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THE UNHAPPY MARRIAGE OF MARXISM
AND FEMINISM: TOWARDS A MORE
PROGRESSIVE UNION

Heidi Hartmann

The “martiage” of marxism and feminism has been like the martiage of husband
glish common law: marxism and feminism are one, ang
* Recent attempts to integrate marxism and feminism are
unsatisfactory to us as feminists because they subsume the femninist struggle into
the “larger” struggfe against capital. To continue our simile further, either we need |

and wife depicted in En,
that ofte is marxism,

a healthier marriage or we need a divorce.
The inequalities in this marriage, like most social phenomena, are no accident.
Many marxists typically argue that ferninism is at best less important than class
conflict and at worst divisive of the working class. This political stance produces an
analysis that absorbs feminism into the class struggle. Moreover, the analytic powver
of marxism with respect to capital has obscured its fimitations with Tespect to sex-
ism. We will argue here that while marxist analysis provides essential insight into
the laws of historical development, and those of capital in particulaz, the categories
of marxism are sex-blind. Only a specifically feminist analysis reveals the systérnic
character of relations between men and women. Yet feminist analysis by itself is
inadequate because it has been blind to history and insufficiently materialist. Both
marxist analysis, particularly its historical and materialist method, and feminist
analysis, especially the identification of patriazchy as a social and historical siruc-
ture, must be drawn upon if we are to understand the development of western cap-
italist societies and the predicament of woraen within them, In this essay we sug-
gest a new direction for marxist feminist analysis.
+..[Wle try to use the strengths of both marxism and feminism to make sug-
gestions both about the development of capitalist societies and about the present
situation of women. We aiterpt to use marxist method
objectives, correcting the imbaltance in recent socialist
ing 2 more complete aralysis of our present socioeco
that a materiafist analysis demonstrates that patriarch
also a social and econemic structare, We suggest that our society can best be
understood once it is recagnized that it is organized both in capitalistic and in
Ppatriarchal ways. While pointing out tensions between patriarchal and capitalist
interests, we argue that the accurnulation of capital both accormmodates itself to

blogy to analyze feminist
ferminist work, and suggest-
nomic formation, We argue
¥ is not simply a psychic, but

ini 207
: "]. ppy Marriage of Marxism and Feminism
anAa

y jal structure and helps to perpetuate st We sulggest in this m?_utexf
mrchal‘ 5051 has assumed a peculiarly capitalist form in the present, us
e Oti);t patriarchal relations tend to bolster capitatism. We argue, in
gt}?;e;;ﬂmership of patriarchy and capitalism has evolved. ...

5

QIMAT: ¥ “ ini ion” The femninist ques-
; uesti € ferninisi ql.lESU.OD.

€ estion hias never been the “fe

’Ihe woman q

i i en, of male
is directed at the causes of sexual inequality heiveen wx}men .a-nd Take, ofmale
o over women. Most marxist analyses of women's pomt;:\n fake as thest
jnance B v .
B‘J-:;J{:? the relationship of women to the economic system, rather
ques

i ined i ir discussion
to men, apparently assuming the latter will be explained in their discus;
women s

former. Marxist analysis of the woman question has takenl three rn:u;l fu;zl:.
i ’s oppression in our connection {or lack of 1t)‘ to production,
> g women asppart of the working class, these analyses consistently subsu_me
]_)eﬁmn,g w?mtm topmen under workers’ relation to capital. First, f:arly marxists,
?vo{nfi?:gr;la;iniingels, Kautsky, and Lenin, saw capitalism drawing all women
inclu 8

into the wage labor force, and saw tns process EStIO’IElg € SexXu HVISI00 O
labor Second, comemporary marxists have i 1corpo=ated wornen Inte an analysts
ab b

f everyday life in capitalism. 1n this view, all aspc.cts of our lives ars s;?ndtz;:f;lc; :
e the o italist system and we are all workers in the system. And third, I st
‘dua': t'he clw1 focu?;ed on housework and its relation to capital, sor'ne arguing tha
frmlsztitosrll(a;fuduces surplus value and that houseworkers work directly for capi-

ou
mjlf‘;s- " lls in Origins of the Family, Private Property and the State, _xecogmzed ﬂn:
inf orr o,siiion of women and attributed ii to the institutm{x of prwnteb propergy._

n ;ﬂﬂ? Fe’:nis famities, Engels argued, women had to serve their masters, be 1:":0:8 ;50
- c:::rg;md aroduce heits who would inherit the family’s property and con 1:;SSEd
?:::eas,e it. Among proletarians, Engels argued, women Evere necz fﬁfgl “ tha;
because there was no private property to be passed or:;]fnge :a::;it:ry facther that
as the extension of wage labor destroyed the small-holding p s w,i nd women

iddren were incorporated into the wage fabor f‘orce along wit pem the
an:{hl:rlity of the male head of household was undermined, and patriarc

aw

i te destroyed.? . N
noil/;‘:)vrelingels,,tlz:n, women’s participa?iun in thf: labor forcat; :;ratsr :Zf :ﬁy‘f:, Itll:ers
emancipation,) Capitalism would aboh.sh sex differences . o pen

'e,n would become economically independent of men an 14 par
eFlFa:l]t); :i":; equal footing with men in bringing about the pr({letarlan ree\;u uabol-.

ggepr the revolution, when all people would be \:4'01‘](&{8 arljjd pr;::]t; ;[J;er:‘ 1\,?; o

ished, wornen would be emancipated from capital as well as on Marsisis

e f the hardships women’s labor force participation mean women
we(rlefa;ﬂi;;: which resulted in women having two jubrr: house\zoﬂ;‘a:;ti ::.;5) ;
?Jvr;rk.al Never;heiess, their emphasis was less on the continued subordin

