed in
eliminating such choices. Until then, men will still be in a privileged
oppressive relationship in relation to women, workers of dominant
nationalities in relation to oppressed nationalities, and so on.
Material bases of forms of social oppression will still continue to
exist for a definite period even under the dictatorship of the
proletariat. '?

Placed in thishistoric perspective, itisabsolutely clear that neither
women nor any other oppressed layer will be ‘granted’ their
liberation by the revolutionary party, by the white male working
class, by the omniscient thoughts of Chairman Mao, or by any other
such means. Such a concept is utopianism and not Marxism.
Women and every other oppressed group will have to fight forand
win their liberation in the struggle against the underdevelopment of
production and the residues of class society as these are refracted
through the dictatorship of the proletariat — including the
backwardness that will still exist in the working class. In short, far
from being a peaceful bureaucratic paradise, the period of the
dictatorship of the proletariat will be a gigantic period of social
struggles as oppressed masses fight for their full liberation.

In this context it is absolutely obvious that even a multiplicity of
workers parties based on the democracy of workers councils, let
alone the actual situation which exists in Eastern Europe, would be
totally inadequate to overcome social ions. Lenin
already pointed out in Russia that workers required trade unions to
protect them against the errors of even their own State. A thousand
times more will women require their own independent organisations
to protect them agsinst the errors of the workers State and to
develop an immense struggle for their liberation. The very same
reasons which lead Marxists to the conclusion of the necessity of
political power and of a political pariy make them assert the
autonomy of the women’s movement both under capitalism snd
under the dictatorship of the proletariat.

The Stalinist suppression in Eastern Europe of an aulonomous
women's movement, of independent trade unions, and their
oppression of gays, has nothing in common with Marxism. The
dictatorship of the proletariat will see not the lessening of the need
for an independent women's movement but on the contrary its
tremendous development. '’

The Withering Away Of The Party

Byoutlining the nature of theautonomy ofthe women's liberation
movement and of the dictatorship of the proletariat we have,
however, also outlined the final historic limitations of the State, of
politics, and therefore of the party. A State power in itself cannot
overcome &l the bases of human oppression.

The State of the dictatorship of the proletariat can grant
self-determination to nations denied it by capitalism, it can totally
legalise abortion which is denied by the bourgeoisie, it can make
abortion and contraception freely available on demand, it can
institute preferential hiring and education for women, it can protect
the rights of gays and blacks even with armed force, it ¢an establish
the right of black workers in the United States to create their own
state if they wish, it can place immense financial and materizl
resources at the disposal of the automomous women's, gay, black
and other movements. Without destroving the capitalist Siate
which defended the old social relations, and without undertaking
the vast task of the reconstruction of society that only a political
power makespossible, the foundations of human liberation cannot
be laid.

But a political power cannot legislate human minds and it cannot
penetrateintoevery nook and cranny where the filth of class society
haslodged. Only animmensesocial struggle by all the exploited and
oppressed can finally cleanse society. The profetarian State can aid
that process but it capnot substitute for it. Furthermore, ata certain
point even the very existence of the bureaucracy, the armed force,
and the division of labour of a specifically State organisation
becomes a barrier to that which society must achieve.

It is here that we return to the relation of goals and means with
which we started this discussion. Marxism certainly asserts the
necessity of political struggle to establish the State power of the
working class. But it is Stalinism that has invented the myth of the
‘intensification of the classs struggle under socialism® and the
necessity of ‘strengthening the socialist State’. Marxism asserts on
the contrary that while the progressive intensification of struggle
between proletariat and bourgeoisie under capitalism leads to the
ever greater intensification of the repressive power of the ruling
class (and the increasing domination of politics over every
sphere of life), so also the elimination of the struggle against the
bourgeoisie through the dictatorship of the proletariat means the
progressiveeliminationof theStateand thereforealso of politics. In
Lenin’s classic phrase, ‘the proletariat needs only a State which is
withering away, i.e, a State so constituted that it begins 1o
wither away immediately and cannot but wither away’ (Sfate and
Revolution).™

Rather than the intensification of the political struggle, what
Trotsky said about art and economic construction is the goal of
Marxism in the field of social life: ‘In the measure in which poltical
struggles willbe eliminated —and in a society where there will be no
classesthere will be no such struggles — the liberated passions will be
channelised into technigue, into construction which includes art...
All forms of life, such as the cultivation of land, the planning of
human habitations, thebuilding of theatres, the methods of socially
educatingchildren, the solution of scientific problems, the creation
of new styles, will virtually engross all and everybady. People will
divide into “'parties’’ over the question of a new gigantic canal, or
the distribution of oases in the Sahara... And as all problemsina
socialist society — the problems of life which were formerly solved
spontancously and automatically, and the problems of art which
were in the custody of special priestly castes — will become the
property of all the people, one can say with certainty that collective
interests and passions and individual competition will have the
widest scope and the most unlimited opportunity... It will be the
aesthefic schools around which “‘parties’” will collect, that is,
associations of temperaments, of tastes and of moods.” (Literature
and Revolution)

But the framework which Trotsky outlines, which is the Marxist
analysisof the withering of the State, determinesthehistorical limits
of politicsand thereforcof the party. Thefact that inverted commas
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are around the word ‘parties’ in such struggles reflects not
punctuation but social reality. The necessity and role of the
proletarian partly, like that of the primacy of politics, is not an
shistoric development, but one tied to a specific epoch of history:
the epoch of capitalism, of the dictatorship of the proletariat, and of
the transition to socialism. Thelessthe dominance of politics — and
the entire period of the dictatorship of the proletariat is one of the
progressive elimination of politics as the arbiter of social struggles
— the less will leadership in any sense be exercised by the party.
The withering away of the State is also the withering away of the
party." Again Trotsky's comments on art apply to all social
guestions: ‘Undoubtedly a time will come when people will
approach theworksof Shakespeareand Byroninthesame wayaswe
approach most poets of the Middle Ages, that is, exclusively from
the point of view of scientific-historical analysis. Even sooner,
however, will comethe time when people will stop seeking in Marx's
Capital for precepts for their practical activity and Capiral will
have become a historical document, together with the programme
of our party.” (Literature and Revolution).

After the overthrow of capitalism and the immense social
struggles of the dictatorship of the proletariat, a socialist and
communist society will finally eliminate the social basis of the
oppression of women, of gays, and of every form of sexual
oppression and orientation. At that time, and having gone through
its greatest ever development, the women's movement in its present
form willnot need to exist — or at least will not have the same tasks.
But long before such a women’s movement isnot needed the Marxist
party will have disappeared into the museum along with the
specifically political form of social struggle.

The Personal And The Political

It is from this historical development that we can also see the final
form and the real relation of the question of the ‘personal’
and the ‘political’. After God, the State (and therefore politics) is
the supreme form of alienation of class society. That alienation,
however, can only be overcome through participation in political
lifeand the destruction of the State power of the capitalist class. All
other policies amount to utopia,

But despite the means which are thrust upon it, the goal of
Marxism is not the glorification of politics but their ending. The
society of the future will not develop through the intensification of

its political instruments but through outgrowing them. It will
destroy alienation through the integration of every aspect of
social and natural life into human action and development.
Marxism asserts the primacy of the political and the leading role of
the party — but only in order to create the basis for the
disappearance of them both. The problem is not, as Zaretsky
supposcs, the “politicisation of the personal’ but the elimination of
the political altogether. His entire frame of reference is upside
down.'*

Finally, however, we can see that those who believe that the party
canorshould be a model of future socialist society, or that it should
develop a line on every major issue, are bound to end up either in a
Stalinist organisation oroutsideany party — unable to join because
the party is not the all-embracing institution they think it ought to
be. Such misapprehensions about the role and nature of the party
explain why many people in the gay movement and the women's
movement reject Leninism. Only by understanding the primacy of
politics, and from there defining the areas of party involvement,
activity and decision-making, can we really determine where the
mecting-point of the ‘personal’ and ‘political” fies.”

J. Ross
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FOOTNOTES

1. There are a number of other reasons — In particular, that in gripping
the consciousness of classes the Stata represents the general interests
of the bourgecisie and it is-only in refation to the State that all questions
become matters of 'general concern.’ Under capitalism, in Marx's words,
“The sphera of polltica has bean the only (real) state-sphers in the State,
the only sphera in which both form and content was...truly universal®,
and also under capltatism, ‘the State is the “matter of general concern®
and In reality by "matters of general concem™ we mean the State’
[*Critigue of Hegel's Philosophy of the State’). It is not necessary to deal
with these quastions here, howsaver, as they are derivativa from the
central objective place occupied by the State within the socilal
formation,

2. This distinctlon of course fully continues to apply undar the
dictatorship of the proletariat. Lenin explained the distinction of
sconomics and politics, and the primacy of politica, clearly In the famous
debate on the trade unions In the Soviet Unlon. Trotsky and Bukharin
approached the lssue from the point of view of the organisation of
production — the economic issue. Lenin assaried the Issue of politica
— ofthatrade unionain relatlon to the Soviet State:

‘Polltics must take precedance over economica. To argus otherwise is
to forget the ABG of Marxism...you forget the ABC of Marxiam when you
say (or imply} that the political approach Is eguiveient to the
“sconomic”, and that you can take “the one and the other”, What the
poiitical approach means...is that the wrong stfitude fo the frade unions
will ruin the Sovie! powsr and toppie the dictatorship of the proletariat
[emphasls added] . . . Bukharin's insistence on combining the political
and economic approach has landed him in theoretical eclecticiam.

“Trotaky and Bukharin maks as though they are concemned for the
growth of production whereas we have nothing but formal democracy in
mind. This picture is wrang, because tha only formulation of the iasus
(which the Marxist viewpaint allows) ls: without a commect pelitical
approach to the matter the given class will be unable to stay on top, and,
congequently, will be Incapable of solving iz production problem
gither.’ (‘Onca Again on the Trade Unlona®)

3. In relation to the sconomic struggle, Rosa Luxemburg's Is the classic
formulation of this process, which occurs even In 2 revolution:
‘But the movement on the whole does not proceed from the economic

1o the palitical, nor aven the reversa. Every greal political mass action,
after it has attained Its political highest point, breaks up into a mass of
econcmic strikes. And that applles not only to each of the great masa
sirike struggles, but also to the revolution as a whole. With the
spreading, clarifying and involution of the political struggle, the
economic struggle not only does not recede but extends, organizes,
and becomes involved In equal measure. Betwean the two there Is the
most complete reciprocal action.

‘Evary new onset and every fresh victory of the political struggle ia
transformed into a powerful impetus for the economic struggle,
axtending at the same time its external possibllities and Intensitying the
inmer urge of the workers to better thelr positicn, and their desire to
struggle. After every foaming wave of political action a fructifying
deposit remains behind from which a thousand stalks of economic
struggle shoot forth. And conversely. The workers' condltion of
ceaselsss economic struggle with the capltaiists keeps thelr fighting
anergy allve in every political Interval; It forma, so to speek, the
parmanent fresh reasrvolr of the strength of the proletarian
classas, from which the political fight ever renews Its strength, and at
tha same time leads the indefatigable ecoromic sappers of the
proletariat at all times, now hers and now thers, to lsolated sharp
conflicts, out of which political confllcts on a large scale unexpactediy
exploda.’ (The Mass Sirike)

Trotsky showed the sama procesa in more normal conditions:

‘The masses may, &t certaln periods, be completely absorbed in
economic struggies and show very little interest In political questions.
Or, suffering a serles of defeats in economic struggles, the masses may
abruptly turn thelr attention to politics. Then — depending upon the
concrete circumstances and the past exparience of the masses — thalr
political activity may go in the-directlon of either purely parliamentary or
gxtra-pariiamentary struggles.’ (Tha Third Perlod of the Comintern’s
Errors’)

4. It Is hers that the real criticlam of some of Lenin's theoretical
formulas needs to be made. Lenin, followlng Engels, defined three chief
fields of atruggle — economic, political and |declogical. In reality
however this 15 not comectly posed. An Infinitely wider range of soclal
struggles exist than simply economic ones. Lenin and Engsis singled
out the economic because these struggles wera at that time masslvely
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larger than, for example, the struggie for the libemation of women. Thia
remained true even into the 19308, Howaever, aince then the social decay
of capitallam has developed far further — not Ieast bacause of the
development of the productive forces It has brought about since 1945,
Struggles againat every form of oppresaion — sexual, racist, national,
cultural — hava developed 1o o qualitatively higher lavel than before the
Second World War, Ist alone since Engels and Lenin's time. This
generalised social crisis s in fact one of the chief fealures
distinguishing the present period and making objectively possible the
favourabla relation of forces in the capialiat countries. Lenin's formuls
(of sconomic, political, ldeclogical), however, lsaves out these social
struggies as chlef areas. No theoretical or practical Justitication exists
for it. The real foermulation should be that the three decisiva Halds of
struggle a&re social, pofitical, and ideological — or if one wanis to
maintain the specific category of the economle, then that they are
economic,  social, political, and ideoclogical. This is the
correct way to deal with the inadequacy of Lenin'a formula — not by
distorting Marxism [n an altempt o insert the ganeral category of ‘soclal”
Into poditical’.

