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REPLY TO WOR[LRS FIGHT’S"OPEN LETTER FOR A REVOLUTIONARY
REGROUPHENT" ,

Flrstly we wish to make clear that we treat the WF "Open ILetter
*for a Revolutionary Regroupment” with the utmost seriousness.In ,
pr1n01ple such a regoupment initiative being made at the present time
is most welcome.Indeed,our perspectives upon,at various stages, leaving
the IMG took into 80001nt that,of the = several possibilities open to
us,the most desireable -~ if it proved possible - was a regroupment
w1th other forces on a clear political basis.It was in order to fight
for such a regroupment,while maintaining and developing our political
activity,that the RIC was established in Liverpool,and that we have
set up a national co —ordinating committee of the. comrades 81gn1ng
- this reply.

We consider thut the Open Ietter, treated as a statement of WORKERS!
~ FIGHT'S position,can act as a stanting point for an investigation -
of the possibilities of a regrouament However,we do not consider that

WF have approached the issuing of the Open Latter correctly.In the
first place,although certain other forces were involved in the
discussions around the letter,including one signatory of this present
text, no attempt was made to involve all the non-WF forceg collective-
1y 1n the discussions, and all key decisions relating to the text
were taken by WF and by WF alone. This can hardly be said to augur
well for the futute. Furthermore, we must consdier that once the
letter was produced in the rpinted edition, the attempt by WF to get
further signatures from cdes not prev1ously involved in any of the
discussions was misguided. Bven supposing that the text were free
from faults ( which it is not), and even supposing it were an exhaus-
tive stotement on the basis of which alone an organisation could.be
constituted ( which it isn't),, nevertheless the correct proceedure
would have been to XAZXREXIXXXERREXX request other formations to
resnond to the O-en Letter. That is to say, they should have becn
asked to issue statements setting out their agrecments and differences
with the Open Letter, with all groups agreeing to a certain proceed-
ure and time scale by which to work for a regroupment. For simply
appending signatures to WF's text - even if it were faultless and =
exhaustive - would inevitable Xz=md be understood on the revolutionary
left 25 simple adherence to and endorsement of WF on the part of
other cdes. Thw whole proceedure adopted by WP is ill-advised and
liable to create questions and nisunderstandings as to whether, on the
one hand, WF is interested in rcgroupment, leading to an essentially
new orgﬂn1Sﬁt1wn or whetier it simply w1shes to assimilate potential
"regroupees" inpto itself. We do not, of course, deny the legitimacy
~of WF's aspiration to recruit >eop1e we would emghatlcally reject
any =2ttempt to do so under the gulse of a regroupmcnt

It is in thmsllght that our renly must be secn., We do mmxxcon31der
that there is sufficient agreement on political guidelines to
organise some. practical steps, most of which are mentioned in the Open
Letter, towards = possible regroupment. lMoreover, we wish to emphasise

‘that our not (2) signing the Letter reflects the seriousness with
which we view the question, rather than any sectarlanlsm on our part

THE OPEN IET TER
We do not peonose to go into detalled criticism of the 1ntro-

ductory section of the Letter, but rather to concentrate upon the
twelve points, since from the viewpoint of going forward with
regroupment discussions they constdtute the most important section,
However, we find it necessary to state that the critiques of the

ma jor left grouns are too SHQGTflCl“l to provoke serious discussion
from their members about the possibility of regroupnent. This is a
grevious fault in the Open letter, which ought to have as one of its
two main functions precisely the stimulation of such discussion.
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ie would slao add a few otlier comaents. We hold that ( on page2)
the CP is tresnted with snug, self-satisfied triviality ( and if the
"reduncant" menns anything, then also with inaccuracy), not only will
the building of n revolutionary party involve splits and fusions on
the revoluticnory left, but also with scctions of the CP and LP, as
the O en Letter iteelf secems to pose the matter subsequently ( on pES ).

We further hold that it is ineorrect to criticise the IMG for
" opportunist and evasive politics" over Ireland, because of its
‘acceptance of the basis of the TOil, which does not include " solidarity
positisns. The basis of the THM, i.e Troops Out ow and Sclf Deter-
minntion for the Irish Peonle, is acceptable for united front activity,
Of course, it is neccsoary to attenmpt to win individuals and part-
icipating organis~tions to o fuller position; but it is not necessary
to try to make participatinn in a UF conditional on acceptance
thierefore, The drift to opnortunism in the LG is real and can be
demongtrated in mrny woys, without obscuring the differcnces over TOM.
Furthermore, in -ny ~nalysis of the legeneration of the Urotskyist
Left common methodological ressons must be investigated, and we
would nnt exclude WF from thet critique. ‘ -

THE TWELVE POINTS. ‘

In relntion to the 12 points our disagrieemants lie with points 7)
- the ILnbour Porty- 8) -on the use of the GS slogan and ¥¥ -on
wonen., We will attenpt briefly to cutline our differences on these
noints., : : :

THE GENERAL STRIXE. ' : ~

We would annlyse that there is 2o long term tenadancy for a GS -
situation to develop in this country. This situaticn can be nanifest
in two distinct but relnted fornos. _ ~ S S

Firstly, situaticns con devlop froo below, in which struggles
break out ond escalate to o large extent outside the control of the
national union bureaucratdes, possibly as a response to a direct .
rttack by the state ( ¢.g Penivonville 5) or around econonic deimnds
(c.g to o very linited extent around struggles for thresholds).

‘This form of GS situaticn, or incipient GS, tends to push forward
and bring out the second form as a responsc, viz for the naticnal
union burerucracics to call strikes, not excluding a general strike,
"from above" , with the objective of co-opting the novenents at the
base “nd in so cuing either perhaps extracting coneessions from the
‘ruling clesss or, in other cases, leading the working class into a
crushing dcfent. , L :

The combined tnsks of rev:luti naries nust include developing the
cless strugzgle os it is being fought to its furthzxest possible
conclusions, It is particularly necessary to avoid putting forward
utopisn ultra-left schewas, divorced frown and/or counterposed to.
the objective novement of t he class, and its objectively determined
preoccupations, since this can frequently act as a cop-out fromd
cenling with the next essential concrete steps.

Unfortuncately the use of the GS slogan has quite often served
this latter functi n. Precisely because there is no organisation
within the working class novenwent which has both the strength to
ininte and co-ordinate a G35 struggle and the wolitical character—
istics which would let it do so in nn acdequate way, sloganising about
a GS frequently focuses on the deuwand that "the TUC nust call a GS",.
This very frequently has tiie tendential effect of demobilising the
class struggle, as for exomple when the IMG and WRP soloemnly
nare’ el their own smnll forces cvutsile Congress House in Jan 74, to
the neglect of renl rction of thousands of workers the previsus -
dny over the Shrewsbury 24. Furtherivre, the Jcouocbolising effect of
the G3 slogrn, wrongly used, is well understos? by 2ll sections of
XhrxTH



3
the TU buresucracy: witness Joe Gornley's perfornance in Oct/hov 73,

In the light ~f these ccensiderntions, what revolutionnries must
o is to carry ocut systematic propagania around the question of a
GS as o fora of struggle, the inplicati ns of 2 GS as a challenge
" to the bourgeois state, the level of propaganca the class needs for
o GS, the desirablity of representatative Fforns of organisation of
the Council of Action type, the class's historicol experience of
the use of the GS weapon. In the nresent perics, this tagk of
explenation and educaticn rust be carried ocut continously. In
specific, limited upsurges, however, our agitati n sust base itself
on Ceepening and Jeveloving the ire’iate strugg e, rother han an
enpty phrase-nongering about the virtues of a GS which would solve
so many »toblems... were it not unattainablt! :

WHEN A GS SLOGAN? ) _

There 1is only one type of situatiun in which srnll revolutionary
groups without a nass base in the working class should use the GS
slogen sgitationally; and that is when the general sharpening of
socinl tensi ns place on the agenda the cossibliity of a rapidly
escalnting strike situation, tending to escape the stricy control
-0f the burenucrcey. Exomples of such situati.ns occured in Freonce
“uring 1934-6 and in 1968, and also in Britain in July 72. In such
situati ns, ngitational use of the GS slogan by = revoluticnary
group cen ~ct to focus on the scoepe and inplications of the struggle
which the closs is engaged in; situaticns in which the preparations
for which the revoluti nary has been proagandising becone the next
immedinte steps to be taken by the class. : :

THEX LABOUR PARTY ' : ’
Whilst rightly condeniing the slognn "Iabour to Power on o

Socinlist Programne" the Opon Letter syays that such tactics as

pressing denrn's on the LP leadershiap and on Labour governsents

are necessary. Since this statemnet is given no justifi caticn,

norany elaboration, it is unclear why WE thinks these tactics

ere necessary, under what conditicns, or with what scope.

Obviously revolutionaries make demands of a Iabour government
or any other government for that matier. In general such demands
~houlé flow from the campaigns that revolutionaries are involved in.
They should not be seen as constituting, or shaped so as to cons-
titute, a sort of overall programme which "we" demand the Labour
Party should carry out. furthermore, since the LP is widely
regarded within the working class as representing the interests of
that cless,rev-lutionaries can and should argue that the ILP can
in part be judged, as a "representative” of the class, by the
standard of wheti.er or not it carries out those sections of its
programme which would be of benefit to tle working class movement.
Of course, we should never =llow the misunderstandgding +to creep in
that, if it should carry them out then it would have to be judged
adequate: ratier, its usual inability to carry out even the useful
parts of its own programme provided topical and concrete evidence
of its inadequacy.