oY

i itatism’s “erosion” of
en in the home than on the progressive character of capitalism
worm
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patriarchal relations, Under sociaki
y . socialism housewor! i
wom;:; relieved of their double burden K too would be colecivzed and
& pol e . 0 . . ’
i rzqf:it_::l ﬁ;;ntpi;l:anons of this fizst marxist approach are clear. Women's lib
st, that women becorm, i ' e
cration reqed . ) e wage workers kke men, and
Pri\):;te pmljlrmet[}x] in the zevolutionary struggle against capital,ism i;:o'nd, tat
D son pus try, e .earl)r marxists argued, are the cause of wome:.fs Pltﬁl -
o 1']1 as capfnal is the cause of the expioitation of workers in P“tllcuial‘
aware of the deplorable situati e ¢
houg ation of wo i ir ti
| rhous ! men in their t
ki | silteac}.{o focus on 'the differesices between men’s and women:sm N the' ey
under ¢ a[::-e Olsnrl.e;fhgy did not focus on the ferminist questians—hcfjrcpaerilic ﬂC;S
! Mt—wip 'sew :;1 women. They did not, therefore, recegnize the ve;‘t.eg
en’s conginued subordinati
eres! men . Enation. As we argae i
bels d;ughter:rgzif:% Tom not having to do housework, from hav?ng ﬂ?eiia\r t "
and daughters serve fasng;oamn(t ffum having the better places in the labor ma:llz:ts
riare eing atavistic leftover, bei i :
Capitaien, o dhe : er, being rapidly outmo
i e :ﬂ;’é}’ mlamsts suggested, have survived and thri\ztlid alon Sﬁi‘.”'
Aad sinee capiel o pr;}.'late propcrt.y do not cause the oppression of wugm 1t~
o el Lalone w net result in the end of women's oppressi e
ist ferninists who have looked med g
o : at housework h
it ) . ave also subsumed
s ogfgh{,um:e(:vtohi s-{ruggle ?gamst capital. Mariarosa Dalla Costa’s thil)erefte' ma;
e 11 . is efs}slenua]]y an Iargument ahout the relation of houses o k
to capital and th ‘Eomz :as ousew(l)lgc ‘1;1 capitalist society and not about the :’;‘;
s exemplified in housework.! s
botiial posie work.! Nevertheless ¥
h]creasedP:;:m-n, that women should demand wages for house\\vc;rll:jall':a e
increase mov::lousness of the impoztance of housework among wo;neas .VaSﬂY
women's move St;ntt. '15'1'];3 dern:.z-nd was and still is debated in woemen’s r[(;in tla.l]i
over the United S5 es.” By making the claim that women at home not ong Ps'd '
cosentalservices r Cai‘sm by reproducing the labor force, but also creat{:imvi :
e i ogna Wfoi'l ¢ Dalla Costa also vastly increased the left’s consci asness
: nee o ousework, and provoked a long deb ation of
el g debate on the relation of
Dalla Cos ini
i legiﬁmata ?;es- the femuu?t u‘ndcrstanding of housework as real work
S e Shoul‘cj:yde ]:1 it gnder ca;;ltailsm by arguing that it should be wag;;{)\z tl?
and wages for housework o be
promen show na work rather than allow thems
i v hz Lt[z:dltiinal la.bm force, where, doing a “double day,” wonell:xfs o
e et work services to capitai for free as well as wage la,bor Dall V(VZOUH
suggets tal v kmer;1 w}}o receive wages for housework would be ablt; to . D?ta
thele house Dr co ;cnvehr, providing community child care, meal pr tion,
. Demanding wages and havin ¢ e
ane the e, 3 g wages would raise their consci
e fcests:;nce of their work; they would see its social significance ::f:f’]'ilsne'is
<]a} ¢ e :y, a necessary first step toward more comprehensive sc;c' i (;1 e
i e vard iad ¢
ety 5 oo g;le:h tlisullltc Swtlz.\t t-i socially important about housewor]:?sgei:f':s
¢ strategic im|
vagen o b strateg portance of women. By de i
sework and by refusing o participate in the labor ma);ketmigdmg
, WoInen
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can lead the Mf@ﬂtﬂ: Women's comnunity organizations can be
subversive to capital and lay the basis not only for resistance to the encroachment
of capital but also for the fnwgy. A VAR AT

Dalla Costa recognizes hat men will resist the liberation of women (that wili
occur as women organize in their communities) and that women will have to
struggle against then, but this struggle is an auxiliary one that must be waged to
bring about the ultimate goal of socialism, For Dalta Costa, women's sirugglesare
revolutionary not because they are feminist, Mg{s M@t.

Dalla Costa finds a place in the revolution for women's struggle by mnaking women

producers of surplus value, and as a consequexice part of the working class. This
legitimates women's political activity.”

The women’s movement fhas never doubted the jmportance of women's strug-
gle because for ferninists the object is the liperation of women, which can cnly be
brought about by women's struggles- Talia Costa’s contribution o increasing our
understanding of the social nafure of housework has been aa incalcutable advance.
But like the other marxist approaches reviewed here her approach focuses on
capital—not o1 relations between mett and women. The fact that men and women
have ditferences of interest, goals, and strategics is obscured by her analysis of how
the capitalist systein keeps us all down, and the important and perhaps strategic
role of womer’s work in this system. The thetaric of feminism is present in Dalla

Costa’s writing {the oppression of women, struggle with ren) ‘Mﬁw
_feminism is not. 1f it were, Daila Costa rmight argue for example, that the impor-

tance of Tousework as a social relation Yes in its crucial role in perpetuating male
supremacy. That women do housework, performing tabor for men, is crucial to the
maintenance of patriarchy.

fail to analyze the labor process within the family

Engels,..and Dalla Costa..
sufficiently, Who benefits from women'’s labor? Surely capitalists, but also surely

men, who as hushands and fathers receive personalized services at home. The con-
tent and extent of the services may vary by class or ethnic of racial group, but the
fact of their receipt daes not. Men have 2 higher standard of living than women in
terms of lwary consurnption, leisure tirmze, ands personalized service.? A materialist

approach ought not igaore this crucial point.” It follows that men have 2 material

interest in women’s continued oppression. ...
. The focus of marxist analysis has been class celations; the object of marxist

analysis has been understanding the laws of motion of capitalist society. While we
believe marxist methedology ¢an be used to formulate feinist strategy, these
marxist ferninist approaches discussed above clearly do not do soj their marxism
clearly dominates their feminism.