5. Maocism may wish to place ‘politica in command' in every sphare af
accial lite but, as discussed below, the real aim of the proletariat is the
alimination of the political State, and therefore specifically political
atruggle, at the most rapid rate made possible by the defeat of the
bourgeocisia.

6. Here again we may see that Zaretsky's opposition Is not specifically
to Leninism but In reality to Marxism itsali. Zaretaky takes hold of the
words of Marx's famous distinction betwsen ‘perscnal’ and *public® but
he gives this distinction an explanation which procesds pracisely from
his economist fzamework and not from a Marxist one. Zaratsky develops
the distinction from the economy:

‘The “spiit” batween the socialised labour of ‘tha capltalist anterprise
and the privata labour of women |n the home is closely related to a
second "split” — batwesn our “personal” llves and our place within the
aocialdivision of labour.'{ p29)

Mare, however, develops the real distinction of personallsocial from
politicall public fram an entirely differant basis. He derives it not from
different parts of social and aconomic lifs but from the nature of the
capitaliat Stale and its relation fo sociefy. The distinction on which the
pubiictprivate split is besed lies not in the division between socialissd
and non-socialised labour but between the life of the capitalist State and
the resl natuce of capitalist civil society, Thus Marx distinguishes Tha
system of particular Interests (the family and civil soclety) and the
aystam of general Interests (the State).' {'Critigue of Hagei's Philosophy of
the State’). The split is thal: 'The political man leads his particular
existence alongside the unpelitical man, the private citizen. Proparty,
contractual agreements, marrlage, civil society appear in them as
particuler modes of existance alongaide the political aspects of the
State.” (Ibid).

The nature of that spllt leads to the conclusion that Political
‘libaration’ {5 not at all sufficient to guarantee real social and human
freadom. What, in relation to the political State, may be a ‘free contract
Between twu people’ In social terms is an exploltative relation of
capitallst and workers, what In capltalist political terms s & ‘fres
decision of equal partners’ in marriage is In reality an opprassive social
refationship of the family. &5 Marx put it: "Just as Christians are equal in
heaven although unequal on sarth, the individual members of the pecple
become aqual In the heaven of their polltical world, though unequal In
their sarthly existence in soclety’ {lbid). Zaretsky's whole framawork on
this i= outside of the analyais of Mandsm.

7. Furthermore, clashes by different types of criterla are not confinad
solely to relations between politica and other social apherss of e —
although hers Marx, Engels, Lenin and Trotsky's comments on such
great writers, but political reactlonaries, as Balzac, Goethe, stc. provide
the basic framawork of Marxist analysis of auch problems. The decline
of capitalism and its degeneration has given rlse to Innumerable
phenomena which are very difficult to handie In practice. Thus, for
example, Griffith’s Birth of & Nation Is an artistically important flim but
Its subject, open glorification of the Ku Kiux Kian, Is smongst the most
despicable Imaginebie. Another classic case ls that of the German
philosopher Nietzsche, who was a political reactionary, proponsnt of
extreme bourgsals Individualism, and an open advocate of sexism, but
who is also one of the greatest writers of German prose and poetry and
whose idess prefigured many of those of paychoanalysis and other
modermn peychological theorles. These cases are merely axtreme onasa of
the general problem of sexism, racism =nd other positions which
pervade class society and the dictatorahip of the proletariat emerging
frovn 1t

The way In which a soclety in transition to socialism and the party
locay deals with these types of clashes will have to be decided
concrately in each case. It may well be necessary to take strong actions
on soma criterfa which go agalnst those valld on others — thus, for
sxampia, no political or black organisation could sesiously belleve that a
showing of Griftith's film could be considersd a solsly artistic svent ora
woman's organisation thata presentation of Mietzsche was puraly a recital
of German pross.

What /g clear, howsver, |s that the different criteria which are Involved
In judging events and works must not be mixed up. Thus, for axampls, to
take an sxtrema case, |t Is obvious that a workers state angaged In & clvil
war agalnst capltalist restoration could not simply fresly parmit the
publishing of openly deleatist or pro-bourgeois literature under the
guise that it was ‘purely artisitc’ activity. As Trotsky put I, 'the
revolutionary state has the righl 1o delend (tash againat tha
caunter-attack of the bourgeolsie, even when this drapes itsalf in the fiag
of art or sclence’ {Towards a Frea Revolutionary Art'). Even In such
extrame cases, however, the State, parly, or other organisation must
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act on cpenly political or social grounds and not psecdo-artistic or
literary ores. The concept of Chiang-Ching et al that a wark of art must
be bad in artistic terms if i s politically reactionary has nothing in
common with Marism.

8. Thus, forexampie, the party demands of groupings within it that thoy
ara organised on & clear political basis and not thet of frisndship,
personal ties, etc. — In other words, that they are tendencies and
factions and mot personal groupings and cllgues. Furthermora, all
activity in contradiction with the programme of the party evidently
means exclusion from the party.

Internaily, also, the parly demanda atandards of behaviour which are
necassary fram the point of view of functioning of the party and which
may wall go beyond Its programme. Thase are, howevar, derived from Its
pofitical tasks and not from a position on social and personal questions.
InLenin's words: "Yes, we recognise the duty of comradeship, the duty
to support all comrades, the duly fo tolerate the opinions  of
comrades...(but) the duty of comradeship derives from our duty to
Aussian and International Social-Demecracy and not vice-versa.' ['A
Aetrograde Trend In Fussian Social Democracy’).

Einally, in the interasts of protecting the ability of the organisation to
function politically, the primacy of politics may be asserted through
having te ban varlous activitles to which no serlous Marxiat can have any
moral objection whatsoever. A classic example here is smoking pot.
Thia is & perfactly harmless actlvity and revolutionaries demand Its
legalization. But as long as pof remains lllegal, its smoking by mambears
of & revoluticnary organisation lays them open to legal blackmail by the
police and the use of this against the party. For that reason pot smoking
is banned by the revolutionary arganisation.

Obviously in many cases the applying of these political criteria in
practice, as with that of democratic centralism discussed below, is a
complicated question. Howevear the approach s clear — the position on
the soclal and personal question Is derlved from the political starting
point and not vice-versa (‘the duty of comradeship derives from duty fo
communism and not vice-varsa’).

9. Even whers Marxism as such may lead to, or be clalmed to lead to, a
particular concluaion on a fisld such as ar, social Iife, science or sexual
relations, the political party ls not the organization to take a position,
has no discipline, and should not attempt to organise the discuasion
within: itsel!. Tha sole Intervention of the party In such fislds is a
political one — that the members of the pary accept and base thaelr
activity on the necessity !o achieva social liberation through the
oestruction of the state power of the capltmliist class and the
establishment of a dictatorship of the proletariat where state powar ia
diracted towards overcoming the soclal basas of apprassion and
creating, [n that sense, freedom of human chelce. Maturally such
questlons do relate fo and overiap political ones but they are not the
sams as them. A few exampies may lllustrate the point.

In art It has frequently been clalmed thal Marxism lesds to support for
realist trends — although almost as many people have daenled this.
Major and Important discussion, debate and even struggle can take
place around such a guestion — as indead did occur, for axample, in the
early years of the Russlan Revolution, But the best place for such a
discusslon is within a body of Marxiat or even non-Marxist artists and
people concamad with arl. The idea that the parfy is bast aqulpped, or
should decide or take a position, on such & question s sbsurd — and
totally misunderstands Marxism. It s only & Stalinist parly, and not a
revolutionary soclalist one, which could demand that Lukacs made a
salt-criticiam for ‘bourgeocis’ trends In artistic theory, Shostakovitch for
‘Individualism’ In music, poets for ‘formallsm’ In their waork, atc. Party
mambers are free o take up a position for or againat any artistic school
they wish. Only If this art becomas Intertwined Immediataly with
political consequences should the party take a position {e.g. il a
member of the party utilises arl to express reactionary political
positions) and then It should be on the political |ssue and not the
antistic question.

In sclance a major debate has raged over various psychological
thecries. Whether to support Freudianism, Paviovlanlam, a physic-
logical or any cther psychological approach is not an Issua for the party,
Quite differant, howsver, Is the attempt to propagate, under the gulse of
sclenca, tha racist fiith of the pseudo-genaticists of the Eysenck school,
Here the party as such takes & position against reactionary politics
masquerading as sclence and It is the duty of all paychologists,
educationalists, stc. of the parly lo wage & struggle fo expose these
‘thecriea’.

In social fife, also, Marxist analyals will ba applied to svary quaestion.
To devalop the concepts of IHe-style necessary for the liberation of
women. the ending of prejudices agains! gays and all other issuss
involved in bullding a socialist soclety s going to take gigentic debata,
work, and atruggle. However thers Is not In the slightest a 100 per cant
corralation betwesn polltical cormectnass and positions on soclal life —
for exampis, Marx malintained many bourgecis prejudices and soma of
Troteky's pronouncements on sexual relations are nonsesnse. It |s
sbaolutely obvious that on such lssuss and debates party mambers will
inke part in advocating and fighting for different soclal Inter-relations,
sexunl orlentations, and S0 on. The types of discusslons of Inessa
Armand, Kolfontal, Lenin and Trotsky will be marely pale precursors of
the type of debate which is needed at present and In the Ffulure.
Haowever, the party is not at all the best organisation In which to debate
cut thess issues. On the contrary, party members should partlcipate
fully In much wider debates and struggles and take up poaltions on the
contending sides just as anyons else does.

In short, the task of the party is to fight for the political basls to
eliminate social oppression and craste freedom of human cholca — not
to substitute teelf for that cholce or attempt to take decislona, or to
wags struggies, which other types of organisation are far better qualified
o work out and settle. When 1t comes to everydey practice in thalr saclal



life, party members are going to learn more from the women's and gay
movements than from the party. When it comes to art, science or social
lite, heaven help anyone who walts for the pronouncements of even the
most democratic party discussion rather than the work of artists, critica,
scientists and women activists themselves. The claim to leadership of
the party is based on the primacy of politics and relates to that fieid. It is
only God and Stalinism which claim omnipotence and omniscience in
evary flald of human life.

10. Inrelation to this we may note that the question of the discipline of
a party |8 a much misunderatood quastion in many social movemants —
a misunderstanding not helped by the sectarian concepts practised by
some Marxist groups. It is frequently conceived that a revolutionary
organization determines what Its members do on every quastion, and that
all public disagresmants and polemics are forbldden.