But, whenever we demnd anything of the LP, or a lLabour government,
we necd to point out that ( in most cases) they are unlikely to
concede such demonds, and further we should emphasise wvhy, in
conditions of secere economic crisis, social democracy cannot,
because of its committment to gradualism and reformism, meet even
the clementary needs of the workers. Any other approach would
leave us tranped in the traditional exposurec politcs of British
Troskyists, nnd tend to create the illusion that all Iabour needs
to do is to "try harder" or " carry out their policies”, in order
for the necds of the working elass to be met. Social democracy




4

will not be defeated by creating illusions in Iabour's ability to
carry out a programme which is in the interest of the proletariat.

Our objection, therefore, is not so much that WI's conception of
' demnnds on the LP' is necessarily wrong, but that as stated it is
very imprecise snd does not exclude very dangerous errors.

ON WOMEN. »

We find in point #1 - " we must demrnd the socialisation of
housework ( 28 a mobilising cloass slogon)". What does this mean? It
could be mennt s an ngitational slogon, in which case it is on the
level of " abolish the bourgeois family" i.e absurd ultra-leftism.

On the other hmnd, it could be an attempt to raise,in an utterly
insdequate way, important gquestions nbout how revolutionaries bring
up topics relating to those aspects of socinlly necessary outside
the system of morket relationships, e.g housewppk, child rearing.

We consider t at the letter should have treated this guestion with
the seriousness of otler aspects of political activity, rather than
producing a tokenistic meaningless phrase. It should have .een raised
specifically in realtion 1o the Working Women's Charter, and the
demrnds there, which relate to partinl socialisation of those
tasks; and thus start to draw links and challengc the position of
women in work and in the bourgeois family. S

PRACTICAL STEPS '

We suggest the following framework within which prospects of
" regroupment can be worked out:

1. A notionnl joint discussion bulletin to be circulated to all
members of the groups involved.

2. ILisson between the groups in different arcas of work.

3 Porticipating groups to write articles for WF. These to be
acknowledged as from the groups concerned, All groups to naintain
the right to independant publication,

4. All the above to tnke place within a time scale leading toa
conference at which regroupment will take place if it has provead
possible.

Revolutionary iinrxist Current.



ADDENDUN  APERSONAL STATEMENT BY CHRIS MALSHALL

WE, in its issue No 74 of 26 Oct to 2nd Nov 1974 announced the
existence of the Open Letter, ~nd added my nome to the lsit of Sige
noturies (which rlso included the WF editorial board and Mike Covell
of the IS~LO, but no others). I underst-nd thot following the pub-
licetion of this annowncenent cde Covell withiérew his signature, and
howehecn informed that in any case his staement quoted in that issue
of WF wvns for xgrxiir restricted pirculation, not public~tion. So
frr os I om concerned, Iwas first npproached by WF, with a view to
signing the Lelter in August 1974, and was involved in sone of the
prepatory work ( an expericnce whose drawbacks are mentioned in the
above statement). I stressed to Wi throughout that I was not willing
to gign the Letter unless there wore other signatures from cdes
representing scerious forces within the revolutiuvnry or working class
movemnnchsgs.,

This postion was expressed more Torccfully once the carly drffts
of the ILetter were completely overhauled, indeed changed almost out
of recognition by the Wi NC at the end of Sept 1974. My clearly
expressed position was, and remains, that the changes then agreed
constituted a marked weakening of the Open Letter, both because ;

the extended critiques of the left organisations ( and in particular
the IMG) was so shoddy, and because of the complete change in the o
charncter of the letter that was involved, the main thrust having
been chonged from a2 concentration on the kxiz basis for a new
organishti-n through regroupment to a snug, self-satisfied reiteration
of WF's apvrecinticne of other formations. :

Nevertheless, in nmid-october I wrote a docuhent ( Notes on
Regroupment) nimed »t o specific group of people ( foruer meuber of
the LOT tendancy in the IIMG) arguing that they ought to sign the
Letter, in the belief that the addition of scrious non-Wi' forces
to the list of signatories would outweigh the mainfest and manifold
drowbecks of thie Wi text. Since the other cdes had not been involved
in sny way in the discussions round the Open Letter, and since they
held +thot the inadequacies thereof procluded their adding their
signatures to the Leticer, the necessary signatures were ncver
forthconing. The only sense in which I ever "supported” the Open
Letter is precisely thet cutlined above : sericus signatures
outsicde WEF woulc odutweigh the cdeficiencies of the text itself, and
enable mc to sign, nothing else was ever comunicated to WF, and the
necessary signatures were never forthcoming.

RMC cdes in Liverpool have , correctly, argued that ny positicn
was internally contracictory, in as much as I adwmitted - indeed,
ceplored- the inadequacics ¢f the Letter, which tended to exclude
additional signatures, y t simultansously arguct for o large nunmber.
of signrturcs. I am now satisfied that my then Hosition was incorrect,
and thet I ought not to have cver argucd for signatures from non-WFE
forces. The wnrocecdure outlined in the above statenent would have
been the correct one., In any cosc, WP never had 2ny justification
for adding wy signature ~lone to the letter, and did not consult
me before so coing. None of this augurs well for future,gpllaboratiop,

s o 0 0 o o
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Euw_mﬁ Qund cdg My THQETE. L EADS Probigse, ofiNigaT RS o0, BRTONIN ARG,
ing and disturbing document. It makes a number of points which we feel
need answering.

1. The RMC's "fear" of assimilation is, in fact, a determination
to clarify the nature of the differences between the organisations
involved in the regroupment project, and to resolve them tlirough a
process of discussion and joint activity. Cde Thomas feels that there
are insufficient differences betwecn WF and RHMC to justify their
separ~te existence. He 1is, of course entitled to his opinion; but if
we had felt the same way, we should have jodned WF on leaving the
IMG. Cde Thomas's view makes the whole process of discussions -about
regroupnent seem completely redundant, especially since WF " do not.
have =11 the time in the world". If there is no " enormous difference
between joining an organisation and regrouping with it", why aid WF
not issue a " Letter for XREXREPIANET recruiting to WF" rather than:
> regroupnent letter? - : _

We entered into the regroupment discussions because the differs
ences between ourselves and WF scened to be small enough to be
bridged through a process of discussion and joint work, This secns
simple cnough to us; if it remains " sophistry” to cde Thomas he will
just have to live with it.

In cidentally, the secong letter to the ex IS-LO says that we
entered the rogroupnent discussions in the expectation that fusion
would take o»lace. This, conrades, is news to us. We entercd the
discussions in the hopethat regroupment would take placc, and the
belief +that it could; but we did not necessarily expect it. It might

. ..nlso hove occured to WF that the RiC would want to say»something‘gbout
the .ex IS210'd desiréd status as "observers” in thé discussions.

W .. 2. Wesnccept thelslight factunl inaccuracy aboutb. our "Replyl, Qi
the Open Letter ( the nmuended version of which is now available) in

thnt we ncknowledge thot some non-Wl cdes mnde soun arnendnants to it.
Nevertheless, nobody in WF has, to us, asserted that any part of the
letter is not WF's position.

%, The RC did not, of course iungine, that the CP or any section
of it, would be involved in this regroupaent. But we insist that if
the Trotskyist groups were to be nnnlysed at sone length ( if not with
~ny depth) then it wns cesentinl to nnalyse the state of the CP. In
~ny crsc, it is "absurd, wnfortunntely, to describe the CP as TxERRREXE
"redund-nt".

4., Ve nccept the inaccurncy over the IMG and T0il, This has becn

T e

corrected in the second draft of our "Reply".
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5. Cde Thomne snys thot TH argued that the impositiom of WE's
position on entry work in the LP would be an"obstacle to regroupnent”
in Bolton. Then on the next line he says that TH " proposed to reject
regroupnent on the basis of n different assessnent of tactical
prosvects locnlly". By what magical ( or dinlectical?) process does
~n "obstncle" become n reson for conplete rejection. Did TH "reject"
the iden of regroupnent at the November neeting? ol He perely
indicated one of the wmany problens it would face.

An honest reporting of events and discussions is a precondition

of the regroupment process.

6., Cde Thonas derides cde Morairty's statement that o period of
joint work was nceded to evalunte the real nature of our diffcrences.
Tt seens to us the CDe ioriarty's approach has been fully justified
by, for instance, the differences that have arisen between us on the
Birminghan Bombings. In any case, cde Thomnns's assertion that "the
sectarian logic is clear™ and the disgusting parody of cde floriarty's
views which he then presents, represents a totally unacceptable nethod
of "argunmet” in any discussions between revolutionaries. .

7. Cde Thowrs reports that cde TL ~sked about the disagrecuents
on method. So he did. What o orie! When did the gquestion of umethod
become tnboo?. And who in the RiC 1is supposed to have saild thot tne
RHC hns the "right nethod"™, but WI have the"right conclusions"?
Tf cde Thorins believes that the nethod of the RMC is the sane
ng th~t of John Ross nnd Geoff Hodgson, he hod better say so openly
rether bhan by uesns of stupld "jokes'™ about "infidels" and Ttrue kEIAR

Believers".

8. Would cde Thoans like, sone tine, to explain just what he neans
by "general ruttering and, 2 f.eling I wosn't being quite polite™?
in rnising t e differences ot the Nov RIC meeting) We find it

difficult to respond to this kind of "political" statement, and we
find it difficult to understond why cde Thomas should feel it worth
discussing anytihing ( let alone regrouptent ) with a bunch of people
who wnste their energy neditating on o political nethodology that
they cannot even defend.