As we have already suggested, this is due in part to the analytical power of
marxisn itself. Marxism is a theory of the development of class society, of the
accumulation process in capitalist societies, of the reproduction of class domi-
nance, and of the development of contradictions and cass struggle. Capitalist soci-
eties are driven by the demands of the accamulation process, most succinctly surm-
marized by the fact that production is ariented o exchange, nOT Use. 1n a capitalist
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systemn production is imy i
portant only insofar as i i
e ot the j 5 it contributes to the maki
prott ,ﬁ d the ::ei\::lilue =uf l.?l'.ﬂduct.i is only an incidental cons'u:leraltionakliIl SﬁDf
derive from the ¢ 5‘ o 1;:) ;b’ht%- Itlo exploit labor power, to pay laborers l:essrt‘;l .
: izce. The accumulati .
the value " ation of profits systemati
sy Of;i:l stttﬁlcture as it transforms the refations of procht‘izar:ll‘lat'x;}z:nY oo
army of lab 11:1 e poverty of great numbers of people and the near- .ove o of ot
1o > 1h uman reproaches to capital are by-products of th Dt
E] cess itself. From the capitalist’s point of view, the reprod o
ocess Tt fralist’ 3 production of th i
which g long side it, of individualism, competitiveness, dominati Sy
consumpti i i ooy ofthe o
o W of.a particular kind. Whatever one’s the,ory of thcqn, ﬂﬂfi of
Mar;dsm usbl:ecogmze these as the dominant values of capitalist SOfF*;FSlS o
enables us to understand m e
s : ; any aspects of capitalist societies:
sioucture :Z Fg:dt;ctlon, the generation of a particular occupal?tionl:l ;;_’Cletlﬂ- -
- . 1y w
e 3 oy :f ﬁl::];:::lt ideology. Marx’s theory of the development ;?::t:l;;:}d
opment of “empty places” i i
e oot ab ° pty places” Marx predicted, for
t &
A mo:epég:jtlar;at and the demise of the petit boutgeuis’ie M{)::n Ii-l: '
‘ raverman among oth i . .
Ciscly ond in mo , ' g others has explained the -
o ; e acli:'lca.l worker and service worker in advanced ca;:nita.listcrea'm"r1 o'f
categorief o eatfes these glaces indifferent to the individuals who ﬁlistc;lc -
ey ar:.rmit analysis, class, reserve army of labor, wage-laborer, e(;n , the
xplain why Ebor:'u ar people ﬁ]l ?arﬁcu[ar places. They give no clues ab:) :) nl(;t
ey . ljr\lzte to meti inside and outside the family and why it i ot the
round. Marxist cafegories, like capital i e
ol way aro ies, like capital itself, are sex-blind, Th i
of ma annot tell us who will fill the empty places. Marxi i o the
n question has suffered from this basic problem, Mt analysi of the

1I. Radical Femninism and Patriarchy

The great ¢ i ini i
e E,f o ;zugs;tnoufﬂr]idlzal fer:;plst “"r.mn’g has been directed to the documenta-
eaned, is nor e ey E) t:soln is political.” Women's discontent, radical feminists
rguer,Is ot the nero c lament of t.he maladjusted, but a response to0 a social
e e Posiric)n 'are l-sl)rstemancally dominated, exploited, and oppressed
e s m:l in the labor market, the male-centered emotional strucl
endenstandig of vorne ,rnage, the use of women in advertising, the su~callexi
ical PSYChO§Og'y—-aspectr;sﬂ I:SYC}’G as neurotic—popularized by academic and clin-
Py e pec T ;Spect of w:omen’s Yives in advanced capitalist society
s ey sty At t}[zes;n'gl: hl:edlil::lffeminist literature is enormous and
New : tt , its focus on psychol i i
"T]-:; P(:r::oiz(lll;a; zﬁ?u;fts, organizing document Mgﬁc;ﬂ:fs:;?éThi
A b}:me:c:thmeans for radical feminists, that the original and bi:il
g of tmen ot power and e sexes, E'md that the motive force of history is the stri :
P and domination: over women, the dialectic of sex.” "
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ud to understand the development of boys

Accordingly, Firestoné rewrote Fre
tions of what

and girls into men and women in terms of power." Her characteriza
are “male” and “female” character traits are typical of sadical ferninist writing. The
male seeks power and domination; he is egocentric and individualistic, competi-
tive and pragmatic; the “tmﬂﬂgﬂ@wimﬂom, js male. The
female is nurturant, artistic, and phjlosophical; the “acsthetic mode” is fermale.

Mo doubt, the idea that the aesthetic mode s fernale would have come as quite
a shock to the ancient Greeks. Here lies the error of radical feminist analysis: the
dialectic of sex a8 radical feminist present it project male and female characteristics
as they appear in the present back inte all of history- The radical feminist analysis
has greatest strength in its insights into the present, Iis greatest weakness is a focus
on the psychologicnl +which blinds it to history.

The reason for this lies not only in radical feninist method, but also in the
nature of patriarchy itself, for Lgr'ﬁ:_cby_iga_ﬂgld/ngl cesilient form 1 of social
organization. Radical ferninists use patrjarchy 1© refer to a social System character-
ized by male domination over Wormen. Kate Millett’s definition is classic:

Our saciety...isa patriarchy. The fact is evident at once if one recalls that the militar¥,
industry, technologs universities, SCIENCe; politicat offices, finances—in short, every
avenue of power within the socicty, inciuding the coercive force of the police, is
entizely in male hands.”

This radical ferninist definition of patriarchy applies to most societies we know of

and cannot disiinguish among thern. The use of history by radicat femninists s typ-
ically limited to providing examples of the existence of patriarchy in all times and
places.” For both masxist and mainstream social scientists before the women's
movement, patriarchy referred to a systern of relations begween men, which form
the po]it'scal and economic outlines of feudal and some prelfeudal societies, in
which hierarchy followed ascribed characteristics. Capitalist societies are under-
stood as meritocratic, bureaucratic, and impersonal by bourgeois social scientists;
! marxists see capitalist societies as systems of class domination.” For both kinds of

ither the historical patriarchal societies nor today’s western cap-

| social scientists ne
jtalist societies ate understood as systems of relations between MeR that enable

them to dominate Women.