In reality, however, the discipline of the party has absolutely clear
limits which flow from the political character of the party and the
concept of democratic centraliam. The idea that members of the party
cannot discuss, debate, and disagres in public s quite false. Even on
pelitical questlons the carrying cuwt of majority decisions, and the
putting in publlc of & common line, applies only to particular actions
dacided on by the party and not to views unconnectad to such definitely
decided acte. Lenin aexplained this principle clearly Im reply to the
Menshevik Cantral Committes of the RSDLP when tha [atter attempted
to claim that public discussion was unacceptable. He atated: 'The
principle of democratic centralism...implles unlversal and full freedom
to criticise |within the principles of the party progamme — J.R.], 8o
long as this does not disturb the unity of & cdefinite action’ (Lenin,
Collected Works, Vol. 10, p443). Outsideof this, however, criticism of the
party policy [ notatall puraly internal:

‘Criticism within the limits of the principles of the pary programme
must be gulta free...not only at Party mesatings, but also at public
meatings...{But) the Party's political action must baunited. No“'calls™ that
violate the unity of definite actions can be tolerated either at a
public mesting, or In Party meetings, or in the Party press...the Central
Committes has defined freedom to criticlse inaccurately and ioo
narrowly, and unity of action inaccurately and too broadly. Let us take
an exampla, The Congress decided that the Party should take part in tha
Duma elections. Taking part in elsctions |s a very definite action. During
the elections (as In Baku today, for example), no member of the Party
anywhare has any right whatever to call upon people fo abstain from
voting: nor can “criticiam” of the decialon to take part in the alections be
tolerated during this period, for It would in fact jecpardise succeas in the
alection campaign. Before electlons have been announced, howevar,
Party membars everywhers have a perfect right to criticise tha decision to
take part In electlons. Of course, the application of this principie in
practice will sometimes give rise to dizputes and misunderstandings:;
but onfy on the basis of this principle can afl disputes and
misunderstandings be settied honourably for the Party. {{bid)

It flows Immediately from the character of democratic cantralism that
the party cannot have discipline on soclal life, artistic questions,
science, etc. On these issues, as we have already discussed, the party
will never take a position. It thersfore never calls for definite actiona
and as suchdlscussion isfree. It cannof therafore have discipline.

11. An historical axample may make this clearer. in the struggle againat
feudallsm the necessity of concentrating all forces against the old
regime led the bourgeoisie and Its allies to create and unite its forces
around a single decisive political instrument 1o secure victory — tha
Jacobin Club In France and the Mew Modal Army In England, for
example. In tha heat and at tha haight of the struggle all relative
differantiation of the most Important and determined forces fighting
feudalism was overcome in the necessity to defeat the common anamy.
With the definitive routing of the old order, howaver, the differentiations
within the bourgecisie and Its allies came out Into the open:
Presbyterians, Puritans, Levellers, the Army, stc. In England following
the crushing of the monarchy; Robespierrists, Hebertista, Dantonists,
Thermldorlans, etc. In France after the defeat of the foreign Invasions of
1793-84.

Of course, It Is not possible to make any mechanical analogy betwaan
the bourgescls revalution and the proletarian revolution. Following the
victory of the capitalist revolution a cless polltical differantiation took
place between the bourgecisie and the proletariat, embryo proletariat,
peasantry and artisans, etc. Therefors the differsntiations were not
marely between different sectlona of the bourgeocisie (Robespierrists
against Thermldorigns, Purltans against Presbyterlans) but also
batween the bourgeoisie and embryonic developments of organisations
of other classes (Babeufists, Levellers). Following the proletarian
revolution these exploftative class difterences will not exist. Diffarant-
intions between the proletariats of the ax-imperialist countrles and the
.ex-colonial countries, batwean the prolatariats of different nationallties
within the same state, between the mals saction of the working clasa
gnd the femala, between the working class and those not yet integrated
into It, between the working class and the peasantry, etc., ame not of the
same type 85 thosa batween bourgsolsle and proletarlat. It Is a question
of differences batween historlc allles and not between exploiters and
explolted. Nevertheless, such unevennesses within the working class,
and batwean It and other social layers, will take an antirs historical epoch
to disappear completely. In the poriod before thia Ia finally achleved It is
absolutely Inevitable that difterences both of objective Immediate
Interests and In degrees of polltical conaciouaness will exist. These will
Inevitably give rlse to different parties, the necessity of many different
independent organisations of the masses (unlons, women's movemaent,
peasant organisations, natlonal organisations, cultural aocieties, etc.).

It is thus quite false to belleve, as does classical Stalinist theory, that
under the dictatorship of the proletariat the working class will only have
ona party. In the period of revolution itaeif, theory and hiatorical
experience of revolution indicates it |s overwhelmingly [ikely that the

oppressed masses will unite In one single declaive instrument (although
that lsadership can only be won by correct line and not imposed as in
Stalinist practice). Nevertheless, following the victory of the revolution,
any serious Marxist analysis leads to the concluslon that many different
parties and fractions will develop reflecting political, seclal, national,
reglonal, sexual and other differences and unevennesses within the
working class. Furthermore, not meraly differing political parties but
avary concalivable type of organisation of the masses will be needed In
such a situation.

12. As the resolution of the Fourth International on Soclalist Democracy
and the Dictatorship of the Proletariat (shortly to be published in
Inprecor) puts it: ‘Momentous struggles will continue throughout the
process of building a classless soclety, struggles that concern socilal
avils rooted In class society, but which will not disappsar Immediately
with the suppression of capitalist exploltation or wage-labour. Tha
oppression of women, the oppression of natlonal minoritiss, and the
oppression and allenation of youth are archetypes of auch problama
which cannot be automatically subsumed under the general heading of
“class struggie of the working class against the bourgeocisie™ except by
divorcing the categories “working clasa” and “bourgeocisie” from thalir
classical Marxist, materialist definitions...Political freedom under
workers democracy therefore implies freedom of organisation and action
of independent women's liberation, national liberation and youth
movements, i.e. movements much broader than the working class in the
sclentific sense of the word, not 1o speak of the revolutionary Marxist
currant within the working class.”

13. Immense resources and moblliaation of the masses are needed to
ensura that the struggle for women's liberatlon penstrates every sphere
of life right down to every Individual family. Bulldings, printing presses,
journals, television facilities, medical resources, education materials,
glgantle financial resources must all be under the control of an
autonomous women's movernent. Mot even the wizest political party In
the entire world could substitute for that process. The mightiest
womean's |lberation movement in the entire world should exist today In
the Scviet Union, Eastern Europe, and China. It Is ocne of the uitimate
condemnations of Stalinlsm and the bureaucracy that instead this
moyament is suppressed and is waaker even than In capltalist countries
which by their very natura must organise their material resources not for
but against tha liberation of woman.

14, This Is not merely phrasemongering. The elimination of
bureaucracy, the arming of the whole working class as long as arms are
necessary, the cutting of the wages of state officlals and all the other
parts of the Marxist programme which Stalinism is so kean on forgetting
are in reality meraly the practical means whereby to move towards the
goal of the withering away of the State.

15. As with the State this Is not a matter of mere words, The concept

that the whole structure of democratlc centraliam and party organiaation

is needed to wage struggles on soclal organisation, economic

construction, the ralsing of children, etc. |s ridiculous. The concept of &

‘democratlc centralist economic organisation®, a democratic centralist_
acientific society, a democratic centralist cultural organisation, etc. is

absurd. As the bourgeoisie s definitively defeated even political

questions will decreasingly need the old type of party form — for
example, such positions as a multinational party in one state, as In

Russia following 1917, must be reconsidered.

The types of organisation necessary to camy out the soclal struggles
of the phase of society following the international defeat of capitalism
and the final phase of transition to soclalist soclety beer no relation
whataver to the party in the Marxist and Leninist sensa. From a mighty
instrument of political struggle and power the party will become
progressively less significant thanany othertool of social organisation.

16. Evan befcre the destruction of capitaliam, however, people will not
find the overcoming of thelr oppression purely In politics but In thair
fullest participation In every scclal struggle. 7o develop human b&ings
aven io the highest potentlal that can be achleved without the
construction of socialism means not the conflning of thelr activity to
politica but their integration and participation In the women's
movemaent, trade unions, historical, culteral, sclentific and every other
farm of activity. Marxism achieves Its goals not in opposition to thasa
struggies but in showing them the polltical means whereby their alma
may be reallsed. To devote thelr activities, epergles and lives to
bullding a revolutionary party and to regard |t as one of the greateat days
in the history of humanity when that party shuta up ahop for ever Is not a
eontradiction for Marxists but marely the real unfolding of the atruggle of
sochaty.

17. As an aside wa may nota that in fact Zaretsky's problematic, which
is that of counterposing to the economic not the primacy of the polltical
but instead the necessity for a wider soc/al framework, Is In reality not &
break with but a classic statemant of Economism. The famous Credo of
the original Russian Economists put It in & way that could almost be a
guotation from Zaretsky's book: ‘Intolerant Mandsm, negative Mandam,
primitive Marxlsm {whosa conception of the class diviston of soclety Is
too schematic) will giva way to democratic Marxiam, and the socilal
posltlon of the party within modern soclety must undergo a sharp
change...The concept “politics” will be enlarged and will ecquire a truly
soclal meaning.” The theoretical counterpasition to Economiam is not
that of asserting more soclal Issuas — that |8 to remain In the framework
of Economism — but to assart politica. Once that Is done, howaver,
then the limits of the pary must alao be drawn. In Trotsky"s words: 'Our
standard is, clearly, political, imperative and intclerant. But for this very
reason, It must define the limita of Itz activity clearly’” (Literalure and
Revolution).
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Discussion:
ANTHROPOLOGY

& FEMINISM

Socialist Woman — in conjunction with others — helped
to organise a highly successful tour in Britain for Evelyn
Reed, author of Women's Evolution. She spoke at
meetings throughout the coanntry, including several in
London. The importance of these meetings was the debate
which was stimulated and the discussion which developed
around issues which are of central concern to Marxists and
feminisis — namely, the material basis of women's
oppression and the role of anthropology in developing a

correct analysis.

Below we print two contributions to this debate. The
first is a reply to Olivia Harris's article in the latest Red
Rag (No. 12). The second is an article reprinted from
Critique Communiste, theoretical journal of the LCR
(French section of the Fourth International). We hope
these contributions will in turn stimulate further debate in
future issues of Socialist Woman.

1. A reply to Olivia

Harris

by Gerry Ahrens

‘Matriarchal Missionary”, Olivia Harris's article in Red Rag No.
12, raises crticisms of Evelyn Reed's Marxist feminist
interpretations on anthropology which merit a reply. An
important weakness in Olivia's article is that she fails to
appreciate the importance of many areas of debate that have been
initiated by Reed’s theories. Like any theory, Reed’s conclusions
shouldn’t be blindly accepted. But they needn’t be summarily
dismissed as Olivia secems to. She does this when she accuses
Evelyn Reed of proclaiming ‘the dogmas of an out-of-date
Marxism' (p.30). This is exactly how the 20th century
anthropologists dealt with the evolutionist pioneers,

Anthropology has never been in the hands of Marxists. [t has
remained an academic stronghold of bourgeois scholars. As such,
the empirical, structural and functional schools are not only
anti-historical — by rejecting the evolutionist approach; they are
also pogsitively hostile to feminist and Marxist interpretations.
Students of anthropology find that their theories are ‘validated’
only if they adopt these dominant methods and employ the
necessary amount of field-work data. What is ignored by these
scholars is that most of the societics now studied are patriarchal
(whether the lines of descent are traced through women or men)
and that there are very few societies that have not been influenced
— even in a limited way — by Western capitalist cuiture.

It is important to trace the effects of colonialism. Equally it is
crucial to see why societies have become patriarchal, Mainstream
anthropologists, in dismissing the historical approach, develop an
analysis which is extremely limited, purely based on ernpirical
comparisons. Feminist and Marxist anthropologists should
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combine, rather than separate, the different methods.

This is exactly what Evelyn Reed has done. It is reflected both
in her methodology and in the data she uses. To say, as Olivia
does, that her ideas do not seem ‘to depend much on whether they
are true or even plausible in the light of recent research” and that
“her writings use anthropological data in a highly selective way'
(p-29) is to fail to realise what Evelyn Reed herself says. She
argues that ‘the same data can be analysed differently when
submitted to different methods of interpretation and this can lead
to deep-going theoretical conflicts’. (1) These are the *theoretical
conflicts’ which Marxists and feminists need to take up in a
challenge to the bourgeois academics who dominate the
discipline. Evelyn Reed's methods, her use of data, and the ideas
she pursues 4o represent such a challenge.