9. The RIC believes that regroupuent pay be possible., We do not
believe, and never hove believed that it was inevitable., Is it really
true, courades, that we hove never said what the possihle obstacles
to regrpupnent were?

10. We feel thnt there =—re potentially seriosus differences on the
question of Ireland, the Labour Party and ( yes!) +the question of
rmethod ., Every time thot o document such as 'soune Problens of
Regroupnent" is written, o new obsctacle is created.,

11. WD's polemics agninst other tenduncies are generally
cherncterised by a pompous, "holier than thou" attitude, which seens
liklier to close the ce~rs of the courades involved rother than
engrge them in honest, open discussion. Does cde Thomas think that
hie "worning® tlat the RIC's "Souvarinisn" will lead to "pnssive
yrxgr pecsinistie, parochirlist, ‘propogandist, coterie-type politics"
is going to lead us to cry - "Goodness yes! We'd better join WF right
rwny! Thot will gave us fron degenerztioni”

¥2. We will continue with joint work and discussions in the hope
that these will lend to a regroupnent ond o new stronger revolutionary
organisati n, We will nov ae stanpeded inkx this process by dishonest
and frivoluus ¢pculents. S o

LI 7LRPOOL RUC $/3/T5

|
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WOl ions  ITooHD LD T8 BIRVMINGHAT OaBTILIGS

The renctisns of revolutionarics to the Birminghanm Bonbings
are so inporbtant as a denonstration of good and bad politics
( Irelsnd, as olways, is the 'acid test' Tor revolutionaries)
that it is necessary to dwell on the issucs at length.

It was (isappointing thot WF  should apply a guillctine
t5 such a crucial debate Dbefore it had barely begun., ¥ixk The
decision not to print IW's reply was hard to understand.

We would like +to take up the questinn of WF's replies to
criticisms of their handling of the B.bombings . We would
criticise both th. substance of these wreplies and the methods
of debate wused in then.

1. The vreply to Iw starts with what appears to  be a2 non.seguitur
On exonminction whot  seems to be the point  is th~t because the
editorinl was 'ille;al', th~t in itseclf inplies that the editorial
was OK sand did its cuty in defending those involved din tne Irish
strug: le. We qu stion the logic. However this could be ignored

as a mere inottention were mnot sinilar reasoning adduced.  in
MT's renly to the 6 ponte viz. that our lifferences in-

TOM over the solidarity position are now liguidated since

any solidarity oposition is now illegal., In other words, the
bourgeoisie settles our political diffrences for us! ( Presunably
if - both +he RMC and WF wre banned organisations, they would no
longer have eony differences ot 211, since _they would both be unable
‘4o lawfully express oany opinion wiatever, ]

5. This relotes also %o the tendency WF has f r relying on

the IRA for political defence. The Provies themnselves publicly
denounced the bombings. O0'Connell condenned the Dboubings - so
it's 21lright for WF to do the sane, This is sinilar daft logic

as 1in point 1 above, ( It derives — portially from WF's noralist
conception of the IRA - but that is another point to be developed
later,) '

3, Then the question of your attributing the bombings to the IRA.
You hrve finally coughed up the adnission that you were wrong to
do +this. Pity you didn't admit the nistake in gour reply to IV
esnecially since he 20  raised thot point.

4, Inste=d vyou nccused Id of taking the position that the IRA
could not possibly have <one the bombings and then denouncen
hin for Dbeing cvasive! He CJoesnt take that nosition, Like the
RMC he took the mosition thnat it was Dy no neans certain  that it
was +the IRA, Thot there were other possibities. That the other
possible candidotes would goin more fronm the bombings. But
these c msiderations wre not o ceatral fentupe of IW's letter,

anyway.

5., Now = more crucial issue. Do we condenn the bLombings ...
... if they were IRA dinspired? ‘We taoke our particular stond
from the general positicn  of 'unconditional but critical support!
In practive tho unccendivicnality of our support cones to the fore
in specific circunstances, in others the criticism would be
foremost. When we are A/ denling with thu Irish strugele 1in an
agitntional nonner, vefore os wide a section of the class as
wo can address which "~ had not cone to a position of support for
the Iris h strugele, in circunstances when that struggle was unde
the mnost intensive of witchbunts then we would rnoderate our
criticism in favour of our support. Conversely, B/ 1f we were
denling with the Iiish struccle im o propagcandistic  nonner to an
audience nlready cc anitted to “he Iyish strugele and when there
were n - othcr onstraints or diveysi.ns then we would nederate
our support in favour ~f criticisns of that strus le. An@ a whole
range of permutat ioms 1in between, Now, thoe editorial fell into
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~f the ner-~le ot whid we noo Cdirecltin our propastnen, And s LW
‘fs“X s, it equ-tes the cffict f the ¢ nercete with the cfcfect I the
Cpenernl unon monular consciousness. But lets dovelo) taese points in
rel-timnm t the cuesti n o»f violence. “RuV‘lutlanqry sceilalists have o
duty t “en unce ~nd cow e this inceifensicle and scenseless slaughted
D~ they re~1lly? On whot srounds? Duty t5 whon? What is ~2n incdefensilble
oty sunrngQ° gloags ter? Our unscrutiniscd ond urgent need . rush o
condemn would g ffer o glizht sot -l 1f we Lo on to answer thuse
guesting. Yet we hove T onswer the. Lefore we rusn int. p»rint. Other
wise we nercly act os the ooutholece I the wourgceuisie., The brurseics
ic hre already ionlonted o scerics Jf concentions obout violence into
the ¢ omeci asnees of ~11 of us. In o situanti n 1i¢c Bir.in: hon these
ciders, sleenere,- ~re-ready T bLe JLLLVﬁTULO In this 1tu3t1 n t. blun
ey obout the ide 1o, icnl  inelield i) GlungJLlﬂb oanner of WE
ig extrencely irreshonsible. It is not o question of beiug 'slippery’,
tevosive' or 'tricky' (as WP Cescriled IM). It is o quusticn of unlerst
andinge the r le of ~ ditoti n onf pr ooy on a and coeting the requiren-
ente of the situnti-n. By “ll ceans condeon this ZJA)lu i civilions
But only if yvou sct your ¢ once.nation inte the context s Lh 8¢ Ucens-—
gins when v u octunlly suy urt the vLoobin o1 civilisas. Your headline
wul? then be: "We sunoort the bosbin, of civilinns in o Sftuati.ﬂ
live Tet ‘ut thic wos ot trhe visht tactic in Brua'*; or "sSonb the
British aroy net Bivodn hao pule'y or 162 yes -=Bruw.s no'p or 'Lonb
the ervoy-n -t weiriis clnss nubstoor 'Loub the Brit workers only when

KRN

L that ~is the Irish strus le'. These would 21l be iQquT(lC&lly acceplb-

w2
~hley 80w nre necessary revolutionary nsiticns. But of ¢ arse W
would never hove H>rinted the orouw Te Jrur boo ol e, Bit t; say
-

y u ¢ n e n such ~n’ guch 2 specics .4 vi.lence without at the so.ae

+~\J

et

tie sryine thrt y-u suvnort ther specics f vi_lence 1s Jishinest
o0 evegive, And oll it leoves you ﬂrlﬂt is coafiradin. the conceptions
on vilence thot hoave hecn «riven in by bourgcelcs ystification., If its
true thet y-u con't -~ »pt hendlines like thoese nbove in the circuasta
aces o1 the Brwa B Uilngs then it is best to ¢ nfioce such » Jiscussion
of vi lence rad oy our conscquent assegsmnent of the BB to a propa cnea
crticle or wantever., and of coursc .ake y ur o iteti-nal ooiant tThe
ference of the vi lence f the ~pour ossed. But Wi take the worst otion
oinply to condeon the BE with ut ant explanati n of when and what type
of virlence ig U.. Yhis is truly roralistic. In your Cefinition ~fget-
ting un abstroct princilee ol putting then above the nceds of the
clnss stiuggle’. What are the nceds of the class stru, le? First aad
fgr;ﬂ*st to breok with chouviaisi: 1o the wor.iing class, In o situstion
1i ¢ the BB that n) suppnorting re pahilcnulwq b) supporting the
vislence of the 3 csscd ~painst that of the oppressor. iubu ex lain-
ing the context of vhose two lhpwu.
fnste~d VL cux toe hold to 2bstract oHrinciiles. por cxonnle
the rely to LV to cqunte the BD or republican Leroing s in Brit
ish citivs with in dews oocbilog s of pooceful citics! The reo; ply to
Rrse and E“Jm s N the Irish stru; lc¢ 2s " Question of uatlou
2, rinst notio b oven oD cressed nation vooppressor). 1t further
cou-tes Bl “y bul'ﬂJ with Bir dnfhoa on the (rounds that both were
"in“iscri vins ¢ eleouchter'of civiliocue., In fact ncither were 'indiscr-
iainrte slou Lter!'. One ves n cr refully cnlculnted act of terrir oythe
Britie. Ar w. The ~ther wns 5 net of torror, u' resuulicans
g colouls Lt 1t oaever was o ioinate
ath" ussion ;f ;1

<
fod

- VR RNy M 58 indiseri 4
- ~ivists we undorstond ove ly w=+ﬁsn in hist IV t) e Toeatied
whori~l o xist o ouoos. Curte Jﬂly wo oot hove o leV woich o
s sur “Cti”ﬂg in ¢istineti irug Soconce st oo ";lfylcwi NEeCus
I3 toyoco (Uit 51 ul e ¢ e med Douh ,':f:‘xily o
ooPS 11t1c91 ;;f?ility”)a Oidiloer “f We aSgure HJ chot we have ne orinc-
Fwe dount whether VI orveally <id hnve Lhoe Lccessory inior.oticd Oy
which +  evolunte ihe efiect of tic h>¢biuL* on the sulation of
N.Irelont, or on the zepuvlicon cn. o -— ot least not guicily.

l“")




o class A/  S1tuntlon, ANC SO LG LLLG UL VL Cpvivonoes | meos e
be to rally to the support of the elemen.s in the Irish strugele
nost under attack, Not Tbecause we are "principled”, "non-hypocrit-
ical", nfirn","unflinching", wunbending”, "intransigent", "r...r...rev-
olutionary" c¢te. But Dbecause thot is the politically mneccessary
task in th t situation., In other circunstances another response
would be necessary.