Towards a Definition of Patriarchy

We can usefully define patriarchy as 2 set of social refations between mMem, which

have a material base. and which, though hierarchical, establish or create interde-
pendence and solidaxity among men that enable them t0 dominate women.
Though patriarchy is hierarchical and men of different classes, races, of ethnic
groups have differeat places in the patriarchy, they also are united in their shared

relationship of dominance OveT their women; they are dependent, n each other to
mWn. Hierarchies “work” at Jeast in part ecause they Create
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ested i i
32 13‘:2:61:?:;1; tgtgf :tz.atus tiuo. Those at the higher levels can “buy off” those at
afrtarchy, all mez, whzzfer tiin:i.f ?;Eigv;:eﬁ:;:e‘ sm%llower. A
ariaechy . riarchy, are bought off by bei
‘atriarcch ;1:::: fai;:f;x;ts ts'ctn-nle: w:hx'nen..There is some evidence to sugggest th:K l\};}iﬁ
attarchy Wi Dflg;tl'cut]‘ zed in state s‘ocieties, the ascending rulexs literally
e e ange for t;lz amlihes (?nforcmg their control over their wives and
e et 01;1:; Z x;edsixhg some o.f their_tribai resources to the new
nai{;f;m fen ace dependent on ofe nother (despite their hierarchical ordering) to
e material i i
s et Dverb:vs: n:]i?sn; ;:;%:rch patziazchy rests l.ies n:mst fundamentatly in
nens contéol over wome powerL. Men. maintain. this contro} by excluding
e e e ot :m;i eslsentla] productive resources {in capitalist societies
p— heterosexl‘}] a){ ving wa'ges} and b_y restricting women's scxuality.‘;
flonogamous heterose rtnaﬁrmge is one relatively recent and efficient form that
cems 10 allow e sc,m:;il 1o both these areas. Controlling women’s access to
e ot of ity, in tura, allows men to control women's labor power,
miaoed erv;;g men in many personal and sexual ways and for ﬂu;
noepose of el ggto e;;n. he services women render men, and which exonerate
aen fom havin 'msici[)e ﬂferrfrax rri)]any uf]p[easant tagks (like cleaning toilets} occur
tside as well s lnside e mily setting, Examples outside the family include the
rassment of wom ofw:r IS flnd students by male bosses and professors as well
e e ns scr;tnm.zs io run personal errands, make coffee, and pro-
e "sexy Surroues bg . 1:;earmg c_hlldren. V\fhether or not the children’s labor
e i 8 enefit to their fathers, is nevertheless a crucial task in per-
o b Place: C:,) a syster'n. Tust as class society must be reproduced by
B ey cared by e o, onen
el : e ge reared by women at h
> icz'ufi:izr:j: :;c:lreg)l;gjilézed as .mfer.mr tf) men, while men appear izrg: :;::i
o ol ey]'] . ten rcuseq in this way generally learn their places in the
e e t}:.iarc[;al ;nliml' to this pracess, however are the areas outside the
tome waere D c; ui?;:s arfl tal]jgh[ and the inferior position of women
sffices, health centers, tl';e media, e,tszetz{::) sports, chbs uniaas, srmics frctorcs,

h : .

amily 1 1[1:tatcn:.lil bi‘se of ;.}atnnrchy, then, does not rest solely on chitdrearing §

Wmﬁmwmeﬁ labor

[I¥ aspects < social structures that perpetuate patriarchy are theoretically 'iHent'rl

lbmt;, penee s::f[;a:}a:ble from their other aspects. Gayle Rubin has increased .
) ntify the patriarchal element of th i by

Sentiyng e endos s’ ese social structures enormously by

a'sexfgender sys " i Tan 12| WIIC -
& ystesy 18 the set of arrangements by which a society transfortms, biolog
¥ ¥ 3

ical sexuality into uC fivity; a v
plod ts, of human activi i it
Y. . ivity, and in which these transformed sexual
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‘We are bornl fernale and male, biological sexes, but we are created woman and marl,

socially recognized genders. How we are 50 created is that second aspect of the
yode of production of which Engels spoke, “the production of human beings
themselves, the propagation of the species”

How people propagate the species is socially determined. If; biologically, peo-
ple are sexually polymorphous, and society were organized in such a way that
forms of sexual expression were equally permissible, reproduction would result
only from some sexnal encounters, the heterosexual ones. The strict Jivision of
labor by sex, secial jnvention common to a1l known societies, creates two very sep-
arate genders and a need for men and women ta get togethex for €CONOTMIC TEASONS.
1t thus helps to direct (heir sexuzl needs toward heterosexual fulfillment, and heips
to ensure hiological reproduction. in more jmaginative sacieties, biological Tepzo-
duction might be ensured by other techniques, but the division of Jabor by sex
appeats fo be the universal solution 10 date. Although it is sheoretically possible
that a sexual division of Jabor not imply inequality between the sexes, in Most
known societies, the socially acceptable division of labor by sex is one which
accords lower status 10 womer’'s work, The sexual division of labor is also the
underpinning of sexual subeultures in which men and women experience life dif-
ferenly; it is the rmaterial base of male power which is exercised (in our society) not
just in ot doing housework and securing superiot employment, but psychologi-
cally as well.

How people meet their sexual needs, how they reproduce, how they incalcate
social norms, inn new generations, how they lears gender, how it feels 10 be a man
or woman—all occur in the realm Rubin labels the sex/gender systerl. Rubin
emphasizes the influence of kinship {which tells you with whom you can satisfy
sexual needs) and the development of gender specific personalities via childrearing
and the “oedipal rmachine” in addition, however, We can 1sé the concept of the
sex/gender systermn 10 examnine ail other social institutions for the roles they play in
defining and reinforcing gender hierarchies. Rubin notes that theoretically 2
sex/gender system could be fernate dominant, male dominang 01 egalitarian, bat

declines to label various fnown sex/gender systems of to periodize history accord-
ingly. We choose to lahel our present sex/gender systerm patriarchy, because it
appropriately captures the notion of hierarchy and male dominance which we see
as central to the present systert.

Economic production {what marxists are used to referring to as the mode of
production) and the production of people in the sex/gender sphere both deter-
(mine“social crganization under which the people of 2 particular historical epoch
and particulas country live” according to Ingels. The whole of society, then, can be
understood bylooking at both these types of production and reproduction, people
and things.'&Lhere is no such thing as “pus capitalism,” nor does “pure patri-
archy” exist, for they must of necessity coaxist,What exists is patriarcha] capital-
istm, or patriarchal feudatism, or egalitaria unting/gathering socieies, or matri-
archal horticuitural societies, or pairiarchal norticultural societies, and 50 OD.