Much has been learned — not only from Engels, Morgan and
Bachofen, but from Evans-Pritchard, Lévi-Strauss and Leach as
well. Their ideas and theories have been subject to positive
critiques — through questioning, discussion, modification and
extension. They should not be dismissed out of hand. To do so
would be to fall into the same traps as the bourgeois
anthropologists. Evelyn Reed's theories about such things as the
matriarchal clan system and cannibalism should be similarly
treated. Her years of research have raised debating points that are
just as important as Malinowski’s years amongst the Trobinard
Islanders, or Durkheim's vears with hislibrary.

Olivia goes on to question whether we need Evelyn Reed’s
ideas. She even asks whether it is nécessary for feminists today to
know the former position of women. That point of view in ifself




represents a fundamental difference with the method adopted by
Evelyn Reed. If feminists do not question why certain social
relations have arisen — such as the family, the sexual division of
labour, women’s biclogical role — then the ability to develop a
strategy for today which is based on a scientific approach is
extremely limited. We have seen the political weaknesses of this
failure in the article in Revolutionary Communist No. 5
(November 1976) on ‘Women's Oppression under Capitalism®.
According to the Revolutionary Communist Group's theory,
women's oppression emerges with capitalism — not elass society.
The economistic consequences for the RCG’s strategy are
cxtremely serious. They even reject the need for an independent
women’s movement.

Evelyn Reed does not focus her analysis on the existence or
otherwise of matriarchy. Her main area of analysis concerns
whether women have been oppressed throughout pre-recorded and
recorded history. She analyses why and how women’s position
has changed through society’s evolution to its present mode of
production — capitalism. In doing this, her contribution to both

ferninism and anthropology has been to question — and threaten
— the so-called *absolute’ concepts of the ‘eternal” nuclear family
and the *truth’ that *biology is a woman's destiny”.

Evelyn Reed has not — nor does she claim to have — come up
with complete answers. Most of her analysis is concerned with
pre-recorded history. This is obvicusly subject to speculation.
But her views certainly do provide a different point of view from
those currently dominant, which expound the ‘natural’ and
therefore *unavoidable’ inferiority of women. And they are also
diametrically opposed to those who think that the subject of
‘women’ is totally irrelevant as a separate study. If Marxists and
feminists are going to gain anything from these anthropological
conflicts, then it is high time that serious anthropological
critiques were made of all research done in this field extending as
far back as the last century. This is the best guarantee for
ensuring that the practice of the women's movement is rooted in a
firm lhéor}r which can take the struggle for women’s liberation
forward.

1. Is the Nuclear Family Etemal?, Evelyn Reed (1973),

2. In the beginning....
by Frederique

Vinteuil

*This world has always belonged to men’, writes Simone de
Beauvoir [I]. This affirmation has a broad consensus, even
amongst feminists and women writers. This can be explained by
the fact that the oppression of women spans several millenia, and
that women occupied an inferior position in all historical societies
that have left written traces. Theories about the existence of a
primitive matriarchy that appeared in the 19%th century are
regarded by contemporary anthropologists as outright digres-
sions, or as assertions without scientific evidence. But if their
thesis was accepted, we would be confronting in women the sole
and unigque group in history whose inferior condition is original,
natural and does not result from a historical process.

This is not at all an academic debate. If we admit the ‘always’
of Simone de Beanvoir, if we justify the ongoing enslavement of
women Since the beginning of time through some wider hold
arising from rules governing the species and the exhausting
demands of reproduction — which is a natural parameter — then
we refuse to consider women as Aistorical products. That means
that child-bearing is seen as a natural handicap which necessarily
determines a social oppression. It then follows that women's
oppression is matural, arising from their specificity as sexual
beings, and also that men are sponianeous!y oppressors because
of their own sexual specificity,

Ome can draw logical conclusions from this which are
absolutely contradictory. Sexist theoreticians can see a justifica-
tion for the natural and irremediable inferiority of women in this
premise; while female theoreticians of radical feminism are
inchned on the contrary to see the existence of 2 contradiction
between men and women — not only a major one, but a primitive
and natural one. Theyalsotend to situate the liberation of women in
test-tube babies, which would free them from child-bearing.
These are in fact the conclusions drawn by Shulamith Firestone in
her book The Diclectic of Sex, a hook which is certainly the most
representative and coherent expression of the radical feminist
currentsinthe United Statestoday.

We reject this thesis of the eternal enslavement of women in the
name of the ‘laws of nature’. Humanity from its beginnings,
from the stage of the primitive horde, has been a historical reality
which does not have natural parameters, but which transforms

Florence 1974.

It is useful to recapitulate here, briefly, the evolution of
anthropological thought as applied to the problems of the
‘feminine condition’ [2]. Women were born as objects of science
at the time of the epistemological revolution of the 19th century.
This corresponded to the end of a type of history which was
understood as a factual succession of events, regulated by very
few people who were elevated to the rank of ‘subjects® of history.
It also corresponded to the project of a kind of science which
would uvpdate the social facts in their totality and would
acknowledge them. The investigating field of historians moved
from the compilation of diplomatic documents to the study of
economic mechanisms, and also to the family and institutions of
dailylife.

It marked the emergence of the ‘woman question’. Eliminated
from public life, from “the history that can be seen’, women have
been given a role by the historians: that of being the main agents
for reproduction, in studies of marriage and fertility in past
societies. They are sometimes economic subjects linked with a
spectfic type of production, but above all women are seen as
privileged elements in understanding the uses and values of *daily
life’ (from cooking to emotional ties, and clothing).

But their recognition as objects for study by the historians did
not imply the recognition of an autonomous role for women in
history. Women are nothing more than the *symbols’ of a social
process. They ‘symbolise’ the capacities for reproduction, the
mode of life and also the collective unconsciousness of a society.

Women are the reproduction in a society, and not a social
group defined by its relation to reproduction. The history of
historians is fundamentally ‘male’, including even that of the
‘Marxist® historians, where classes and class struggle are often
implicitly reduced to the masculine element. Arising from this is
the absurdity of half of humanity floating on the margin through
the course of the centuries. The historians don’t even think that
women's oppression and the struggle against this oppression
might have a role in the historical process!

But there is a field, subsidiary to the development of historical
science — though occupying a marginal position in its methods
and its objects of investigation — in the heart of which women
have found themselves. This is the study of archaic societies. The

2. For mora detslls, ses Ida Magl's La Donna, un problems aperto,




first. books totally [5] or partially devoted to the femimine
condition are anthropological books of the 19th century. Two
reasoms explain this. The birth of a feminist movement and the
interest shown in the ‘woman question’ created a debate about
the nature of the feminine condition. The new born anthropology
provided information on socicties which supposedly corres-
ponded to a stage of primitive development of humanity. It
destroyed the image of the universal and ahistorical man coming
from the philosophies of the 17th and 18th centuriesin Europe. It
distinguished between the natural and the coltural, Bud especially
what became evident ro the first anthropologists, even obscurely,
was the importance of kinship strictures in archaic societies.

Engels [4] correctly wrote: “The [ess developed the work, the
smaller the mass of its products and consequently the wealth of
society, and alse the more the predominant influence of blood
links seem to dominate the social order.’ From that time on, the
study of Kinship relations which postulated the division of sexes
in the reproduction of the species marked the appearance of
kinship as an object for investigation. The sexual groap with a
particular relationship 1o reproduction, namely women, was
called by the ltalian woman anthropologist Ida Magli ‘the
anthropological discovery of the woman’,

Immediately rescarch and debates turned to the scandalous
problem of the primitive matriarchy. “Our’ anthropologists
{imagine them as learned members of the bourgeoisie, believing
in the natural superiority of their class and sex) had, in the
warmth of their libraries, received a shock. It appeared more and
more obvious that the majority of archaic societics were
acquainted with or had experienced a matrilineal order
of descent (consanguinity through the maternal line). Now
conlemporary. society gave the image of patrilineal consan-
guinity, accompanied by an absolute pre-eminence of the male,
the father. A similar logic led to the conclusion that matrilineal
consanguinity was a criterion for the secie! domination of
women: at the beginning there had been matriarchy.

The emotion caused by this ‘discovery’ went beyond scientific
spheres. Feminists saw a confirmation of their struggle in this
discovery: the inferiority of women was not natural, Oppression
had not always existed. Most anthropologists came to a decision:
they were either in favour of or against the theory of the primitive
mairiarchy.

Those in favour based themselves on the prior appearance; in
most,. societies, of matrilineal consanguinity. This prior
appearance was explained by the ignorance of primitive people
about the role of the father in reproduction. Only the woman
seemed 1o be the source of life to primitive people, and her power
was based on her reproductive functions.

Those against argued that no serious historical evidence existed
of the slightest ‘feminine power’, and that, after all, the natural
superiority of the man ...

Morgan And Bachofen

An 1871 the work Ancient Sociery was published by the
American writer Morgan. Morgan had lived amongst Iroquois
tribes. His work was the first attempt 1o develop a theory about
the evolution of the structures of kinship: from the absolute
sexual promiscuity without any prohibition of incest ar the
beginning, up to the monogamian family, through the consan-
guine family (union of  all people of the same generation),
punaluan family (prohibition of incest between brothers and
sisters, group marriage), and the pairing family (birth of the
couple). According to Morgan, the monogamian family started
with patrilineal consanguinity and with it ended the pre-
eminence of women. In The Origin of the Family Engels draws
thesame conclusion as Morgan. Wewill deal with this later.

The legitimate theoretician of matriarchy was not Morgan but
Bachofen, who was not, strictly speaking, an amthropologist, but
rather a historian of religions. [5] Morgan started from the kinship
structures in archaic societies of the time. Bachofen started from
the analysis of the ‘sacred’ in archaic societies of the past. He

3. C. Letourneau, La condition de la femme dens les diverses races of
civilisations, Parls 1803; Evolution du mariage of de I famille. Paris
1888.

4. Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State.

5. The main work: Das Mutterrecht, 1881.

e

discovered the cult of the Great Mother of Gods [6] and the
symbolic structures that emphasised the feminine aspect of the
‘holy’, the power of fertility of the Earth Mother, exaltation of the
lenar principle, cults of vegetation.

From the primary role of the feminine element in the religious
order, Bachofen draws the pre-eminence of women in the socigl
order. Not that he was a feminist. The whole meaning of his
thesis lies in the cefebration of the passage from the female order
to the male order, the former corresponding to the primitive and
barbaric stage of society. According to Bachofen, what was for
Engels ‘the historical defeat of the femining sex® is in reality the
beginning of civilisation: the passage from original chaos to an
ordered social structure; the passage from instinct to reason:
from submission to nature to its transformation; from passivity
to- activity; from nature to cultore. The patriarchal order
incarnates progress. According to this author of Das Murerrecht,
‘the overthrow of the matriarchy occurred when men realised
their role in reproduction’, They then freed themselves from the
Mother-goddesses of fertility that terrified them, to replace them
by male gods that they promoted to the rank of supreme gods. A

“The Origin Of The Family . . .’

It was on the basis of this research of a new born anthropology
(in the framework of a heated debate between supporters of
whether the patriarchy or matriarchy came first) that Engels
wrote the Origin  of the Family ... The discoveries of Morgan
and Bachofen had enthused him, as they had Marx. The
monogamian family was no longer scen as a natural grouping but
as the result of a long evolutionary process started at the
beginning of humanity. Morcover, the comparative method used
by Morgan confirmed Marx’s intuitions about the pre-history of
Western  civilisation. Morgan outlined how Indian archaic
societies in America in the 19th century had the same kinship
structure and the same evolutionary process as the archaic
spcieties of the past (Greece, Far East). ‘Morgan spontaneausiy
rediscovered, through the limits imposed by his subject, the
materialist conception of history that had been discovered by
Marx'. [8] Engels adopted the evolutionary schema provided by
Morgan almost unreservedly, but added to it 2 marerialist basis.