But, says WF, we nade it clear thnt we supported the IRA 1in
general while condenning  this  wpartizular acti.n. We found this
clarity ost unclear. Tct's illustrote this with reference to
~nother roevoluil nnry Drpers Socialist Worker, Readers of this
paper will ofcten find o front page ~riicle denouncing theo.
individunl(!) terrorisn 5f the IRA ( for ever suldier  the .
IRA kills there are 10 uore to replace him% . e fact that there
is - sn~ll inside~bock-Dnge ~rticle reiternting  thot SW supports
“ the IRA does not have a bilg inpanct on this reader who has now
invitobly cone to regard the IRA ns o wild bunch of individual
terrorists. Why? Becouse the front poee has Cune its job din  con-
firning the renders 1n sheir ~lreedy ideol.gicolly w.rked out
nssunptions about the.  nature. of Tthe TRA. That it is a bad thing etc

The WF editorial was less crude , of course. The WF conrades
noint out that 2) 4/5ths the e iterial  wes  'pro IRAT
b) WP hs devoted nuch  oore space to denouncing®
UVF UDA British Arny violence eto

But to think thot this rrovoluticnories version' of BBC type
% alance” ~pswers all fears 1is to 1isconceive some cbvious
fontutes of hunan clnss consciousncss. Conscicusness 1is not
some instant computer with infinite retrieval capacity. It's
nnt o vacuum where every iden is c¢ntered in an  even, ordered
and in terrelated nnnner without relation to the circunstances
of +the recipient. How people receive idens is dternine 4 by how
they nre presented, how they relate to other ideas thot arce being
presented, h w these relate to their past /imredinte/ future circ-
unstances, nctivities etcq

0K, Now consicder the render of WF - mnaybe a ginilar person
t~ the militant described 1in the reply to IW who ottenpted to hit
somenne  whoe scld  him o Copy of WP with o pro -IRA ~rticle, . Our
militant, swonped LY hysteria, erioticonalisn, reactivnary’ ideology,:
workmates'! Tostility ctc th-t is gencrated around the bonbings
and  being confused by these forces picks up his/her essential
rending - WF - to 'sce whnt it has to say'. In this instonce the
paper h-s o certain credibility Ymmam procisely  Dbecause it has

nlwnys supported the Irish strugcele. Right  Uff this «ilitant
sces the Headline, the first key sectiins , the eniotive language,
the photo. Whrt is the effect? To contribute to all the pressurcs
that rre cn this militant rather than to combat then,

} This is &0 clesentnry. Yet WE ch.cses to believe othat this
HYrocess “pes  not  occur * and  that it is the propaganda puint  1in
the rest of the editorinl ant.  the general line vrevicusly outlined
in back numbers that are coing to act decisively wupon the conscio-

usness of our unfortunate Silitant. To think this is to isunder=-
st-nd the noture o agitation and” “prpopagonca  and the uneven

nrture of c-nscicushess. It is to nnke hw e assusptiovns avout _the level

* FPortunctley in practice on ~ther issues WF Coes secin to under-—
stond tho provesses ot work., On the questicn of the EEC for cxanple,
WF ren~lises thot. in the actual smtuntion, uncdoubtedly <Fformally
correct mositions such ns 'for a united socinlist europe' when Cput
forword as apart of o withdrawal canpaisn are as aothing to . the
overall CHAUVINIST cifect o° any such canpaign. Here as  always it
is » crse of the objectiv: situation and the relationship hetween
a sn~ll revolutionary group and the goargantuan weight of surgeios
idec~logy affecting  the nolitical effect of  your agitati n.
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inles! Suliﬂﬁrit” wilh too Irish stru 1o is n t o "priunci le': it is
2 'correct soed tl

In foact, the iy to IW is cosditivaly ) with orality, Portly
because ;mrwlity in the context of the Wi Psitin un 53 Leco.es A
cover I x Drokhord bon encics in T Ciyvcti n f C”‘uVlﬂlSu. Porily
vecouse Wit's attitu'e 4o the i is cwralistic Secause of their
~oliticel mssesssient SF the IBL, pop oy uhb I dis = wt rical annc
hroniso with no Tuture. Dislocated fp... Y renl v01'J__f srees it oL
tec s, thercfore, f v UF - g rt oft o L suehndirod Jﬂ1<ut Vﬁll”ﬂtly
Tighting the drn.on of Blitjon Liperia SEr e Lnd wust Lo Jul - Ly a2
sert of o ~11- % crodity. Whus in roelotion to luperialisn lu nmm a
"hoetter ~ac orc hons rdplp recort proe 1ov¢J secaus. it is tTivated
by.ﬁﬁiuuD 1f cru~ubo,“. O'C miiell "the ucrrilla leader” hag "the
futs to fae. Ve et m ity thot it wos the work of the republicans’
Aad if the remu! 11 cveent fails to live un te the stantards req-
aired of it 'y Wi o thon it wawst e v oendlt o uUu ned Ior this failure.
Onlt Thue con we une the Jdstivetion o 0Les cetweon BRun and
Tet when the Vlcbn“" systenatic1ly shedleo 01m1111n tor, ets,
Or the distinctin be.we.n ko c~1llous Bru (f@>ukllc“n) benbevs and
the inncceat British w r in, cl-os ‘Jch w>‘ﬂr 2tly hns a0 res Spoonsibilit,
1ity i r the oporession of the Irish 1L9 Cespite ©ot havip, lifted
o finocr in wipp‘ T of Lhc Irish neo: lc in the 150 years oF its exist
cnce while ¢rining mrointl Lonctitbs from the | ppressive relaticnshiy,

Fll“‘lj the nwethoo

SAuse

in reoly o to Lw and Rose and Lnines.

They are not ~ccevt-ble 1 ¢ ©oAacwsproer of a serious rev.lutbi. noary
roeasisntion:
n) You were unfratern-l .
(1) I¥d's letter Was not nn ¥ uto o urin v, It W8 o carciul scrious
nole de. It wes not "TuG Sﬂipiﬁg“, It rodsca l 1S%uc - elsc why
use o owhele wo ¢ 'n oit. T '

(F%) Its n-t & .0d Hrac

W's Letter:.,

aAre you Serious,

CuLlrn

vice bt Jiddnish a corrace Ly referdns to

himtr g "White®
(111) the reply is unnecos Serrily snrecetic in ~lne s,
h) Yu Cistort o0 whet he s-id. L Cid oot scutDen. uncin. hy, cerigy
"s the 'nly “uty herv an’ now'. Fe 21l “the first Juty of }¢V‘1uti;n
2TLOS is - 0 1S,Lzlf_ uiah ’/\"‘t\""x;‘\;".’l 't.hx,: Vi 'k,v_(, i tu’.’\,‘ vPRreSs el ol
the vicloneo »f o oonressor”. Tte truc th~t the trﬂ't‘put w1 the
BB in the R ¢ Weekly wos cvasive in the ronner you o seribe; but you
use this »rrticl truth ~e the brgls of your whole ulb.ic “eadinst

¢) Yu usc innoend
it is Tsnini o by o= acaber of thoe -0t oery hap y with tue

vey the line o thot ST cndectioon hes bhled on the issud  of solidar

ity't. .,
@) Your critiscis n o L's ibttcr LCCLs eXCeSsively personaliged,
uJStuIlpﬂl fud el n’ rous., White 'wrig o les' he loachs the upcbsswry

"« 1ts and scriousness', he nets the 'tbh,h cuy', he's o 'viecarious
Trarntic sy prthiscr', he's élevor angd slippery', he repexts Lannlite
ies soren like., : ,

The ' awely uthed' Rose nac Acines rre ot Lne and the sne . tie

ninilistic terr.risis -no vlocdthirsty Iris!: chouvinists wihose lug ic
tends to advacate wih lesale slau hter »f the British woriking clasg.,

Wk

'RMG

¢s froa
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A COHTRIBTUTION TO THE DEBATE ON WAGES FOR HOUSEWOEK.

Although this paper is an individual contribution, in the sense
thet it has not becn discussed, nor voted upon by the group, it
should be st~ted thrt the RMC is completely opposed to the demand
for woges for housework ( wior h). We regard it as a reactionary
Voot Qenstnd, which cnn, in no way, represent the interests of women in "
their struggle ngninst onpression; and stands in direct contradiction |
£0.bhe other demnnds of the Women's Movenent.