/
M
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The(;e appears to be no necessary connection between changes in the one aspect of
E)tnll‘ uction a{ldlchanges in the other. A society could undergo transition from cap-
1] &sm to soctalism, for example, and remain patriarchal.” Common sense, histo
_ s
Zn t;ul:' experience tell us, however, that these two aspects of production arers);
osely J_nt_ertwmed, that change in one ordinarily creates movement, tensi
contradiction in the other. ' o
o E;amal bferarchies can also be understood in this context. Fusther elaboration
th:)tr ta; p;):illble. along the lines of defining color/race systems, arenas of social life
s il 1ci1 E)glcal }folor and turn it into a social category, race. Racial hierarchies
ender hierarchies, are aspects of our social o izati ,
rganization, of how people are
E:fst;ied 351(1 repro?uced. They are not fundamentaily ideological; they conpsﬁmte
ond aspect of ocur mede of production, the i
a production and reproduction of
people. It might be most accurate then t : feti gl
; o refer to our societies not as, for
nigh ! ! , for exampl
simply c?p1‘tahst, but as patriarchal capitalist white supremacist. e
g :Slapltahs‘t development creates the places for a hierarchy of workers, but tradi
. Y ;
! acprixa1 ;r.xarxm}: cat;gor;es cannot tetl us who will il which places. Gender and

C ierarchies determine who fills the ey i :

: . dete pty places. Patriarchy is not simpl
hlrerard;rcaf organization, but hierarchy in which particular people fill partimga);
places. It is in studying patriarchy that it &

we learn why it is women wh i
P i ‘ o are domi-
wetz({i) anf:i hlow. th.e we believe d_lat most known societies have been patriarchal
: 1;10 view Patrxarchy as a universal, unchanging phenomenon. Rather patsi-,
:1r1c Y tdelse_tf of interrelations among men that allow men to dominate women, has

mange dlnm orm and u-_mensuy over time. It is crucial that the hierarchy an':on
" ef, 2N : c1.r differential access to pateiarchal benefits, be examined. Surely, classg
Oa:;e, nmona]lt_y, and even marital status and sexual erientation, as well as the, obvi—,
ou r:ge, come into play here. And swomen of different class, race, national, maritat

: ; c 3
- :; u\];\rsexua] orlent;tlon groups are subjected to different degrees of patriarchat
. Women may themseives exercise class, r i
< ace, or national po
\ ; r , 3 power, Or even
pa r;arci.wl power (through their family connections) over men lower in t’he atri-
archal hierarchy than their own male kin, e
mai:;axie;apltulste, we;u diﬁne patriarchy as a set of social relations which has a
ase and in which there are hierarchical refati
ma : : refations between men and soli-
banty :;mung themn which enable them in turn {o dominate women. The material
. > .
m:i;jen ;) . pa;;narchy is men’s control over women’s labor power. That control is
e :1::: bg w to necessary econanically productive
and by seSTTICHng Women's sexuality. Men exercisc thei
ur 3 . exercise their control i
rqgelv}lslg personal service work from women, in not having to do housework :::
re : . , .
aﬂe:' ge ,l_n c;ren, in E:V‘L’Il:lﬁ access atlo women's bodies for sex, and in feeling powerful
powerful. The crucial elements of patriarchy i
ind being ! patriarchy as we currently experience
e ane:i; heterose]imal marr,lage (and consequent homophobia}, fermale childrear:
ousework, women'’s economic dependence o .
L n men {enforced b N
ments in the labor market), the ! o socie
, the state, and numerous instituti i
ment ¢ utions based on social
ions among men—clubs, sports, unions, professions, universities, churches,
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corporations, and armies. All of these elements need to be examined if we are to
understand patriarchal capitatism.

Both hierarchy and interdependence among men and the subordination of
women are integral to the functioning of our society; thatis, these relationships aze
systemnic. We leave aside the question of the czeation of these relations and ask, can
we recognize patriarchal relations in capitalist societies? Within capifalist societies
we must discover those same bonds betsween men which both bourgeois and marx-
15t social scientists claim no longer exist or are, at the most, Mﬂ.
Can we understand how these relations among men are perpetuated in capitalist
societies? Can we identify ways in which patriarchy has shaped the course of capil-

talist development?

1IL The Partnership of a Patriarchy and Capital

How are we to Tecognize patriarchal social relations in capitalist societies? It
appears as if each woman is oppressed by her own man alone; her oppression
seems a private affair. Telationships among men and among families seem equally
fragmented. It is hard to recognize relationships among mes, and between men
and women, as systematically patriarchal. We argue, houwever, that patriarchy as a
system of relations between men and women exists in capitatism, and that in capi-
talist societies a healthy and strong partnership exists between patriarchy and c2p-
ital. Yet if one begins with the concept of patriarchy and an understanding of the
capitalist mode of production, one recognizes immediately that the partnership of
patriarchy and capital was not inevitable: men and capitalists often have conlict-
ing interests, particularly over the use of women's labor power. Fere is one way in
which this conflict might manifest itself: the vast majority of men might want theix
women at home to personally service them. A smaller number of men, who are
capitalists, might want most women {not their own) to work in the wage labor
market, In examining the tensions of this conflict over women's labor power his-
torically, we will be able to identify the material base of patriaechal relations in cap-
italist societies, as well as the basis for the partnership betveen capital and patri-
archy....
The argament that capital dgstroys the family also overlooks th(sucial forces
«which make family life appealing Despite critiques of nuclear families as psycho-
logically destructive, in a competitive society the fammily still meets reat needs for
many people. This is true not of i TEETIL Monegamy, but even mote 50 for
raising children, Single parents bear both financial and psychic burdens. For work-
ing-class women, it particular, these burdens make the “ndependence” of Jabor
force participation fiusory. Single parent“famﬂies frave recently been seen by policy
analysts as transitional family formations ‘which hecome two-parent families upon
rematriage.” E
Tt could be that the effects of women's increasing labor force participation are
found in a declining sexual division of labor Yithin the family, rather than in more

"
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frequent divorce, but evidence for this is also lacking. Statistics on who does house-
wark, even in families with wage-carning wives, show little change in receat years;
women still do most of it* The double day is a reality for wage-working women,
This is hardly surprising since the sexual division of Tabor outside the family, in the
labor market, keeps women financially dependent on men-—even when they earna
wage themselves. The future of patriarchy does nat, however, rest solely on the
future of familial relations. For patriarchy, like capital, can be surprisingly flexible
and adaptable.