We are familiar with the thesis developed in the Origin af the
Famply ..... on the birth of women's oppression. Ar the
beginning, humanity knew a form of ‘primitive communism’
probably corresponding to the Stone Age. The land was
communal, a first division of lzsbour appeared, rooted in the
sexual division of reproduction. Women, less ‘mobile’ because of
child-bearing, were associated with husbandry, and tasks near the
dwelling place: weaving, pottery .... Men devoted themselves to
hunting and fishing. Only the mother’s role was known in the
reproductive process, and matrilineal consanguinity was natural
in the kKinship structures. This was reflected in TNArrage groups (a
union of all the men in a clan of a given age group with the
women of the same age in another clan). According to Engels,
matrilineal consanguinity was, doubtlessly, accompanted by the
social supremacy of women: ‘the domestic communist cConamy
where women belong, for most of them if not all, to the same
gens, while men were divided into different genms, is the most
concrete basis of this predominance of women’. [9]

But with the Iron Age and the appearance of the plough,
husbandry was modified, and required more physical strength
and a greater mobility. Above all, an accumulation of a social
surplus product appeared. Now it was men — through their
physical predispositions — who were more suited to this new
husbandry and seized upon this surplus product. Private
ownership of the means of production started to develop. Men
were unable to make their offspring profit, since inheritance
came through the mother only.

Men used their new economic superiority to reverse the family
structure and to establish patrilineal consanguinity. Because
women have a nafural property relation with their body as a

5. Works on the Groat Mother of Goda: Kereny, La Grandes Mére: E.O.
Jamas, The Culis of the Great Mother, London 1958; R. Briffault, The
Mothers, London 1827; A, Pestalozza, L 'Eternel feminin dans s ralligion
mediterrandenne.

7. A rapid summary of this theery can ba found In the ‘History' chapter
of Simone de Basuvoir, op cit.

8. Engals, Latter lo Kaotsky, 16 February 1884,

8. Engals, Origin of the Family ...
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means of reproduction, men depend on women to reproduce
themselves. To overthrow this dependence, to ensure one’™s own
descent, can only mean the appropriation of women’s bodies by
men, with the transformation of women into socially degraded
beings. 2

Let’s say from now on that this schema, whatever its
weaknesses (attributable to the level of knowledge at that time),
continues (o have decisive importance. For women’s oppression
to be acknowledged not as a natural, original fact, but as the
result of a historical process, constitutes from the point of view of
method an immense gain. To this, we can add intuitions — even
if they are insufficiently explained — that the first class struggle
was a struggle between the sexes, and that class oppression was
made possible only by the appropriation of the female sex. It is
necessary 1o quote again from the well known sentence: *the first
class opposition that manifests itself in history coincides with the
development of the antagonism between men and women in the
conjugal marriage, and the first class oppression with the
oppression of the feminine sex by the masculine sex.” [10].

Engels’ thesis was attacked on several grounds: for example,
the existence of a primitive matriarchy, the simultaneous birth of
private property and women’s oppression, the analogy made
between the sexual group constituted by women and a social
class. If criticisms have come from a range of scientific
viewpoints, the most radical is undoubtedly that of the
anthropological structuralist school of Levi-Strauss in particular.

It i5 necessary to study at some length the details of
Levi-Strauss’s theses on women’s oppression. First, because they
are considered as the most systematic refutation of Engels'
theory. Secondly, because they have a certain authority and are
taken up again by a section of the new feminist literature.

Levi-Strauss And The ‘Inequality Of The Sexes’

We arc familiar with the thesis which 15 defended in
Levi-Strauss’s major book, Structures elemeniaires de la pedrenie
{Elementary Structures of Kinship). He argues that every human
society is founded on the laws of exchange. The first exchange,
the fundamenial one, is that of women. The passage [rom
‘mature’ to ‘culture’ starts with the prohibition of incest: that is.
with the rule made by men involving the exchange of women of
their own blood relations with foreign women. It is this exchange
which makes social life possible. In the beginning, women were
the mediation through which men affirmed themselves as social
beings. No symmetry existed between the sexes: *The fundamen-
tal point is that it is men who exchange women, and not the
contrary™. [L] The type of patrilineal or matrilineal
consanguinity does not matter for Levi-Strauss. For him
matriarchy is a nonsense, contradicted by extensive evidence.
‘Political authority, or simply social authprity, always belongs 1o
men, and this male dominance is a constant’. [/2] The only
difference between patrilineal and matrilineal regimes for Levi-
Strauss is that in the former the power belongs to the fathers and
men in a masculine lineage; in the latter it belongs to brothers or
uncles on the mothers® side.

In most societies with a matrilineal regime, the woman goes 1o
live in her husband’s clan (patrilocal dwelling). This single fact
demonstrates for Levi-Strauss the supremacy of men. We are
familiar with his conclusion: *Matrilineal consanguinity is the
hand of the woman’s father or brother that reaches up to the
brother-in-law’s village’. [/3] There is no system of relations
between the sexes — men maintain their relationships between.
themselves by means of women.

Levi-Strauss’s analvsis leads to an absolute reification of
women. It is all the more absolute because this reification has
neither an origin nor any apparent cause. It is not, after all, Levi-
Strauss’s desire to explain why men exchange women and not vice
versa, ‘Women readers can console themselves by thinking that
the rules of the game would remain the same if it was decided to
consider men as objects of exchange for groups of women’. [/4]

10. Ibid.

11. Levi-Strauss, - Struciures slsmentaires de e parentd, Presses
Univarsitaires de France, p. 147.

12. Ihid., p. 150.

13. Ibid., p. 148,

14. Levl-Strauss, The Family; Shapiro, Man, Culturs snd Soclety,
London 1958,
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These are the words of a good structuralisi for whom A is always
equal 10 B — provided A and B occupy the same function in the
same structural group. However, A and B don™t occupy the same
place. When Levi-Strauss takes the risk and develops a hypothesis
to explain this, he needs Freud's help — with Freud's theory
about the well-known sexual passivity of women. The SUPETIOTiY
of the male libido, of the *sexual instinct’, Levi-Strauss SAVS, B4
what ensured male supremacy in the active passage from nature
to cultore. This superiorily represents the sexual relations: it
corresponds [0 an ‘instinct”, but an instinct that needs another
human being tosatisly nself.

Levi-Strauss expresses, ina sophisticated way, the notion that
inedquality of the sexes is fundamenial and natural. This uncon-
tested master of structuralist anthropology brings us back,
through his analysis of the origins of women's oppression, to the
good old naturalist explanations and to taulological reasoning:
*‘Women are mferior because they are inferior”. And after all,
Levi-Strauss, caught in his own trap, doesn't hesitate 10 make his
theory of the exchange of women a universal one. For him, the
exchange draws its universality from Nature — where it finds its
basis. Thus, in our developed capitalist societies, a woman who
gets married thinks she is signing a contract of legal equality with
her husband. Bur just Tet her read Levi-Sirauss and she will Tose
her illusions: in reality it is her father or brother who have merely
exchanged her. “This point of view [theexchange of women) must be
maintained in all its rigour even with respect to our society; the link
of reciprocity that makes the marriage is not established
between men and women, but between men by means of
women." [/5] Thisisall evidently absurd, especially in a system with
bourgenis law, and at a time when many women arc totally
independent economically. But to deprive this exchange of its
universality would mean to deprive il of its *naturalness’. And
this would make women’s position a Aisroricel product arising
from & specific society.

We reject Levi-Strauss’s conclusion because we reject his
method. We have not got the means (research is mot that
extensive) to criticise his analysis tribe by tribe. However, an
ethnologist — whatever his intellectual honesty — interprets facts
also as a member of his own sex, and through what his sex
supposes through the structuring of consciousness and of the
unconscious. Levi-Strauss’s choice of words is remarkable in this
respect,. His use of ‘we’, ‘one’; ‘mankind’, ‘man’, appear
exclusively in the masculine gender of the French language. This
overtly helps to convince the reader of the *fundamental
asymmetry between the sexes”.

But even if we take it for granted that the information provided
by Levi-Strauss about the kinship structures is correct, the
problem still remains. What is the value of his schema of
interpretation of these phenomena? He would defend himself
against charges of ‘interpretation’. His intention is to enable us to
see the social mechanisms of kinship structures, by cracking them
open. However, his ‘cracking open’ occurs in the abstract, cut off
from any other social reality (the structure functions in an tarchy),
implicitly stressing the quasi-natural inferdority of women.
Undoubtedly, conclusions would be different if Levi-Strauss
cared to link his analysis of Kinship structures with the more fully
understood praxis of the groups being examined. There is no
precise evidence from Levi-Straussabout the tribes he has studied in
depth — about the kinship systems, about the historical evolution
of the tribe, this exogenous influence it had, and about the type of
political power which was exercised. We are aware of the love
that structuralists have for ‘cold societies’ — those where
historical movement seems to be absent. It is in this kind of
society that Levi-Strauss finds his examples of kinship structures.

Appropriation By Men Only

Levi-Strauss’s restrictive method is concerned only with the
mechanisms of kinship. This makes him neglect almost entirely
the fact that there is only appropriation on the side of men. This
is male appropriation of women’s capacity to reproduce, as well
as their labour power.

Marx noted that the first division of labour is situated ar the
level of the reproduction of the species [£6]. Engels saw that this
division for reproduction purposes implied a division of labour at

15. Levl-Strauss, Structures slemenialres de la parentd, pp. 148-9,
18. Marx, The German Ideciogy.



the level of production. And, as Ievi-Strauss himself writes:
“SBatisfaction of economic needs entirely rests on conjugal sOCiety
and on the division of labour between the scxes’. [I7] The
societies studied by Levi-Strauss rest, at their level of develop-
ment, on the appropriation — by a group of men — of the labour
power of women. ‘Such pygmies consider that the more women
there are, the more there is to eat.’

Engels was reproached becaunse he linked the birth of women's
oppression to that of private property in a situation where
collective societies existed and communal property was evident,
but women still had an obviously inferior status. The first form
of property was in fact the appropriation by a group of men of
the labour power and the reproductive capacities of a group of
women. Marx had an intuition of this when he wrote: “The first
form, the germ of property is the family where the woman and
children are the man's slaves’. [[8] This appropriation is in no
way original. Humanity seems 1o have known a stage (one which

has been left behind by almost all the primitive societies of today-

which are studied by anthropologists) where the narural division
of labour was reflected in exchanges between the group of men
and the group of women. Two examples to illustrate different
extremes of the ancient world include the studies of Louis Cernet
and Marcel Granet.

Exchange Between The Sexes

After examining the sarvival in ancient Greek law of the rituals
of exchange, Louis Cernet writes: ‘One can risk saying that in the
oldest system of exchange, the exchange between the sexes plays a
central role’. [J9] Marcel Granct comments on ancient China: ‘In
ancient China, men and women competed with each other, like
two rival corporations. Ploughmen and women weavers formed
groups with different ways of living, different interests, and
different riches. Although rivals, they were also interdependent.
These complementary groups divided the work between them-
selves. The hours and places of the work were also shared. Each
group had a pattern of life. Social life was the result of the inter-
action between the two." [20]

The idea of exchanges between the sexes, similar to rivalry
between corporations, is a long way from Levi-Strauss’s notion
of exchange through the means of women. This stage of sexual
division of labour corresponds to a kinship system based on
matrilineal consanguinity. But does this period correspond to a
matriarchy? This is pretty improbable. The collective property
and the communal aspect of the social organisation did not
provide a basis for the domination of women over men.

Nevertheless, the primary role of reproduction in these
societies gave women an eminent religions power. Great
goddesses began to reign in the religious world who were not in-
different to the fate of women on earth. Simone de Beauvoir [211
only sees the religious transposition of the male view of women in
the image of these great goddesses. For her, the woman —
although an almighty goddess — is nevertheless the *Other’. There
is no possibility of any reciprocal relations betwesn men and
WOmen.