On this level, I am in geénernl agrecment with WE's oppostidn 'to™
the dem~nd ~nd its consequences for the Women's Movenent, as outs-
lined in WF 79. liy mnjor disagrecnments lie in the area of ¥WE's X!
alternotives. I . ‘

I should rlso like, in passing, to menticn that our cdda s
~ttended the one day skhool on Wonen (WF) were disappointed with the
genernl level of discussion, ~nd in particular with the ‘debate on
w for h; the content of which was largely irrelevant to the main
issues; ~nd the conduct of which wns, ot tinmes, offensive., Suffice
it to say thot political argument anong revolutionaries consists
of nttncking ide~s, nct individuals. Further, while I think SM was
correct to »lace the demand w for h in the "petty-bourgeois”
noliticnal tradition, I regard it s outrageous bolitical practice
to discredit the demsnd ~nd those who mode it on the totally
innccurcte grounds that it is "corporatist™ or "neo-~-fascistic”,

( becouse it is the st~te who would pay the wage, on this count
we could ~lso 1label the derond for nureseries and frec contaception
ng ~ corporntist demnnd). '
P
THE SATIONALE DREHIND THE DEMAND TOR W _IORK H.

Those wno h~ve written in support of w for h have raised o nuuber
of immortent noints reloting to the conditin of woien in the fonily
which revoluti naries tust understand, ~nd have an 2dequate answer
to ( mrny don't ~nd hoven't)., Some of the points nre:

~) VWowmen , in their role in the faunily, as nroducers nnd servicers
of the present ~nd future genernti n of workers, perforn sccially

.negessory l-rbour for canitalism. Through the nuclear Tanily, and the
relcgrtion of women to it, the ruling class is relieved of
responsibilty for the servicing of the workforce, which is primat-. v
ised within the f~nily. ‘ o o N St

b) In this situntiovn, capitalisn hos created o vast posl of .
necessary, but unpnid labour, which is likened to a situation of <1
"glavery". ( It is, of cburse, not strictly true that the capitalist
does not poy for servicing. Wages nre not calculnted cn the.basgis
of what is necessary only for the subsistence of individual workers.,
Although the wowen is not poid directly).

c¢)  They correctly nnalyse that part of"trap" of wolen in the
forily is their econounic dependance on ien, and that (reater ec
independance increnses woren's potentinl for greater power. They
therefore, attenpt to solve this, incorrectly, by w for h. The
guestion of econvmic dependance is o real one, which I do not
think we hrve the answer to.

@) The denand is ~lso Cesigned to gnain "recogniticn® for the
socinlly neces<ary labour housewives perforn; and to overc.ne the
iden th~t housewnrk represents " natural" fulfillnent, Labours of
love ete.{The denand hns the effect of labelligg housework as '
fenine work, ns discussed loter). o

AT
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THE BASIS IFOR OPPOSING THE DoMalD W L OR M .

- nsiti o to this cearnd, os with others, has produced its foir
shere of ' world truisms " by the theoreticians on the left. I <o
nt think it ~dequrte to opprise the deand for w for h in the sinple
sentence; " W for H institutionnlises Louscwork", as if we have

cut miticnlly snid something terribly profound. Housework is already

r
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“ingtituticonalised" as the work and regponaibility of wanen. And the
fact thrt mony working clnhss women have always gone out to work and
conmprise 407" of the labour force has not altered that institutionsle
isatinn significantly. Sinilarly, we could argue that any paynent
~nnde to workers under capitalisn instituticnalises wage slavery.

We want to nbolish housewpopk and the nuclear fanily and "wonen's
role”, sinilarly we wont to abolish wage slavery and the relegation
of the working class to it. We do, hcwever support workers in their
struggle for higher wages and better conditions etc - their right to
- :a better deal in a bourgeocid contrnct. Why do we oppose w for h?. .

' Both are " denocractic" cemands. What is it that differentintes -

the denand of wages for housework, fyom the "deuocractic! denands of
other workers which we support?: ~

- we oppose the perpetuation of a sexual division of labour
which 1is not in the interest of women, nor of the class as a whole
we want to strengthen wornen, not the role of housewife.

'ﬁf we want to strenthen working class combativity. As revolutionaxiw
aries, we must consider what is the nature of the struggles which’
could possibly cowe out of the gaining of such a denand? Only those
which would further entrench women as " home uakers" ( as WF :
correctly point out) and further excacerbate the sexual polarigation
within the class which wenkens its collective ability to strugele,

This would hap»en in individunl relationships within the nuclear
fanily, the non secs the womnan as pnid to produce his clean shirts
etc, as he is paid to produce commodities within the factory, as
well =28 in general relations within the class.

These points, stated as they are necessarily briefly and inodé-
guntely, seen to ne to be at the "heart of the matter" and those
which I would like to have secn discussed at the WF's school. In
this sense, I think WI' have expended wuch wasted breath and &ffort
in a diswute over whether housework is"trivial® "drudgery" ete
~11 of which has tended in the directicn of imbuing certain tasks
with ihherent characteristics, which they usually do not nhossess.
Eprxexarpd ey xR X R kR X MR X KRB X Re XX WBX RRDRAR X AR XREX X I RR L X AKX
FHEARIARAXEREA B FXRDERREXNERAR X RYRXXIRXERREERBERXED , The nature of
work and how we see it is gocially deternined. ©B asks us;" would
it not be a giant step forward to just dust round after ourselves?!
As "giant steps”™ go, frankly,no.

WHAT WE POSE AS THE ALTERNATIVE T0 THEZ W +OR H DEMAND.
- . As was steted earlier, this is the area of ny main critisisnm of
WF position. In ¥B's paper "Reply to S.A", I think the nature of
consciousness is mm®Erx nisundertsocd. FB writes:

t M, .. perhaps POWC and Ros Gains have only just discovered the

fact ( thot housework is work -SL) but wonen of the oppressed
class have Known about it for mmzxs a thousand years." and later

"Wonmen know they work in the fonily and are exhausted by this

work, they don't need to read panphlets telling then this..."

It oy be true thot women recognise that they perforn tasks in
the home »nd thet they labour and get tired, (spxRmxLazirryxwrrkersy
but they do not recognise that they work, in the sense that theydo
not understnnd: o _

'a) themnselves as part of a labour force used by capitalisn

b) the social and econonic functiovns and significance of the
work thot as a cdllective group they do in relaticon to capitalisn
( becnuse kxkmyxmxe of the privatisation of their work, it has no
exchonge value).

c) the identification of interests they have with the working
class workforce( even at the basic level of solidarity). There are
some exceptions to these of course. ’

They mnost certaintly do need to read"panphlets' ( as do other
workers ) telling then this. Unless the doctrine of shontaneisn is
to be adopted in relation to wonmen.
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W' nose tvo recessary steps. Firstly, counterdo ed to theé problen
of the isolation of women in the hone, is the apparently logiwal
resnonse, "get women out of the hone". WF 79 corments: ,

" But if men con be frnetory fodder, why not women? Better that than
exsist a2s paid servants locked away from the world. One can't have
things both woys. If we want to take our place in kimknxy the wordd,
to affect its history, we have to leave the safe confines of our
homes and go out into the factories so fenred by Selma Jones and
help t» take then over. B ' ‘

Apart from being profoundly wrong, this bears absolutely no
relation to reality. What possible concrete steps can flow from this?
Even if it were correct, revolutionaries could have no influence
in bringing it about. Even as an abstraction, how does 1t help?
Women =t work have certain advatges: o o _

a) They can withdraw their labour power as other workers can. They
have greater econonic independance vi a Vi men. '

b) They are less isolated ‘ ,

c) Through force of circumstance they may ¢ive up "compulsive
nerfection” in their housework and do wkaxx only what is necessary.
They ~re still "doubly oppressed" in their dual role of now wage
labouree and donestic servant. SO
I do not underestinate the advantages of going out to work, mnot
lengt of which is that it is marginally easier for revoluticnaries:
to come into contact with these workers and to get ideas across. It
often increnses the self confiCence and nilitancyg of women. What 1
object to is theés inplicit assunmpticns contained in the demand for
wormen to enter the factories, as if it represented in itself sone
solution. Here I think, Della Costa, the big bad wolf, makes a valid
point in relation to ho usewives leaving the hone: o . i

" when we say that wonmen must overthrow the realtion of douestic-
work time- to non-domestic- wopk tine and rust begin to nove out of
the honme, we mean that their point of departure nust be precisely
this willingness to destroy the role of h.usewppkl

¢ The shifting of women from home to factory of itself achieves
nothing. Working class wonen by and large have always worked outside
the home as well and in so doing have persited largely in seeing their
nain  responsibility as the hone. - o
' Many wonlen workers are in snall scale, badly paid, uncrganised
paternalistic sectors cof industry, catering, shops etc. What sone
women wbpkers gain whenthey becone woage labourers is what Lenin
termed o "trode union consciousness", as other workers do. As with
- the rest of the working class, wonen going out to work does not of
itself raise consciousness on the nature of the oppression of wonen,
esnecially of thot oppression at hone. Through this TU consciovusness
women may recognise themselves as a particularly exploited part of
e wrokforce and reise demnnds for higher wages, equal pay etc, -
211 of which present opnortunities for revolutionaries to &et across
ideas ip the process of struggle. As with the rest of the class, left
to itself it remains a EU consci.usness. There is nothing wnagical
about getting women out to wovk.

A second assunmption, in this call to the factories, is thatat hone
working class wonen are external to the class and hence mxxking to
working class struggle. This is nonsense, They are part of the
working class, what they are not is proletarian in the strict
Marxist econonic definition, Again, though it nust damge ny reputation
further, I cannot help taking the point nade by Dalla Costa:

" As long os housewives are considercd external to the class, the
class struggle at every nonent and at any pcint is impeded, frustrated
and unable to find full scope for its action". ’ :

To simply regard the factory as the place where " working class
struzgles" take place, therfore women " nust go to Hohamed", is
econonist and perpetidites the polarisation between conmunity and.
workplace, which is functional to the ruling class and which the
bourgeoisie is so adept at exploiting. Just one of any exaiples
XX REIREX XX N FX AR W RAE N X KA A EEX EXRX BREE X REA A NR X RRR A NR EXARKBAXAKRR
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being the wny in which wives rro uscd rginst husboands in strikes ete.