Whether or not the patriarchal division of labor, inside the family and else-
where, is “ultimately” intolerable to capital, it is shaping capitalism now. As we
illustrate below, patriarchy both legitimates capitaist control and delegitimates
certain forms of struggle against capital.

Ideology in the Twentieth Century

Patriarchy, by establishing and legitimating hierarchy among men {by allowing
men of all groups to cantrol at least some wormen), reinforces capitalist control,
and capitalist values shape the definition of patriarchal good.

The psychological phenomena Shulamith Firestone identifies are particular
examples of what happens in zelationships of dependence and dornination. They
foltow from the realities of men's social power—which women are denied—but
they are shaped by the fact that they happen in the context of a capitalist society.™
1f we examnine the characteristics of men as radical feminists describe them—com-
petitive, rationalistic, dominating—they are much like our description of the dom-
inant values of capitalist society.

This “coincidence” may be explained in two ways. In the first instance, men, as
wage laborers, are absorbed in capitalist social relations at work, driven into the
competition these relations prescribe, and absosb the corresponding values.* The
radical feminist description of men was not altogether out of line for capitalist
societies. Secondly, even when men and women do nof actually behave in the way
sexual norms prescribe, men clafm for themselves those characteristics which are
valued in the dominant ideology. So, for example, the authors of Crestwood Heights
found that while the men, wha were professionals, spent their days manipulating
subordinates {often using techniques that appeal to fundamentally irrational
motives to elicit the preferred behavior), men and women characterized men as
“rational and pragmatic.’ And while the women devoted great energies to studying
scientific methods of child-rearing and child development, men and women in
Crestwood Heights characterized women as “irrational and emotional™

This helps to account not only for “male” and “femnale” characteristics in capi-
talist societies, but for the particular form sexist ideclogy takes in capitalist soci-
etics. Just as women’s work serves the dual purpose of perpetuating male domina-
tion and capitalist production, so sexist ideology serves the dual purpose of
glorifying male characteristics/capitalist values, and denigrating female character-
istics/social need. If women were degraded or powerless in other societies, the Tea-

ikt
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sons (rationalizations) men had for this were different. Only in a capitalist society
does it make sense to lock down on women as emotional or irrational. As epithets,
they would not have made sense in the renaissance, Only in a capitalist society does
it make sense to look down on womnen as “dependent.” “Dependent” as an epithet
would not make sense in feudal societies. Since the division of labor ensures that
women: as tives and mothers in the family are largely concerned with the produc-
tion of use values, the denigration of these activities obscures capital’s inability to
meet socially determined need at the same time that it degrades women in the eyes
of men, providing a rationale for male dominasnce. An example of this may be seen
in the peculiar ambivalence of television commercials. On one hand, they address
themselves to the real obstacles to providing for socially determined needs: deter-
gents that destroy clothes and irritate skin, shoddily made goods of all sorts. On the
other hand, concern with these probiems must be denigrated; this is accomplished
by mocking women, the workers who must deal with these problems.

A parallel argument demonstrating the partnership of patriarchy and capital-
ism may be made about the sexual division of labor in the work force. The sexual
division of labor places women in low-paying jobs, and in tasks thought to be
appropriate to women'’s role. Women are teachers, welfare workers, and the great
majotity of workers in the health fields. The nurturant roles that women play in
these jobs are of low status because capitalism emphasizes personal independence
and the ability of private enterprise to meet social needs, emphases contradicted by
the need for collectively provided social services. As long as the social importance
of nurturant tasks can be denigrated because women perform them, the con-
frontation of capital's priority on exchange value by a demand for use values can be
avoided. In this way, it is Dot feminism, but sexism that divides and debilitates the
working class.

IV, Towards 2 More Progressive Union

Many problems remain for us to explore. Patriarchy as we have used it here
remains mote a descriptive term than an analytic one. If we think marxism alone
inadequate, and radical feminism itself insufficient, then we need to develop new
categories, What makes our task a difficult one is that the same features, such as the
division of labor, often reinforce both patriarchy and capitalism, and in a thor-
oughty patriarchal capitalist society, it is hard to isolate the mechanisms of patri-
archy. Nevertheless, this is what we must do, We have pointed to some starting
places: looking at who benefits from women’s labar power, uncovering the material
base of patriarchy, investigating the mechanisms of hierarchy and solidarity among
men. The questions we must ask are endless. ...

‘The struggle against capital and patriarchy cannot be successtul if the study
and practice of the issues of feminism is abandoned. A struggle aimed only at cap-
italist relations of oppression wiil fail, since their underlying supports in patriar-
chat relations of oppression wilt be overlooked. And the analysis of patriarchy is
essential to a definition of the king of socialism useful to women. While men and
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women share a need to overthrow capitalism they retain interests particular to
their gender group. It is not clear—from our sketch, from history, or from male
socialists—that the socialism being struggled for is the same for both men and
women. For a humane socialism would require not only consensus on: what the
new society should look like and what a healthy person sheuld look like, but more
concretely, it would require that men selinquish their privilege.

As women we must not allow ourselves to be talked out of the urgency and
importance of our tasks, as we have so many times in the past. We must fight the
attempted coercion, both subile and not so subtle, to abandon feminist objectives.

This suggests two strategic considerations. First, a struggle to establish social-
ism must be a struggle in which groups with different interests form an ailiance.
Women should not trust men to liberate them after the revolution, in part, because
there is no reason to think they would know how; in part, because there is no
necessity for them to do se. In fact their immediate self-interest lies in our contin-
ued oppression, Instead we must have our own organizations and our own power
base. Second, we think the sexual division of fabor within capitalism has given
wornen a practice in which we have learned to understand what human interde-
pendence and needs are. While men have long struggled against capital, women
kaow what to struggle for®

As a general rule, men's position in patriarchy and capitalism prevents them
from recognizing both human needs for nurturance, sharing, and growth, and the
potential for meeting those needs in a nonhierarchical, nonpatriarchal society. But
even if we raise their consciousness, men might assess the potential gains against
the potential losses and choose the status quo. Men have more to lose than their
chains.