This hypothesis is gratnitous: the notion of the great goddess
reflects the image of women with their own power. The group of
men which de Beauvoir describes — in line with Levi-Strauss —
are the priginal and uncontested owners of their sons. Political
power is seen (o be assumed by an act of creative liberty because,
according to the existentialists, men are naturally the ones able to
transcend their situation. The picture painted is one of a cruel,
domineering, terrifying woman with many lovers — either
humans or animals — who kills or castrates them when they
betray her or no longer satisfy her. What an act of masochism
this is! But if the same group of men described by de Beauveir
worshipped divinities such as the minor goddesses from Crete
who were devoted to alleviating the sufferings of women arising
from menstrustion and child birth, what 2 rare generosity
in history that would be ...

In reality, in a type of society where private appropriation did
not yet exist, the specific relation of women to reproduction is far

17. Levi-Strauss, Siructures elemaniaires de la parencd, p. 148,
18. Marx, The German Ideclogy.

18. L. Cemet, Anthropologis de la Grece antigue.

20. M. Granet, La penisde chinoize.

21. Simone de Beauvolr, op. oitf.
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from being a handicap. It gives rise to some privileges, in fact: the
woman is mistress of life, her fertility is seen to be part of the vital
fernility of the earth. This is the root of women®s predominance in
ancient religions.

The ‘enslavement” of women to reproduction of the species did
not in itself allow the historical defeat of the feminine sex. It was
rooted in the consequences of the sexual division of labour when
the progress of technical development made the accumulation of
a social surplus possible. In the most primitive tribes; women
generally did the weaving, pottery and husbandry when the
coltivated soil was near the dwelling place. Men would hont and
make tools for production. Women’s role was, indeed,a result of
their poorer mobility. But this did not in any way reflect women’s
inferiority. Omn the contrary, women controlled most of the
economy of the group at the beginnings of husbandry.

The discovery of bronze and iron made it possible to cultivate
larger surfaces. This resulted in the accumulation of cattle.
Breeding, a substitute for hunting, was the occupation of the
men. Moreover, the musciular strength of the man became an
advantage as the rewards reaped with the help of bronze imple-
ments increased. It is the determining role of women in the
primitive economy which seems to have acted against their interests
as a 5cx.

At this time, women’s activities ceased to be the pivot of the
life of the group. Women continued to weave. But men profited
from the accumulation of catile and agricoliural products. Tt was
the men who saw the beginnings of a surplus product from their
work. With the appearance of a substantial surplus product, it
was possible for one part of the group to appropriate the labour
power of the other part. At the primitive stage, even before the
appearance of slavery, the sexual division of work resulted in the
appropriation by men of the labour power of women. The
relation of women to reproduction and the nature of the kinship
structures made it necessary to take possession of the bodies of
women — as tools of reproduction — as well.

Engels rightly saw that the transmission of private property —
in the hands of men — required a kinship system to ensure its
maintenance. At this time the couple appeared as a social entity,
leading to the existence of “legitimate’ children to whom property
could be handed down.

Struggle Between The Sexes

In the following stage, with the appearance of slavery, women
were expelled from production and relegated to domestic tasks.
This was more profitable than exploiting women's labour power.
With the monogamian family, women's tasks were excluded from
the realm of exchange and directed to consumption within the
family unit.

This ‘revolution’ was long and progressive. It resulied in the
social integration of the religious values of the past. From this it
is possible to understand the few survivals of an epoch when
women were not yet enslaved. One example: in Crete, after the
Minoan society, at a time of the triumph of patriarchal social
relations; the laws of Gortyne made the wife the exclusive
proprietor. Even in the case of divorce, women owned all that
was spun and woven in the house.

This ‘revolution® was the fruit of a struggle berween the sexes.
Numerous testimonies exist confirming this struggle. It continued
even after the solid establishment of the patriarchy. When
Levi-Strauss writes about the social and uncontesred superiority
of men in primitive societies, he forgets to report the existence of
a widespread mstitution — the House of Men. This was a place
apart from the village where only men met. Women had no rights
to venture near the House. Ceremonies of imitiation were carried
out there, as well as the preparation of expeditions to punish
women of the tribe. Many institutions and rituals developed
which excluded women: masks were worn by men only, and they
alone had access to rituals surrounding the reincarnation of
ancestors. According to Genevieve Calame-Griaule, masked men
of the Dogons ‘*could really exercise a terrible vengeance on a
woman guilty of a grave disagreement with a man from the
village .... They would invade her hut, demolish the roof, take
her goods and pursue her in order to kill her.' [22] But she points
out later that some old women would hide themselves to spy on
the men and steal the masks ....!

2. G, Calame-Griaule, Ethnologie ef langage.
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The institution of the House of Men 1s incomprehensible in the
framework defined by Levi-Strauss, which is premised on the
uncontested superiority of men. The need for men to organise
themselves, to celebrate phallic cults and to plot against the group
of women doesn’t express his notion of the cloudless triumph of
patriarchal domination. The House of Men rather reflects the
terror of men who were confronted with the uncontested magic of
the woman's body. It is the concrete expression of the struggle of
the sexes and the organisation of men as males to deal with the
domination of women in a tension-filled situation. The
suprémacy of men is accomplished through their organisation as
a sex, exercising the most open forms of violence.

The literature of ancient and classical Greece provides many
examples of the existence of a struggle between the sexes. One
only has to read the Greek tragedies. [23] Here women belong to
the past. Their preference for archaic and irrational religions, and
for political systemns which existed before the City system, is
constantly noted in this literature. From Orestes to Penthee to
Creon, the {male) hero in these tragedies proclaims that women
won't have any power in the City. And, as Bachofen saw, Orestes
by Aeschylus strikes the last blows against matrilineal
consanguinity: the voung gods of the patriarchal era descend
from Olympus to proclaim that women have no role in
reproduction. Children are seen as the fruit of a single active
principle — the male principle. The Eryneas, the goddesses of
vengeance, of blood, of darkness and the depths of the earth,
bow before the will of the voung  gods.

Al the end of this brief study we would like to underline
several points. In primitive societies, the first appropriation

23. J.P. Vincent, Mythe el tragedie; "The tragic moment is tha one when
a gap opens at the heart of soclal experience, wide enough so that in
between |uridical and political thought on the one hand, mythical and
heroic tradition on the other, the oppoaltions clearly appear, yat narmow
encugh for the conflicts of value to be still felt painfully and the

occurred when men appropriated woman’s labour power and her
power to reproduce the species. This implies that the first class
struggle definitely was the struggle of the sexes, and that the main
force of history, at that stage, was the struggle between the sexes.
With slavery there was a differentiation of social classes in the
usnal meaning of the word. Women, as an autonomous group,
were excluded from production. Then the essential contradictions
shifted and history became the history of class struggle.

This fundamental transformation upset the status of men in
relation to women: it was then no longer the case that men
exercised an oppression over women as males, but rather as
individuals situated in the process of prodoction. Women's
oppression then becomes related 1o the dictates of the mode of
domination of the ruling class, not to the specific interests of men
asa group. Men as a group ceased to exist as a SoCio-economic unit,
even if maintained as anideological entity.

Thus a specific oppression exercised over women as wormen
remains. The struggle of women develops, rather than the
struggle of the sexes — which is a restrictive and archaic concept.
It nevertheless plaved an undeniable role in history: especially in
the evolution of the family, on the ideological terrain, and in the
siruggle at the level of evervday life.

However, contrary (0 the ideas from the radical ferinist
current of the women"s movement, the struggle between the sexes
is not the main contradiction in history, even if it pre-dates the
class struggle and even if class exploitation arises as a result of the
domination of women by men. Each mode of production
develops its own contradictions, and uses and modifies for itself
the unresolved contradictions of the previous modes of
production. Women's oppression aids the reproduction of
capitalism, it does not engender it. Examining the roots of
women's oppression allows one to define it as a hisrorical
product. But this analysis cannot substitute itself inany way for a
study of the function of this oppression in the mode of capitalist

confrontation to continue to cogur.”

production.

Domestic Labour

I would like to congratulate you on conducting
seripus theoretical discussions in  Socialist
Woman, in contrast to the inferior woman's
magazine format of vour SWP rival. May 1
takeuprwo pointsabout the article by Celia Holt
on Domestic Labour in Vol.6, No. 17

I should start by saying that I agree with the
theoretical substance of her argument, i.c. that
housework does not produce vatue, at least if
we stick to the theoretical categories of Marxist
political economy. However, 1 would like to
offer two criticisms of her position.

First, one imponant feature of the idea that
Marxism is scientific socialism is that questions
of theory arc not subordinated to immediare
campaigns or prejudices of the movement. For
example, in developing his scientific political
economy Marx was led to give a more
favourable account of the position of the
working class under capialism than the one he
started with. Between 1844 and 1867 he
decided, for instance, that trade unions could
raise wages, whereas he started by thinking that
they could not; he decided that the subsistence
which wages pay for includes a social-clement
which can raise the working class well above
biological subsistence, whereas in 1844 he
thought that the working class was condemned
to be reduced to biological subsistence. Both of
thess conclusions are unpalatable for someone
with & position which in general argues for the
forceable overthrow of thebourgeois state as the
road to socialism, for they tend to foster

[usalarmmg then, to find that Celia Holt's
first two arguments about the dangers of Ann
Chesterton’s position concern the practical
effects of the theory she advocates, not its
truth. These are that the Chesterton arguments
might help the wages for housswork campaign,
and that they fail to prove that capitalism
cannot socialiss domestic work, *‘which des-
1TOYS OuUr case against an idea current on the
left that women's liberation is an *‘ideological
issue’”, not a real pan of the class struggle”.

I would rather suggest that if the Chesterton
arguments were correct, then the current
positions of Socialist Woman should be
guestioned, and the possibility of changing
possibly incorrect policies should be welcomed.

Second, the substance of Holt's conclusions
from her correct argument that housework
does not produce value is false. Holt argues
that because domestic labour is not 8 source of
profit it is of no interest to capitalism, hence
capitalism cannot socialise housework. In doing
2o she contradicts two fundamental ideas of
Marxist political economy, namely that capi-
talism seeks to expand the market, and that
capitalism tends, unevenly, to seck to expand
the labour force. Both of these can readily be
combined by the ‘capitalist® socialisation of
domestic labour.

Consider the labour involved in, say, the
production of food in the traditional domestic
economy and today. Instead of preparing raw
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vegetables 4 modern housewife will usually
open A tin or etc; her cooking will start with a
frozen chicken, not a live one, or with a shop
bought pie, not with flour and meat. This will
save her time, which can then be spent working
for a capitalist (a pea-canner, for example); it
will also create a larger market for the
capitalists. This sort of socialisation of
housework is already dramatically advanced in
the middle classes, with the decline of domestic
service, which is, of course, umproductive
labour, and the departure of servants to work
productively in factories or etc: it is also
constantly advancing in the working class.

I am not saying that this process, backed by
the expansion of Welfare State child-care *at a
snail’s pace’, is as effective or as desirable as
the socialit road 1o the socialisation of
domestic work. But I do think that, far from
being impossible, it is happening and will
continue to happen. And | also think that it is
maore desirable that it should happen than that
it should not, for the traditional Marxist reason
that it makes for the independence of women
and their entry into the life of the community.

Finally, I think that if my argument is
correct, then, like the conclusions of Marx
which [ refer to above, it strengthens the case
for reformism to some extent. I hope that at
least it will lead to some useful discussion.
Yours in comradeship,

MARE COWLING



Women and Socialism by Hilda Scott (Allison & Busby, £2.95)

In a pamphlet "Protection of Women and Children in Soviet Russia”,
published in 1932, A W, Field quoted Lenin as having said that every
intelligent woman should know how to cook. Lenin, of course, had never
said anything of the sort; what he had written in State and Revolution was
that every kukharka (woman cook) should take part in government. A. W,
Field's confusion, though, is not so absurd as it might seem, for
neither women cooks, nor men cooks for that matter, had anv political
power, and all women cooked for their families.

Things have changed since 1932, but the women's movement has
suspected that as regards cooks and women the situation has improved
but little. Women and Socialism isa detailed study of the daily life of women
in contemporary Eastern Europe; it is a first-hand account that offers
ampic evidence to confirm suspicions that women in Eastern Europe are
tess than liberated. Anyone who still believes that the women of the GDR,
of Poland, etc. enjoy full equality or are drawing steadily nearer this goal
should read this book. Those who do not believe the claims of equality
should read the book too, both for the informarion value and because it
takes the discussion a step forward: Hilda Scott does not just want to
prove that women in Eastern Europe are not equal, she wanis 1o know
why they are not equal and what, anyway, precisely is equality?