Mrny of the independant stru . les of the working class hove
trken ~l-ce cutside the foctory. Historicnlly the working class have
been strongest where their base in +the cuozunity has heen strongest,

No one denies thnt wonen neced to get ut of the hone, but nony
can't/ cdon't want to work in factories. Wounn can and must alss
‘orgonise where they are, ~nd if that is in the community, it ig as
necessary for revoluti-naries to be invelved in ceveloyping such
strugeles, ng for then to Gevelop strug les in factories. (Obviously

wur tiny res urces on the left is o dajor problem, so is our
ccononisn),

Commnity strugeles has bec e alwsst ao Cirty word on the left.
Prrtly becouse the greant difficulties in working in the corvmnity
( rev-luti-nories are even less odept at this than they are at working
in factories). Partly because nonc of us are frec from the econoiisn,
which provides us with the "sneaking suspiscicn" that unless bona
fide proletarians in n factory are involved its not really a
working class strugele. And prrtly becuase there is o tendaney not
to distinguish betwecn populisn ~nd wrokinge class politics .o
counmunity strugeles becone associnted with noise levelsover niddle
clrsr sda escte : :

If WF rre seri usly suggesting the shift of woren to the frctories
~s t: e "way forword", os their paper implies, then they are part of
t:e problen, not the solutin . We rust nccurately assess the
situntion with which we nre dealing, Revoluticnaries nust be
consistently trying to brenk down the contradiction between those
in the cowmnity ~nd the £8843y, If we do nst we hove ¢ffectively
left thot field of »lay to the ruling class and its ideology,

The other facet of WI's ~lternative is Thexgringzr "socialisation
of housework”, The RIC's views on this ng o "class ricbilising slogan®
hove nlrendy been expressed to WF ( sce the Reply to the Open Letter).
Suffice it to say thot we sunnort "socialistaion oF housework™ as
a slognn as we would sup urt the equolily vague gsloagn " down with
capitalisn", iAs = senernl orientation, or ultinate goal it is of
course, correct. But, to ny knowlelge, WF hove never defined what it
nenns., ( Camitalisn could concievably do without the nuclear fanily
~nd sucinlise housework - in for exanple - labour canps. This is
obvirusly not whot we are aining for. Is it then, the ultinate state
in o coorwnist society, given a high level of mechanisation and
sHcinl responsibility? ). The situation is not clarified by the
procucticn of "world historic truths" fvon WE such S s

" The only wny we evanbegin to 4. this ( ¢o awny with the bourgeis
home) is to socinlise the role iaposed on wouen, and by transforning
copitrnlism into socinlisn. The working class creates the possibil-
ities for us to "throw off this yoke" (FB)

I ¢> not think it unjustified to nsk Wi, not just for wself, but
for these who rerd their Daper - how does one use xkixy "soclalisation
~f housew rk" sg n bhrsis £xx fron which to crgsnise? In sone wWays
I am rem'nced »f the "anxinunm® ceumnnds that bedevilled the 2nd

Internction~l, and con only hope that WF's do not have fodindnun”
prograiiae for the wonen's ovenent, which will suffice until
socinlisn,

It secns to me that the denmants »f the Charter are o nuch nore
rcalistic baisisfron which t. work . While, of course, it docs not
revresent a " oungic forrmula", it can be uscd in nll .ur areas of
interventii:n x» ond t-5 fuse in port, the mony questiosns which the
oppressicn of wonen raises, (A furthor poper on the Cilnrter is
being wroduced, This paper is aiasd specifically at the wfor h
debote in VWF.

Sue lincoln
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The following is a reply to a letter from Liverpool RMC requesting elarification on a
nurber of statements reported to have been made by me at a WP southern region meeting
on 2nd Feuruarye It has been approved Ty the WF Secretariat ' .

Ve bl ¥ ¢ Martin Thomas 26-2-75

On the RNMC's points, one by ones

1) "That cde Mershall's recent activities were Yirrational”™, and that he was the
"leader" of the RUC".

Yes, we do believe (M's recent activities are irrationale. He has withdrawn from all
organisational relations with WF, in practice since December 1974, formally siice
mid-Janmarye. Although he accepted membership of the WF Editorial Toard and an invitation
to attend London WF branch meetings, he has never attended either. He has even refused
discussion with WFe Just a few days ago OM contacted me once again to fix up a discusse
ion. Why the change from the previous attitude of refusing discussion, we do not knowe

About CH being the "leader of the RMC": at the February 2nd meeling I quoted (M's own
remarks in discussion with me. I had expresced the view that some sten or cther of the
RIMC*s would be a block to regroupment. CM replied: "That depends on the lesdershipM,
"hat do you mean?", I askeds "Izsically", he replied, "it means me", (M hss made
similar remarks to me on other occasions and to other WF comrades, notably P.Longman
and P.3mithe

I do not necessarily share CM's estimate of his being the deciding voice in the RMQ
(more on this later). However, it is clear that in terms of leing the dominant
ideological influence (and that is Lasically what one means by 'leadership' in a
Trotskyist organisation), CM is the lealsr of the RMC. The principal documents of the
Left Opposition Tendency, fore-rummnsr of the RMC; the documents leading to the
foundation of the RMNC and its adopting the perspective of regroupment with WF; all
were written by CM. The other main document to come out of the RMG, the Liverpool
resignation letter, acknowledges a considerable ideological debt to (M,

At the February 2nd meeting I argued that our attitude must be to say that CHis
irrational behaviour shouid not be allowed to hinder regroupmente (I stressed that we
do not hold the RMC collectively responsible for CHM's hehaviour)e. I hope the RMC cdse
agrees

2) "Mhat RMC were hesitant and/or backward on the question of the EEC.M

I said at the meeting that, as fer as I could see, the most substantial political
disagreement between WF and (some) RMC cdse was on the question of the EEC. Cde Pete
Cresswell, in a discussion with me in November 1974, exprenscd the (tedative) view

that Trotskyists should supvort withdrawal from the EEC. (M later told me that this

view was not just cde Cresswellls, but was quite widespread in Liverpocl RMC. Cd. J.Taylor
has also said to me  that he agrees with the IMG on the EEC. Cd. DK, at the Felruary
2nd nmeeting, said that she thought the RMC was coming closer to WF's positions Goods

3) "That RMC were 'dishonest! on the question of selling Wi."

I did not say the RIC were 'dishonest's I quoted reports from Liverpool WF that Liverpool
RMC were not in praciice sellin: WF on any great scalee I also quated the “nact that RNC
cds in Bolton and Manchester generally o not sell WF either, (Cds. agsociaved with RN
in Brightog, in Glasgow (until recemtly), and cde JT in London, have, however, been

gelling WF),.

4) "That RMC are merely a bunch of individuals".

I quoted a conversation with cd., CeCorninwaite, _ex~Lolton RMC, now in Londone CC refusad
to work with WF in London. I asked him vhye. He said he was fed up with small Trotskyict
sectse I asked, what did he imagine the RMC was? MA group of friends who had got
together to work in the Anti-Fascist Committee™, he replied.

I made it clear that I did not hold the RMC collectively responsible for CC!'s opinions,
It is, however, WF's opinion - expressed by me at the November 1974 RMC meeting — thot
the RMC does not have any principled hasis for existence as a distinet political
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tendency, separate from WF,

5) "hat the RMC were 'stalling! ( .sic) on the question of regroupment, and had not
kept to the toriginal tinc schle!".

It is a fact that, over four months after the Liverpool RIC cds. left IMG, and over
six months since discussions towards resroupment started, we are no nearer establishing
precisely what political disagreencnts RNMC cdse have with WF.

Tt is a fact thot (M's Notes on Resroupment proposed a time scale leading to fusion
in February 1975 The WF Steering Comnittee proposals of 26~10-T4 proposed a shorter
time scale. As we understood it, those proposals had been approved in general by the
RMC meeting of 17-11-T4, with the reservation that perhaps the time scale might be

a bit longere Nevertheless, despite repeated proposals from WF for a date for the
agreed-on joint pre-conference, it was not until yesterday (25-2—-'75) that we received
any response from the RMC.

Tt is a fact that since the RMC meeting of 17-11-T4 we have received not one gingle
new contribution from RMC cds. towards the Joint Discussion Dulletin, nor a single
controversial contritution for the WP paper, bar JI's & CM's lctter on the Dirminghan
bomnbingse

It is a fact that, although Ireland is cited by CM in his "Notes on Regrouprent" as one
inportant possible area of disagrecment between WF and RMC, and the question of women
as another in the Liverpool RMC draft reply to the Open Letter, RMC cds. have raised
no criticisms (indeed, no distinctive opinions of any sort) at the schools on those
questions to which they have been invited.

Tt is a fact that recently joint work has shown no tendency towards closer cooperation;
indeed, in some cases, Jjust the opposite, (e.g. OM!'s activities cited above).

Taking those faots together with the facts cited .above on selling WF, I asserted that
the RMC had been stalling. It may be thet the fixing of a date for a pre-~conference
ig an indication that we are getting underway again with some speedy progress towards
fusione I hope s0.

6) "That RMC indulged in umnecessary semantics.

T+ was in fact cde Chris Taylor of Lrishton WF, not me, who said that the RMC did tend
to indulge in verbal nit-picking. However, we agree with Chris.