As feminist socialists, we must organize a practice which addresses both the
struggle against patriarchy and the struggle against capitalism. We must insist that
the society we want to create is a society in which recognition of inferdependence
is liberation rather than shame, nurturance is a universal, not ar appressive prac-
tice, and in which women do not continue to support the false as well as the con-
crete freedoms of men.

Notes

Earlier drafts of this essay appeared in 1975 and 1977 coauthored with Amy B. Bridges.
Unfortunately, because of the press of currest commitments, Amy was unable to continue with this
project, joint from its inception and throughaut mest of its long and controversial history.

1. Often paraphrased as “the husband and wife are one and that one is the hushand,” English law
held that “by marriage, the husband and wife are one person in Jaw: that is, the very being or
legal existence of the women is suspended during the marriage, or at least is incorporated and
consofidated into that of the Husband.” 1. Blackstone, Comimentaries, 1965, pp. 442445, cited in
Kenneth M. Davidson, Rath B. Ginsburg, and Herma H. Kay, Sex Based Discritination (St Paul,
Minn.: West Publishing Co., 1974), p. 117
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Erederick Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, edited, with an intro-
duction by Eleanor Burke Leacock (New York: International Publishers, 1972}.

Frederick Engels, The Condition of the Working Class in England (Stanford, CakiL.: Stanford
University Press, 1958). See esp. pp. 162-66 and 296.

Mariarosa Dalla Casta, “Women and the Subversion of the Commaunity,”in The Power of Woinen
and the Subyersion of the Community by Mariarosa Dalla Costa and Selma James {Bristol,
England: Faiing Wall Press, 1973; second edition} pamphlet, 78 pages.

, Itis interesting to note that in the original article Dalla Costa suggests that wages for housework

would only further institutionalize woman's housewife role (pp. 32, 34) but in a note (n. 16, pp.
52-52 [in original]} she explains the demand’s popularity and its use as a consciousness taising
tool. Since then she has actively supported the demand. See Dalla Costa, “A General Strike,” in
Al Work and No Pay: Wamen, Housewark, and the Wages Due, ed. Wendy Edmond and Suzie
Fleming (Bristol, England; Falling Wall Press, 1975).

The text of the article reads: “We have to make clear that, within the wage, domestic work pre-
duces not merely use values, but is essential to the production af suzplus value” (p, 31). Note 12
reads: “What we mean precisely is that housework as wotk is productive in the Marxian sense,
that is, preducing sarphus value” {p. 52, original emphasis). To our knowledge this claim has
never been made more rigorausly by thewages for housework group. Nevertheless marxists have
responded to the claim copiously,

. The literature of the debate includes Lise Yogel, “The Eacthly Family,” Radical Armerica, Vol 7,

na. 4-5 July-Dctober 1973), pp. 9-30; Ira Gerstein, “Domestic Work and Capitalism,” Radical
Americ, Vol. 7, no. 4-5 July—October 1973, pp. 101-128; John Herrison, “Political Economy of
Housework,” Bulletin of the Conference of Socialist Economists, Vob. 3, no. 1 (1973); Wally
Seccombe, “The Housewife and her Labour under Capitalism,” New Left Review, no. 83
(Janwery-February 1974), pp. 3-24; Margaret Coulsen, Branka Magas, and Hilary Wainwright,
“‘The Housewife and her Labour under Capitalism, A Critique,” New Left Review, no. 82
(January—February 1975}, pp. 59-71; Jean Gardiner, “Women’s Domestic Labour” New Left
Review, no, 89 (January-February 1975}, pp- 47-58; [an Cough and Jobn Harrison,
“Unproductive Labour and Housework Again,” Bulletin of the Confe of Socialist Ec ist:
Vol. 4, no. 1 {1975); Jean Gardiner, Susan Himmelweit, and Maureen Mackintesh, “Wowmen's
Domestic Labour,” Bulletin of the Conference of Socialist Economisis, Vol. 4, ne. 2 (1975} Wally
Seccombe, “Tromestic Labour: Reply to Critics,” New Laft Review, no, 94 (November-December
1975), pp. 85--96; Terry Fee, “Domestic Labor: An Analysis of Housework and its Relation to the
Froduction Process,” Review of Radical Political Economics, Vol. 8, ne. 1 (Spring 1976), pp. 1-8&;
Susan Himmelweit and Simon Mohun, “Domestic Labour and Capital,” Cambridge Journal of
Economics, Vol. 1, no. 1 (March 1977}, pp. 15-31.

in the U.S,, the most often heard political criticism of the wages for housework group has been
its opportunisi.

. Laura Cren documents this for the working class in “Welfare of Women in Laboring Families:

England, 1860950, Feminist Studies, Vol 1, no. 34 (Winter-Spring 1973}, pp. 107-23.

. The late Stephen Hymer poirted out to vs a basic weakness in Engels' analysis In Origins, a

seakness that occurs because Engels fils to analyze the labor process within the family. Engels
argues that men enforced monogamy because they wanted to leave their property to their own
children. Hymer argued that far from being a “gift.” among the petit bourgeoisie, passible inher-
itance is used as a club to get children 1o work for their fathers. One must look at the labor
process and who benefits from the labor of which others.

. This is a paraphrase. Kar} Marx wrote: “The maintenance and reproduction of the working class

s, and must ever be, a necessary candition to the reproduction of capital. But the capitalist may
safely leave its Fulfillment to the labourer’s instincts of self-preservation and propagation.”
{Capital (New York: Tnternational Publishers, 1967}, Vol. 1, p. 572.]