Constant reference is made throughout the book to the position of
womern in Western countries, and background material on the views of
Marx and Engels and Bebel on the ‘woman question’” and on the
development of the socialist women's movement s supplied. This makes
it easier for the reader to contrast and compare the facts presented and
evaluate social trends and government measures in the light of socialist
theories and expectations. The author, however, lived for over rwenty
years (from 1948 to 1973) in Crechoslovakia, working for the Iast ten of
these years as @ journalist specialising mainly in guestions concerning
women, and so it is through a careful case study of the Czech experience
that the problems of realising in practice the liberation of women are
poscd and answers sought.

Women, we are told, were 38 per cent of the work-force when the
Communists came to power in 1948, but 1.2 million of the 2.1 million
women workers were employed in agriculture, By 1969 over 80 per cent of
women of productive age were at work and the overwhelming mejority
held jobs outside agriculture. Alongside this drive to bring women into
production; sodal secutiry provisions were introduced with the aim of
cnabling women to combine their maternal and productive functions:
cighteen weeks paid maternity leave was granted for instance, and
retirement for women was set at 55 (it was 60 for men). The extension of
pre-school facilities was promised, and by 1967 10 per cent of children
under three and 55 per cent of children between the ages of three and six
had places in creches and kindergartens. But despite these achisvements,
full equality did not materialise and in the "60¢ the government and the
media began 1o expose the failure. Although the expansion of female
education had been apparently successful, female students constituting
over half the student body in academic and vocational secondary schools
and nearly 40 per cent in higher education, women's wages were still
much lower than men’s. At the Telsa-Pardubice electrical engineering
plant in 1965, for example, 70 per cent of men but only 0.3 per cent of
women earned more than 1,200 crowns monthly. The number of women
to hold responsible administrative positions did not seem to be rising: in
1973 women accounted for over half the employees in the food processing
mdustry but only five of the 579 plant directors.

Emphassis On Psychology

Several factory managers and specialisis of one kind or another are
quoted as expressing their surprise at the limited progress women had
made and their inability 1o find a suitable explanation. Hilda Scott, her-
sclf, secms 1o favour an explanation that sees both the economic and
psychological patterns in the countrics of Eastern Europe as having
provided an obstacle to women’s social advancement. But it is the
psychological patterns that take precedence in her account. “The
engineering indusiry, the spearhead of the country’s economic drive’, she
writes, ‘in spite of its need for labour soon began to demonstrate its

Women and Socialism

refuctance to accept girls for its apprentice-training programme.” In other
words, male ‘reluctance” is seen 1o be the main reason why women have
not taken up skilled and well-paid jobs in proportion to their l=vel of
education. Male planners, she argues in her concluding chapter, find and
will always find enough other projects that need tackling more urgenthy
than the ones that would liberate women. In reviewing Women and
Sociolism in Red Rag, Katriona Graham makes explicit the conclusion
which is implicit in the book: ‘In socialist countries male dominated
governmenis and state institutions cannot by definition articolate and
isolate the myriads of ways in which women are controfled and limited by
that very system of male domination.”

Between the women of Eastern Europe and their liberation there thus
stands only the necessity of teaching their children non-traditional roles,
changing male attitudes, and smashing the male dominance of
government and fgale mstETions.

These tasks, in Hilda Scott"s view, will not be casy to achieve. On the
contrary, shc feels that the position of women in the countries of Eastern
Europe is likely to deteriorate, thor mmportance in social production is
likely to become more margmal. and women sre Bhely to drift back to the
home. For one thing, women are not theoretically equipped to fight their
battles, and for another (2nd fhis & the main resson) the ‘economic
patterns” are against them. ‘Even in = socalist society’, she writes,
‘everything that is subsidised by society has to be paid for by the
production of new valies, and the more that & subsidised by society,
things that are given away or sold below cost, the more efficient the
production required in other spheres.” Thus #f transpires that, even
though traditional values are having a negative influence on the rate of
progress, the economic situation mezans-that it would be impossible sven
with the most enlightened attitudes 1o afford the socialisation of child
care. In Crechoslovakia, for example, the money spent om creches,
schools, maternity benefits, etc. represents 25 per cemt of social and
cultural funds and 10 per cent of the entirc national expenditure. So it
would be unrealistic 1o expect improved services In the immediate future.
Liberation’is a far more expensive process than socialists had imagined in
the past and many women’s movement theorists imagine in the present.
Society can only afford what is profitable. ‘Nursery hospitals” for sick
children were suggested to relieve women of the necessity of continually
having totake time of fwork, but the ides was proncunced unprofitable and
shelved.

Hilda Scott accepts the logic of this kind of economic rationality
without question. Economic development happened because it had [o
happen; it could have happened in no other way. Socialism, she admits.
was supposed to have eliminated the sexual division of labour, but when it
did not, “society fell back upon its stereotypes.” When socialisis found
themselves in power they had o take the kind of decisions for which they
had eriticised the capialists: "The captains of socialist industry... were
quite content 10 have a reservoir of inexpensive labour power which did
not offer any real competition with men on the labour market.’ Again,
Katriona Graham's review develops this thought further and drasws the
conclusions that are implicit in the book but mever clearly expressed:
“Taking this & step further, we cpuld say thai, in a simation where the
primary goal is the raising of the level of production and this imperarive
sets social prorities, then the very forces of production determine the
dual role that women play. Even in a planned socialist economy, there
continues to be conflict between the forces of production and
reproduction”.

But do we have to draw this conclusion? Surely there are questions that
have to be asked and assumptions that have to be questioned. It is not
enough simply 10 state that socialism was supposed 1o have climinated
sexual divisions but did not. Hilda Scott explains at another point thae
ane would have expected a campaign against traditional roles but part of
the problem was that no vocational guidance existed in Czechoslovakia ar
the time. This 15 only to rephrase the question. Why was there no
vocational guidance? Why were traditional sex roles left unchallenged?
What kind of socialism is it that values women as cheap, uncompetitive
labour? And if, under socialism, a certain level of contradiction between
the interests of women and of society as a whole is inevitable, must the
problem manifest itself in the acute form observable in Eastern Europe?
In arder to find answers we need o look at the political and social context
mn which the attempt to liberate women was being made. :

In 1948, when the Communists took power in Czechoslovakia, it was
oot 2 model socialist plan of cconomic development thar they were
introducing but a specific system that had evolved in the USSR in the
1930 under the conditions of Stalinist rule. This unwieldy, highly-
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centralised system of industrial planning was accompanied by an
undemocratic, highly-bureaucratic svstem of government, also of Soviet
origin, to which any initiative from below was anathema. The first few
vears of the Communist regime saw the decimation of the workers
movement and the growth of the security forces. In 1952 the General
Secretary of the Communist Party, Rudolf Slansky, was brooght to trial
and another ten members of the government were hanged. During the
purges 60,000 Communist Party members were imprisoned and over
100,008 people served sentences in the camps.

Hilda Scott only mentions the optimism and idealism of the early vears.
For her the history of Eastern Europe shows what happens “when a
comprehensive programme for women's equality was made part of the
overall objective of governments and during this period”, she insists, ‘an
atrempt was made... 1o put a consistent body of ideas into practice in a
changed social order.” Optimism and idealism there certainly was, but in
every country of Eastern Europe the history of repression was the same.
The political system was designed to safeguard the interests of the few at
the expense of the many. In 2 sitpation where the organisation and
activity of the working class was illegal, and where ordinary people had
ne control over government decisions, a project to liberate women was
doomed to failure. Bureancratic mile depended upon the passivity of the
mass of men and women, and the regime could not therefore have
afforded to initiate the action campaigns or to set in motion the
questioning of all authority and accepted social norms that the
socialisation of the family would have involved. The Women's Union
suffered the fate of all independent organisations: in 1952 1t was closed
down and replaced by a rubber-stamping Czechoslovak Women's
Committee. Women — in the same way as workers, peasants, young
people, national minoritics — were deprived of the opportunity to defend
their specific interests,

Failure Of Economic Reforms

In the 1%60s the governments of Eastern Europe found that their
economies were refusing to grow at the required rate. As the societies
developed and the economies became more complex, the old system of
planning and administration was no longer suitable. Hence economic
reforms were tried, introducing market mechanisms and rationalising,
among other things, the work-force. The reforms, however, did not seck
to alter the balance of power, to restrict the power of the bureaucracy and
give more control over events to the working people; consequently, after
some initial successes, the performance of the economies did not improve,
In recent vears the policies of the "60s have therefore been abandoned and
other ways of increasing production have been tried.

These changes in economic policy had a direct and crucial effect upon
the position of women in Eastern Europe. During the "60s it was
ohserved that women were the less skilled and productive workers, and
the question was raised of the desirability of interpreting equality to mean
that women must take an equal place in production. It might be more
sensible, it was argued, to send some women home; over-employment
would in this way be reduced, and less money would have to be paid out
in providing facilities. In recent vears the argument has still been to send
women home, but the reason now is not that suech a measore will
rationalize the labour force, but that it will increase future reserves of
labour — women will be able to have and raise larger families. In all the
countries of Eastern Europe there has been a steady drop in the birth-rate
since the 1950s, and the governments, now they have abandoned
whole-scale rationalisation, have become concerned at the prospect of
dwindling reserves of labour. Hence they have introduced a number of
measures to make the idea of more children more attractive to more
women. Paid and unpaid maternity leave has been extended. In Poland,
women can take three years unpaid leave and then return to their old job;
in Hungary women can take the same period off without losing their jobs,
in addition receiving a monthly grant from the govermment (which is
worth roughly one third of the average wage). In the GDR women are
given a day off every month to help them cope with their domestic
responsibilities.

Hilda Scott does on occasion note the effects of economic policies. For
instance, she mentions measures taken in 1963 1o put services on a “paying
basis’ which resulted in the closure of many canteens and price rises in
others. Two years later the government withdrew millions in subsidies
that had previously helped to finance services: in consequence, prices in
the laundries rose on average by 33.4 per cent, and between January 1964
and the end of 1970 retail prices in the service section increased by 40 per
cent. But she does not draw any conclusions about the nature of the
reforms, and about the nature of a government that could introduce such
reforms. According to her view the uprisings in Eastern Europe are the
result of maladjustment of the Soviet model — *Where the model was not
adapted to fit it creaked and still creaks today’ — and the low level of
service provision is the result of the expropriation of the small craftsmen
after the Communist seizure of power.

Much of the book is taken up with a discussion of the debate within
Czech society on the relative merits of collective versus family care of
children, and on the significance of the family unit in socialist society.
This discussion likewise accepts the framework of the existing economic
structure. [n the 1960s concern began to be expressed at the strain being

placed on women: they had 1o bear both a physical burden i their
responsibility  for the houvsework, and an emotional one in their
responsibility -as. home-maker. One Czech pediatrician asked: ‘Dioes
today"s overworked woman and mother have time, strength and ability 1o
creare a good emotional atmosphere? Indeed, with the present tempo of
life, is she not herself emotionally deprived?” There was also concern that
voung children, particularly those under three, were being smotionally
deprived by being placed m nurseries. The abrupt break in routine when 2
voung child enters a nursery, and the long day spent there while the
mother travels, works, travels home and shops, is undoubtedly upsetting.
Hilda Scott describes an influential documentary film, *Children Without
Love', that illustrated the retarded development of children in
institutional care and the anxietics of those who spent all day in nurseries.
The film was shown to the Czech parliament and helped to win official
approval for those who were questioning the emphasis Soviet educators
had always laid on the value of the *collective’.