Having responded to the RMC's points, we would like to put the following questions to
the RYMC cdse We do not wish to indulge in nit-picking ourselves; but we feel that for
Trotskyists speaking to Trotskyists, diplomacy is not called forg it is better to state
problems bluntly, even if Uy that nethod one risks offending gensitive soulse

1) The following are the most important political questions on which the RIC cds. have
on occasions expressed differences with WF. Con RNC cds. state which differcnces the
consider to be outstanding, and how they think we should deal with them?

a) Ireland anmd permancnt revolution. This question was put on the agenda for the day
school of 18th Jamuery, and (M was invited to present his viowse As you will know, he
refused to do soe However, SM presented WF's position with a view to a discussions We
have had no response from the RIC.

b) Vietnan; and
c) China; and

d) the Middle Easte On all these questions WP's positions are availalle in printe At

a London WF meeting on the Chinese Revolution, CM made a number of criticisms of WF

on that question. It would seen to us that on all these three questions full discussicn
is not a precondition for fusiones '

e) Women's Liberations & school on the question was held on 22nd February, and some
sharp differences within WF were debateds RMC cdse present at the meeting will have the
role-vant documents, besides those printed in WF papere We would suggest RMC cdse
contribute to that discussion if they feel that RMC, as RMC, has important differences
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with the WF majority view on these questions, or indecd if they as individuals wish to
intervenes We do not think regroupment need be slowed down on this account.

£) Goneral Strike ; and

g) t he Labour Party. T hese questions have been discussed in local WF-RMC meetings
and in my "Notes on the lnss Strugsle". It is our view that there is a hish measure of
agreement, and further clarification will best come from common activity rather than
from Jucgling with generalitiese

h) the Troops Out Movement. The question of whether we should press for an explicit
golidarity position in TOM is now not practical, since such a position would be illegal.
Our present policy, which we comnsider to le consistent with our previous approach, ig
to concentrate on arguing for: (i) TOM to campaign against the Jenkins law; (ii) TOU
to prepare for relief activity in the event of full-scale civil war in Ireland. Do RO
cdse disagree?

i) The E.EeCe If it is the case, as cde EK stated, that RMC cds are coming over to a
position near WF's, then there is no problem here; if, however, some RMG cds. favour
the position of advocating withdrawal from the EZC, then that is probably the most
thorny political problem in relation to regroupment.

2) @M, in discussion with two comredes of London WF (P.Longman and P.Smith), has
repeatedly expressed the view that WF's internsl regime is that of a bureaucratic
sect: "Sean Matgamna's fen club". This view is in contradiction with (M's written
opinion (not publicly retracted) that WP does have a reasonably democratic internal
lifeo

A muber of RMC cds have had opportunities to study WF Internal Dulletins, and also
to observe a fair amount of the internal life of WF in recent monthse Do RMC cdse
believe WF ig a bureaucratic scet? If so, why? 4re they in doubt on this point? If
80, how should we best go about resolving the doubt?

As for ourselves: I, and other WF comrades, naturally object to .tho idea that we are
nindless "fans" of Sean Matgamna or anyone elsee Our surnise as to what lies Dbehind
('s ellegations is the following. (I tends to think of the RMC as his "fiefdon" - not
in the sense of it being a hard organised grouping which he directs, but in the sense
of his being the 'great thinker' of the RNMC. He foars that in a fused WF/HIC he would
not have bthe sane ‘great thinker! status.

3) What is the attitude of Liverpool RMC to the cases of cds. (M and CC who have
refused to work with WF ; or the Dolton and Manchester odse. who in practice have
scarcely done so; or the statement (according to our information) by ede Mike Luft to
WE cde Sue Arnall that he is against re;roupment?

Our frank opinion is this. Inside the RMC there are a number of conrades, mostly in

L iverpool, who are seriously in favour of regroupment and seriously working towards it
There are a mumber of other comrades, such as CC, (M, or ML, whose attitude to regroup—
nent is at best equivodal.

We said before the RNMC meeting of 17-11-74 that, alongside regroupment, we would be
fight~ing for the specific positions of WF, and thus aiming to recruit individuals to
WFe As RMC cds. may know, we argued specifically with cde CM for hin o join WP -~ to
which he replied that he had no ohjection in principle, but thought that the cause
of regroupment would be better served by hinm being outside WFe We have to say now, in
v iew of C(M's recent record of irrvational behaviour, that we would not be in favour
of (M joining WF as an . .individual.

However, certainly the best thing from WF's point of view would be all the comrades
agsoclated with RMC joining with WF to form the fused INTERWATIONAL COMMUNIST LEAGUE.
But in realistic terms it looks less and less likely to us that this will happene In
realistic terms, it looks to us as if there will be a division among the RMC cds.,
between those actively taking part in regroupment, and those not doing soe We do not
rejoice in that divisions It is nonetheless beconing inereasingly clese,

What is the view of the RMC cdse. as to the speed at which fusion should procecd after
the joint conference? Our view iss: at best, immediately; at least, within a matter of

a four wonla . NFhhemast on 1wra w417 At £ amrarr Poam san eastanm ~nde nat harenanda 4
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A CONTRIBTUTION TO THE DEBATE ON WAGES FOR HOUSEWORK

Although this paper is an 1nd1V1dual contribution, in the sense
that it has not been discussed, nor voted upon by the group, it
should be stnted thot the RMC is completely opposed to the demand
for wages for housework ( wfor h). We regard it as a reactionary
demnnd, which can, in no way, represent the interests of women in
their struggle ngninst oppression; and stands in direct contradiction
$o the other demands of the Women's Movement.

On this levelj-+I mm: in.gemernl agreement with WF's oppostion to
the demrnd and its consequences for the Women's Movement, as out-
lined in WF 79. My mnjor disagrecments lie in the area of WF's
nlternatives.,

I should nlso llke, in passing, to mention that our cdes who
nttended the one day skhool on Women (WF) were disappointed with the
genernl level of discussion, nnd in particular with the debate on
w for h; the content of which was largely irrelevant to the main
issues; and the conduct of which was, at times, offensive. Suffice
it to say that political argument anong revolutionaries consists
of nttacklng ide~s, not individuals. Further, whilé I think SM was
correct to place the demand w for h in the "Uetty—bourg901s" ;

., politicnl trqdltlon, I regard it as cutrageous bpolitical practice
to discredit the demnnd and those who made it on the totaily
inaccurnte grounds that it is "corporatist" or "neo-fascistic",

( becouse it is the st~te who would pay the wage, un this count

we could also label the deumand for nureseries and free contaception

ns na corporatist dennnd).

THE KATIONALE BEHIND THE DbﬂuND FOR W FORHK H. :

‘Those who h~ve written in support of w for h have ralsed a2 nuber
of innortrnt points relating to the condition of wonen in the family
which revoluti. naries must understand, and have an adequate answer
to ( meny don't ond haven't). Some of the points are:

~) Women , in their role in the f%mlly, as producers and servicers
of the present and future generatinn of workers, perform socially
necessaory lnbour for capitalisn. Through the nuclear fanily, and the
relcgation of women to it, the ruling class is relieved of
responsibilty for the serv101ng of the w\rkfurce, which is brluat—
ised within the ‘fanily, - oeosnte -

b) In this situation, c apltallsu has created a vast pool of
necessary, but unpaid labour, which is likened to a situation .of
"slavery" ( It is, of céurse, not strictly true that the capltallst
does not pay for servicing. Wages are not calculated on the basis
of what is necessary only for the subsistence of individual workers,
Although the women is not paid directly).

c) They correctly analyse that part of"trap" of women in the
family is their econonic depenqnnce on nmen, and that greater ec
independance increases wonren's potential for greater power. They
therefore, attenpt to solve thls, incorrectly, by w for h. The
- question of econumic dependance is a real one, which I do not
think we hnve the answer to.

@) The cdemand is nlso designed to gain "recobnltlon“ for the
socially necessary labour housewives perforn; and to overcone the
idea that housework represents " natural" fulfillment, Labours of
love etc.(The demand has the effect of labelligyg h\usework as
fenine work, ns discussed later).

THE BASIS I'OR OPPOSING THE DEMAND W IOR H .

Opnositimm to this cemrnd, as with others, has produced its fair
share of " world truismg " by the theoreticians on the left. I do
nyt think it nadequnte to oppose the demand for w for h in the sinple
sentence; " W for H institutionnlises housework", as if we have
sutomntically said something terribly profound. Housework is already
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"institution~lised™ ns the work and responsibility of women. And the
frct thrt mony working closs women have clways gone out to work and
conprise 407 of the labour forcé has not altercd that institutionnl-
isntirn significantly. Sinilarly, we could argue that any paynent
n~de to workers unler capitalisn instituticnalises wage slavery.
We wont to obolish housewpprk ond the nuclear fanily and "wonen's
role", sinilarly we wont to abolish wage slavery and the relegation
of the working class to it. We do, however support workers in their
strugele for higher wages nnd better conditions ete -~ their right to
n better deal in o bourgeci@ contrmct. Why cdo we oppose w for h?
Both are " denocractic" cdeunnds. What is it that differentiates
the denand of wages for housework, fovon the "deuocractic" dewands of
other workoers which we support?: ' B
- we opnosc the perpetuation of a sexual division of labour
which is not in the interest of women, nor of the class as a whole
we want to strengthen wonen, not the role of housewife.