Harry Braverman, Labor and Monapoly Capital (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1975).
“Politics of Bgo: A Manifeste for New York Radical Peminists,” can be found in Rebirth of
Feminism, ed, Judith Hole and Ellen Levine {New York: Quadrangle Books, 1971), pp. 440443,
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“Radical ferninists” are those feminists who argue that the Jost fandamental dynamic of histary
is men's striving to dominate women, “Radical” in this context does nof mean anti-capitalist,
socialist, counter-cultural, etc., but has the specific meaning of this particular set of feminist
beliefs or group of feminists. Additional writings of radical feminists, of whom the New York
Radical Femindsts are probably the most influential, can be found in Radical Feminist, ed, Ann
Kozdt (New York: Quadrangle Press, 1972),

Focusing on power was an important step ferward in the feminist critique of Preud. Firestone
argues, for example, that if little girks “envied “ penises it was because they recognized that little
boys grew up te be members of a powerful class and little girls prew up to be dominated by
them. Powerlessness, not aeurosis, was the heart of womer's situation. More recently, ferninists
have criticized Firestone for rejecting the usefulness of the concept of the unconscious. In seek-
ing to explain the strength and continuation of male dominance, recent feminist writing has
emphasized the fundamental nature of gender-based personality differences, their origins in
theunconscions, and the consequent difficalty of their eradication, See Iotothy Dinnersiein, The
Mermaid and the Minotaur (New York; Harper Colophon Books, 1977), Nancy Chodorow,
The Reproduction of Mothering {Berkeley: University of Catifornia Press, 1978), and Jane Flax,
“The Conflict Berween Nurturance and Autonomy in Mothes-Daughter Relationships and
Within Feminism,” Ferninist Studies, Val, 4, ne, 2 (June 1978), pp. 141-189.

Kate Millett, Sexual Politics (New York; Avon Books, 1971), p. 25,

One example of this type of radical feminist history is Susan Brownmiller’s Against Orer Will,
Men, Wonen, and Rape (New York; Simon & Shuster, 1975).

. For the hourgesis social science view of patrisrchy, see, for example, Weber’s distinction between

traditional and legal authority, Max Weber: The Theories of Social and Economic Organization,
ed. Talcatt Parson (New Yorks The Free Press, 1964), pp. 328-357. These views are also disoussed
in Elizabeth Fee, “The Sexual Politics of Victorian Social Anthropolagy,” Feminist Studies, Vol 1,
205, 34 (Winter—Spring 1973), pp. 23-29; and in Robert A. Nishet, The Sociclogical Tradition
(New York: Basic Books, 1966), especially Chapter 3, “Community”

. Sec Viana Muller, “The Formation of the State and the Oppression of Women: Some Theorstical

Considerations and a Case Study in England and Wales,” Reyiew of Radical Political Economics,
Vol. 9, no. 3 {Fall 1977}, pp. -21.

. The particular ways in which men control wamen’s access to important economic resources and

restrict their sexuality vary enormously, both from society to society, from subgroup to sub-
group, and across time. The examples we use to iHustrate patriarchy in this section, however, are
dzawn primarily from the experience of whites in western capitalist countries. The diversity is
shown in Toward ar Anthropology of Women, ed. Rayna Rapp Reiter (Mew York: Monthly Review
Press, 1975); Womar, Cultuire and Society, ed, Michelte Rosaldo and Louise Laraphere (Stanfard,
Californie: Stanford University Press, 1974); end Females, Males, Pamilies: A Biosocial Appronch,
by Liba Lefbowitz {North Scituate, Massachusetts: Duxbury Press, 1978). The control of
wemen's sexuality is tightly linked to the place of children. An understanding of the demand by
men and capitalists) for children is crucial to understanding changes in women’s subordination,
Where children are needed for their present or future labor power, women's sexuality will
tend to be directed toward reproduction and childzearing. When children are seen as superflu-
ous, wotnen's sexuality for other than reproductive purposes is encouraged, but men will
attempt to direct it towazds satisfying male needs, The Cosmo girl is a good example of a woman
“liberated” from childrearing only to find herself tuzning alt her energies toward attracting and
satisfying men. Capitalists can lso use female sexuality to their own ends, as the success of
Cosmo in advertising consumer products shows,
Gayle Rubin, “The Traffic in Women,” in Anthropslogy of Women, ed, Reiter, p. 159.
Himnmelweit and Mohun point out that both aspects of production (people and things) are log-
ically necessary to describe a made of production because by definition a mode of production
st be capable of reproducing itself. Either aspect alone is not self-sufficient. To put it sirmply
the production of things requires people, and the production of peeple requires things. Marx,
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though recognizing capitalism’s need for people, did not concern himself with how they were
produced or what the connections between the two aspects of production were. See Himmelweit
and Mohun, "Domestic Labonr and Capital” {note 7 abave}.

For an excellent discussion of one such transition to socialism, see Batya Weinbaum, “Women in
Trapsition to Socialism: Perspectives on the Chinese Case,” Review of Radical Political Economics,
Vol. 8, no. 1 {Spring 1976}, pp. 34-58.

. Heather L. Ross and Isabel B, Sawhill, Time of Transition The Grawth of Families Headed by

Woren {Washington, D.C.; The Urban Institute, 1975).

See Kathryn E. Walker and Margaret E, Woods, Time Use: A Measure of Household Production of
Family Goods and Services {Washington D.C.; American Home Economics Associztion, 1976;
and Heidi 1. Hartmana, “The Family as the Locus of Gender, Class, and Political Struggle: The
Example of Housework,” Signs: Journal of Wonten in Culture and Society, Vol. 6, no. 3 {Spring
1981).

. Richard Sennett’s and Jonathan: Cobb's The Hidden Injicries of Class {New York: Random House,

1973) examines similar kinds of psychological phenomena within hierarchical relationships
between men at work.

‘This should provide some clues to class differenices in sexism, which we cannot explore here.
See John R. Seeley et al., Crestwood Heights (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1956), pp.
382-94. While men's place may be cheracterized as “in production” this does not mean that
women’s place is simply “not in production™—hez tasks, 1o, aze shaped by capital. Her non-
wage work is the Tesolution, on a day-to-day basis, of preduction for exchange with socially
deterniined need, the provision of use vaiues in a capitalist society (this is the context of con-
stmption). See Weinbaum and Bridges, “The Other Side of the Paycheck” for 2 more complete
discussion of this argument. The fact that wonen provide "merely” use values in a society dom-
inated by exchange vaiues can be used to denigrate women.

Lise Vogel, “The Barthiy Family” (see note 7).