Psychologists began to consider seriously ideas current in the West
about the importance of family relationships (Freud) and of maternal as
opposed to institutional care (Bowlby). The main result of this in practice
was that working mothers began to feel guilty, and the programme of
nursery building stagnated. A1 the same time sociclogists attempted (o
analyse the Czech family and were struck by its similarity to the Western
family, and by the common problems that West and East faced with
regard to increasing divorce rates and the question of how best to bring up
children. They suggested that the idea of a *socialist family" existing in
Crechosiovakia was therefore misleading, and that ‘the democratic
nuclear family”, having lost its patriarchal character, was emerging in all
industrial societics. Ideas of ‘convergence’ are not liked by the authorities
(and generally ignore important social and economic distinctions), but
their promise that the scientific and technological revolution will make
possible greater equality in the “egalitarian socialist family’ sometime in
the future 15 not very convincing. As Hilda Scott points out, this waiting
for the scientific and technological revolution is another version of pie in
the sky. But she herself is not optimistic about the possibilities for
significantly changing the situation. All the suggestions for improving
child-care hinge either on the mother giving up some of her working time
— a process which inevitably reinforces sex-role divisions — or on greatly
increased expenditure to improve the quantity and quality of facilities —
which seems unlikely. Hence her pessimism. She writes: ‘It is apparent
that the real prospect for taking the responsibility for all care of children
out of the hands of their parents in any society is remote, Recognition of
this calls for a re-evaluation of the importance of the family (not just the
maother) to the child, and for a re-thinking of the ways by which the
family could be made an institution not for the enslavement of women
but for their greater emancipation.”

The main features of Eastern European society are taken as inevitable
and as inevitably limiting future developments: in other words, itz
economic priorities are fixed, money allocated to social expenditure
cannot increase, people will continue to lead highly atomised lives at work
and at home, umable to help one another out. Within this framework, the
only room for manoeuvre left that Hilda Scott can see is the reform of the
family. Although she calls on the last page for experiments in family
arrangements and personal relationships, it is with the belief that the basic
unit of heterosexual couple and children can and should continue to
exist, She takes the research of the *60s at its face value, accepting that it
throws doubt on the desirability of collective care, and welcoming the
abandonment of the mechanistic application of Marxist thinking. In fact
the research of the "6k was obviously inspired by the economic debates of
the time, and the emphasis on the family reflected the government's
awareness of its importance to the maintenance of the social structure.
Hilda Scott does not mention the role of the family a5 2 means of social
control; she does not appear to recognise it as such. Communists
generally, she remembers, were embarrassed by the experiments at
abolishing the family in the early days of the Soviet Russian revolution,
and Czech intellectuals never guestioned the need for the family unit. She
quotes without comment the 1948 constitution which stated that ‘the
institution of marriage, the family and motherhood are under the
proteciion of the state’, and the opinion that the Family Code of 1950 was
a ‘model of common sense’. In her chapter on Engels she questions the
possibility of collective forms of social living ever replacing the family.
Thiz antitude, along with the omission of any reference to lesbianism and
sexuality, is another indication of her failure to look beyond the
alternatives that Czech society seems to offer.

Whai Kind Of Societies?

The main problem with Hilda Scott’s book is that it does not place the
question of women in the context of the economic and political
developments in Eastern Europe, and so does not consider the nature of
these societies. It takes for granted that this economic and political
framework i5 socialist, and that the problems of Czech society are an
inevitable result of socialist change. Her main strategy is consequently 1o
put pressure on men to face up to child-care and domestic work as a
mutual responsibifity, to change traditional sex roles (especially in
children), and to discriminate positively in favour of women. This must
be done, but it will be done far more effectively if accompanied by
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changes m cconomic and political [ife that begin to invalve the maszes of
people in making decisions and fixing priorities. We need to question
whether *the forces of production under socalism” inevitably lead to the
inequalities described, and whether in fact we can call these societies
socialist,

Lindsey German and Anna Pacruska, reviewing the book in
fnternational Socialism Mo, 96, argue that, far from being socialist,
Eastern Europe is no different from capiralist Europe, *Impressive social
reforms accompanied the entry of women into the labour force, but these
are looked at in isolation. In fact, many such reforms were also
miroduced in the West during the post-war boom. They are not exclusive
to socialism'. This is to ignore significant differences in the position of
women in Eastern Europe and the West. In Czechoslovakia, women may
be subjecied 1o ideological pressures 1o have children, and abortion and
contraception services are not all they could be, but women do have the
right to control their own fertility. Women ar work may still be in low
paid and inferior jobs, and nursery provision could be considerably
improved, but women do have the right to work. This is net just &
theoretical question. German and Paczuska quote o Crech newspaper as
saying: ‘Many people in managemen! make no secret of the fact that in
connection with the introdiction of the new economic svstem the blow
will fall where necessary on the women first.’ OF course this i
discrimination, but the difference is that these women will nat be pushed
oto the dole queue — the management i bound by Taw to find them
aliernative and comparable jobs, Certainly there is an offensive azainst
women's Tights, because at the present they clash with the bureaucracy’s
desire 1o rationalise the work force and increase the birth-rate, and this
hasJed in some countrics to the backward step of paying young mothers
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Io stay at home and 1o the withdrawal of the right to abortion. However,
women still have a choice in the matter. Jobs can be found, and it is
significant that in Hungary in 1972, 60 per cent of women who had opted
for the three year honsewives allowancs returned to work after only half
thai time.

Womien in Eastern Europe do have somec rights which women in
capitalist countries do not enjoy, but these clearly do not add up to their
liberation. This situation does not refute Marxist ideas about women's
emancipation; it reflects the transitional nature of these socicties. Not
only women, but also workers, ethnic minorities and intellectuals, find
themselves oppressed and voiceless. The interests of all these ETOUpS are
subordinated to the interests of the privileged elite at the top whose
policics are designed to keep itself in power and not to promote the
development of fully socialist relations. The struggle for an extension of
women's rights is therefore a part, and a very important part, of the
struggle against the bureaucracy. Years of oppression have made it
especially difficult for women to orgamise a fight for their interests, but in
Crechoslovakia a start was made by the Union of Women in 1967-68, and
a recent Teport in the Guardian mentioned that the waman guestion was
being raised within Chatter 77.

We should support any such steps towards the establishment of an
aulonomous women's movement in the East European countries. It s
only by women themselves organising to discuss their problems that the
best factics and demands will be found for the fight against male
domination in Eastern Europe and against the oppressive system that
perpetuates it

ALIX HOLT AND BARBARA BROWN

Life as

we

have known it

Lile As We Have Known It by Cooparative
Working Women (with Introductory
Latter by Virginia Woolf), edited by
Margarst Liewelyn Davies(Virago, £1.25)

The other day | was talking ro 2 woman who has
speniiwenly yearsofherlife working as a waitress,
Astheeldest of sevenchildren brought up amongst
the pungent smells of offal fram the nearby fish
dock, shehashad ample experience of real poverty
and hardship. But her enthosiasm about the area in
which shelives is rremendous, and so is her ability
torelate . Aswetalked [ was particularly struck
by 2 rematk she made: “If only I could write, I'd
mikeabook out of all the cxperiences Pve had®. A
bookindeed ...

It i precisely with the intention of publishing
personal reminiscences of working women that
Virago, the: feminist publishing company, has
reprinted Life A% We Hove Known It, a series of
accounts by women in the Co-operative Guild.
Thizbook (first published by Leonard and Virginia
Woolf in 1931) recounts the lives of women as
children, workers, housewives and Guild mem-
bers, bringing out in a simple but striking way the
duymdnyrﬂii:ywithitsdmrnduiunand
inhumanity.

Unliketheirwealthy contemporaries; chitdhood
for these women was far from being the innocent
fantasy which the Victorian middle cdasses pro-
fessed. Onthe contrary, they received a quick and
often crude inrroduction o working life. The
appalling, but obviously profitable, namre of
child labour & described by one woman who
recounts her experiences working in the fields with
fortyor fifty other children whose average age was
Six. As she says: “We were followed all day by an
old man carrying & whip in his hand which he did
not forget touse”,

It is through the small but keenly observed
details that the aurobiographies come o life,
showing the hypocrisy of the time and the
sickening contrast between therich and poor. They
also revenl the links between home and work. One
woman, aminer s wife, speaksofthe frustration in
trying to combat the coal dust trailed in daily from

the pits. Another shows how smallpox was
prevalent in the homes of march workers and
allowed 1o spread in the interests of profi. A
foretasteof Seveso!

Their membership of the Co-operative
Women's Guild clearly meant a grean deal to the
women writing, Cenainly, the sirength of the
movement was an s ability to recognise the
mporiance of women's issues and to stimulate
members’ intellectual and political self-
confidence.

Despite the greai emthusiasm in the voices of
these women however, the book unfortunately
leaves me with a feeling of disappointment. The
keytothizcan be found in looking at the politics of
the Co-operative Guild itself. The kind of
sactalism i stood for seems 1o have been a racher
confusing mixture of humane reformism, much
thesumeastharofihe Labour Pamyto which i was
affiliated. Inthe same way, these individimal testi-
montes very much reflect a vagueness abont the
realities of ownership and power — in other
words, class. Judging from the book, the Guild
#tzelf appears 10 ‘belicve that change will come
about by women achieving places on committess,
In her ntroduction, Margare Llewelyn, the
General Secretary, talks about the ‘peaceful revo-
Iution from autocratic capitalism to democratic
co-operation...."

What is very much revealed by these accounts is
an individual pridein having fonght successfully in
a man's world to achieve places as Poor Law
Guardians or, for some, as JPs. But there is a
certain smugness-abaut them. Nowhere is there 2
real questioning of any of the wider issuss con-
cerning women's emancipation. I'm forced to
wonder just how typical these women were. As we
know only too clearly, their intentions, however
laudable, did not bring about the fundamental
transformation of socety — as my friend the wait-
ress would strongly testify, we are still awaiting it!
In herintroductiontothe 1931 edition of the book,
Wirginia Woolf comments aptly, “If every reform
they demanded was granted, it would not touch
onehairof my capitalisthead’.

During 1he period shout which these remini-

recoiving a few strong dents from orher guarters.
The late nineteenth and carly twentizth century
wasatimeof enormous militancy amongst women
workers. Organisations like the Women's Trade
Union League were formed, and women began ta
recognise themselves ava highly exploited section
of the warkforce which needed 1o take militant
action if change was 1o occur. One resull of the
many famous sirikes which happened all over the
country wasthat male trade uniomists were Tarced
to ee the necessity- of unity with women workers
and the impomance of female militancy for the
whole working class.

Sadly, the imporance of these struggles s not
reflected in the book. 1L would be tmfair simply to
criticise the personal testimonies of individual
women. Their omissions are in themselves
interesting. What is lacking overall in the book.
however, i$an accompanying social commentary.

Anna Davin could well have enlarged her
minitnal mrroduction for this edition 1o place the
bookin somedeeper historical context. The precise
value ofhindsight is thar it enables us 1o raise some
of the wider issues and 1o learn from the pasi.
Nowhereinthe book isthe sucesss or [silure of the
movement assessed or the implications of it for
today drawnour. Ivmay bethat these women were
the equivalents of today’s Shirley Williams and
Barbara Castles. If so, we have 10 question just
what the Guild achieved for the vast majority of
working women. The book leaves us with gur
appetite whetted bui not satisfied.

The great value of a feminist publishing com-
pany should be not only to reprint extracts of this
sori but to locate these voices of the past in the
richertapestry ofthesiruggleof womenasa part of
the working class as a whole. There seems no great
vitlue 1ome, indevotingsixtesn pages to list books
read by Guildswomen. Dickens wins in the popu-
larity polls, but where does that leave us today?
The space could well have been used to print
extracts from the works of such other contem-
porary women activists as Sylvia Pankhurst,
Annie Besant or Eleanor Mary.

These are net small points. As it is forry-five
years since the book was first published, it is
imporiant to placeit incontext. By faflingto dothis
we may fall into the trap of sulogising personal
accounts withowt recognisingtheir weaknessesand
learming from them.

It will beinteresting indeed o seeour reactionsin
another forty-five years fromnow to the writing of
May Hobbs on the night cleaners” sirike. Or my
friend living near the fish dock —if I can persuade
herto put pento paperthat is.
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