ﬁf we want to strenthen working class conbativity. As revolutionzxiz
~ries, we sust consider whet is the nature of the struggles which
could possibly coume out of the gaining of such a demand? Only those
which woulé further entrench women as " houne uakers" ( as WP
correctly point out) and further excacerbate the sexual polarigation
within the class which wenkens its collective ability to struggle,
This would hapnen in individunl relationships within the nuclear
fanily, the non sees the wouan as poid to produce his clean shirts-
etec, s he is paid to produce commodities within the factcry, as
well ns in general relations within the class.

These noints, stoted as they are necessarily briefly and inadé-
quntely, seeu to ne to be at the "heart of the smatter" and those
which I would like to have secn discussed ot the WF's school. In
this sense, I think WP have expended much wasted breath and €ffort
in a disvute over whether housework is®trivial” "drudgery" etc
~11 of which has tended in the direction of inmbuing certain tasks
with ihherent characteristics, which they usually do not possess.
PRXXEX RROIRE X HX X xR kR X HR X W R X e e X NEX SRR X AL YRR X R X KRR XK ANKA
ERRARIAREXRREAEXFXRNERREX KRR xeyexxhexenrdened®xX® . The nature of
work and how we see it is socinlly deternined. ¥B nsks us;" would
it not be o ginnt step forward to just dust round after ourselves?.
As "giant steps" go, frankly,no.

WHAT WE POSE AS THE ALTERNATIVE TO THE W _+»OR H DEMAND.

As was stated earlier, this is the area of uy uoin critigism of
WF position., In FB's paper "Reply to S.A", I think the nature of
consciousness is mx®Erx nisuncertsooc. PB writes: ,

",.. perhans POWC ond Ros Goins have only just discovered the ..
fact ( thot housework is work -SL) but woaen of the oppressed
clnss have Known ~bout it for mzzmxs a thousand years." and later

"Women know they work in the fanily and are exhausted by this
work, they don't need to read panphlets telling then this..."

It may be true thot women recognise that they perforn tasks in
the houe »nd thrt they laobomr and get tired, (ExxinxfaELRTFXNTXRKBIEY
but they do not recognise that they work, in the sense that theydo
nnt uncerstnnd: : :

o) thenselves as part of a labour force used by capitalisn

b) the social 2nd econonic functiuns and significance of the
work that ns n cdllective group they do in relation to capitalism |
( becnuse xkegxzxe of the vprivatisstion of their work, it has no
exchenge value).

¢) the identification of interests they have with the working
class workforce( even at the basic level of solidarity). There are
some exceptions to these of course.
They nost certaintly do need to rend"panphlets” ( as ¢o other
workers ) telling then this. Unless the doctrine of spontaneisn is
to be adopted in relation to wonen.
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WI' nose two necessary steps. Firstly, counteryosed to the problen
of the isolation of women in the hone, is the apparently logieal
resnonse, "get women out of the home". WF 79 comments:

" But if nen con be fretory fodder, why not women? Better that than
exsist o8 paid servants locked away fron the werld., One can't have
things both wrys. If we want to take our place in kimxmxy the wordd,
to affect its history, we have to leave the safe confines of our
homes and go <ut into the factories so fenrcd by Selinn Janes and
help t» toke then over!

Apart from being profoundly wrong, this bears absolutely no
relation to reality. What possible concrete steps can flow fron this?
Even if it were correct, revolutionaries could have no influcnce
in bringing it about. Even as an abstraction, how does it help?
Women ot work have certain advatges:

a) They can withdraw their labour power as other workers can. They
have greater econonic indevendance vi a visg nen. '

b) They =re less isolated

¢) Through force of circunmstance they may [ive up "conpulsive
perfection” in their housework and do wkaxx only what is necessary.
They ~re still "doubly oppressed" in their dual role of now wage
labourer and donestic servant.

I do not underestinate the advantages of going out to work, not
lenst of which is that it is nmarginally easier for revolutionaries
to come into contact with these workers ond to get ideas across. It

often increnses the sclf conficence and nilitancyg of women. What I
object to is théx inmplicit assuunticns contained in the denand for
wormen to enter the factories, as if it represented in itself sone
solution, Here I think, Dellsa Costa, the big bad wolf, makes a valid
point in relation to h usewives leaving the hone:

" when we say thnt women nust overthrow the realticon of donestic-
work time- to non-dorestic- wopk tine and must begin to wiove out of
the hcme, we nean that their point of departure must be precisely
this willingness to destroy the role of h .usewpnki
3 The shifting of women fron home to factory of itself achieves

nothing. Working class wormen by nond large have always worked outside
-the howne as well and in so doing have- persited largely in seeing their
nain responsibility as the hone.

- Many wonen workers are in small scale, badly paid, uncreganised
poternalistic sectors of industry, catering, shops ete., What sone
wouxen wovkers gain whenthey becone woge labourers is what Lenin
terned o "trade unicn consciocusness™, as other workers do. As with
the rest of the working class, wonen going out to work does not of
itself raise conscisusness on the nature o<f the oppression of wonen,
espnecinlly of thot oppression at hone. Through this TU consciousness
women nay recognise thenselves as a particulamrly exploited part: of
te wrokforce and reise dermnnds for higher wages, equal pay etc,

211 of which precsent op»nortunities for revolutionarics to ;e¢t across
idens in the process of struggle. As with the rest of the class, left
to itself it remains a ETU consci.usness. There is nothing uagical
about getting women nut to wovpk.

A second assunption, in this call to the factories, is thatat hone
working class wonen are external to the class and hence waxking to
~working class struggle. This is nonsense. They n~re part of the
‘working class, what they are not is proletorian in the strict
arxist econonic definition., Again, though it nust dange uy reputation
further, I cannot help taking the vpuint nade by Dalla Costas

" As long o8 housewives are considercd external to the class, the
class struggle at every aonent and at any point is impeded, frustrated
and unable to find full scope for its action.

To sinply regard the factory as the place where " working class
struzgles" take place, therfore women " wust go to Mohamed", is
econonist and perpetastes the polarisation between community and
workplace, which is functional to the ruling class and which the
bourgeoisie is so adept at exploiting. Just one of any exaiples
XX HRARE X XN XN Y X A RX R AR X X Y ERX I XRXURER X RERIRREX RN HA R X IR R X XA KRR




being the wny in which wives arc useé nginst husbands in strikes etc,

Mrny of the independant stru;cles of tho working class hove
token nl-ce outside the foctory. Historically the working class have
been strongest where their base in the cowwnity has been strongest,

No one denies thnt wouen need to get cut of the hone, but nany
can't/ don't want to work in factories. Woran can and must algs
orgoenise where they are, =nd if that is in -the commnity, it is as
necessary for revolutionaries to be invelved in developing such
struggles, ns for then to cdeveloup strug. les in factories. (Obviously
cur tiny resources on the left is a anjor problen, so is our
econonisn),

Commnity struggles has become aluost o dirty word on the left,
Prrtly becouse the great difficulties in working in tne community
( rev-luticnaries are even less adept at this than they are at working
in factories). Partly because none of us are free fron the econonisn,
which provides us with the "sneaking suspiscicn" that unless bona
fide proletarions in » factory are involved its not really a
working clnass struggle. And partly becuase there is 2o tendancy not
to distinguish betweocn populisn ond wroking class politics e.g
coununity struggles becone nssocinted with noise levelsover nmiddle
cless strug: lesete ’

If WF rre seri:usly suggesting the shift of wonen to the foctories
~s th e "way forword", as their naper implies, then they are part of
t:e problen, not the soluti-n . We must nccurately assess the
situntion with which we nre dealing, Revoluticnaries iust be
consistently trying to brenk down the contradiction between those
in the corrmunity ~nd the fanily. If we do not we have effectively
left thot field of »lay to the ruling class and its icdeology.

The other facet of WIF's nlternative is Xkexmiwngzx "socialisation
of housework”, The RMC's views on this os o "class nicbilising slogan"
have nlrendy been expressed to WP ( see the Reply to the Open Letter).
Suffice it to say that we support "socialistaion of housework" as
a slognan as we would sup urt the equally vague sloacn " down with
capitsolisn”. As a general orientati-n, or ultimnte gfoal it is of
course, correct. But, to ny knowledge, WF have never defined whet it
neans. ( Capitnlisn could concievably do without the nuclear fanily
~nd sucialise housework - in for exanple - labour canps. This is
obvisusly not wh2t we are aining for. Is it then, the ultinate state
in a coamunist society, given o high level of mechanisation and
socinl responsibility? ). The situation is not clarified by the
»roduction of "world historic truths" foon WE such ~s:

" The only wry ®e evanbegin to do this ( do awoy with the bourge sis
home) is to sociaslise the rolc iaposed on wouen, and by transforning
‘copitolisn. into socinlisnm. The working closs creates the possibil-
ities for us to "throw off this yoke" (FB)

I Co not think it unjustified to ~sk Wi, not just for agself, but
Tor those who reed their prper - how does one use tkisx "sociolisation
~f housew rk" as n bnsis fxx fron which to organise? In sone ways
I am ren'nded of the "aaxinum" demonds that bedevilled the 2nd

Intern~tionnl, and con only hope that WF's do not have a "ainimun®
programae for the wonen's noveuwent, which will suffice until
socinlisn,

It secus to me that the demands of the Charter are o uuch nore
rcalistic baisisfron which t. work . While, of course, it docs not
represent a " ouagic formula™, it can be used in all cur arcas of
interventic-n *» and to fuse in part, the nany questions which the
oppressisn of wonen raises. ( A further poner on the Charter is
being produced. This paper is aiaed specifically at the wfor h
debate in V. ,

Sue Lincoln



