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Tiven in its title Hartmann’s essay reflects what has been the
specific project of socialist feminism: to “‘wed’’ the best aspects of
the new wave of feminist theory developed in the sixties and seven-
ties to marxian theory, thereby transforming marxian theory.
Hartmann argues that this marriage has thus far not succeeded.
She recommends that the marriage between marxism and femi-
nism be put on a stonger footing by developing a theoretical
account which gives as much weight to the system of patriarchy as
to the system of capitalism. Rather than perceiving the particular
situation of women as an effect of capitalism, as she believes
Engels, Mitchell, Dalla Costa, and Zaretsky do, we should under-
stand that the system of patriarchy is at least of equal importance
for undetstanding the situation of women. Socialist feminist
theory thus should seek the "'laws of motion’” of the system of
patriarchy, the internal dynamic and contradictions of patriarchy,
and articulate how these interact and perhaps conflict with the
internal dynamic of capitalism.

Hartmann's essay is not the first to have proposed this dual
systerns theory for socialist feminism. On the contrary, the majority
of socialist feminists espouse some version of the dual systems
theory. I shall argue, however, that the dual systems theory will not
patch up the unhappy matriage of marxism and feminism. There
are good reasons for believing that the situation of women is not
conditioned by two distinct systems of social relations which have
distinct structures, movement, and histories. Feminist marxism
cannot be content with a mere ‘'wedding’’ of two theories,
marxismn and feminism, reflecting two systems, capitalism and
patriarchy. Rather, the project of socialist feminism should be to
develop a single theory out of the best insights of both marxism
and radical feminism, which can comprehend capitalist patriarchy
as one system in which the oppression of women is a core attribute.

THE DUAL SYSTEMS THEORY

As with most other proponents of the dual systems theory,
dissatisfaction with both traditional marxism and radical feminism
taken alone motivates Hartmann to develop her conception of the
dual systems theory. She states that the categories of traditional
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martxism ate essentially gender-blind and that therefore marxian
analyses of women’s situation under capitalism have failed to bring
issues of gender differentiation and hierarchy explicitly into focus.

Feminist theory has corrected this failing by developing the
concept of patriarchy to describe and analyze gender hierarchy.
Radical feminist theory, however, according to Hartmann, has
several problems. It focuses too exclusively on child rearing as
determining women’s situation. It tends to view patriarchy as
merely a psychological or cultural phenomenon, rather than as a
system having a material base in real soctal relations. Finally, the
radical feminist account tends to view patriarchy as basically
unchanging through most if not all of history.

Hartmann then proposes a dual systems theory to remedy the
weaknesses both of traditional marxism and radical feminism. We
must understand women’s oppression in our society as an effect of
both capitalism and pattiarchy, Patriarchy is defined as

a set of social relations between men, which have a material ‘
base, and which, though hierarchical, establish or create inter-

dependence and solidarity among men that enable them to
dominate women. (Hartmann, p. 14.) )

Patriarchal relations are phenomena distinct from the economic
relations of production analyzed by traditional marxism. Capiral
and patriarchy are distinet forms of social relations and distinct sets
of interests which do not stand in any necessary relationship and
cven exist in potential conflict. Even though it is difficult to sepa-
rate analytically the specific elements of society which belong to
patriarchy and those which belong to capitalism, we must do so.
We must isolate the specific ‘‘laws of motion”™ of patriarchy,
distinct from the mode and relations of production, and under-
stand the specific contradictions of the system of patriarchy in their
relation to the specific contradictions the system of capitalism.t
All versions of the dual systems theory start from the premise
that patriarchal relations designate a system of relations distinct
from and independent of the relations of production described by
traditional marxism, An account can take two possible directions in
dlescribing how patriarchy is separate from the economic system of
production-relations. On the one hand, one can retain the radical
ferninist concept of patriarchy as an ideological and psychological
structure, The resulting dual systems theory will then attempt to
pive an account of the interaction of these ideological and psycho-



46 WOMEN AND REVOLUTION

logical structures with the material relations of society. On the
other hand, one can develop an account of patriarchy as itselt-a

system of material social relations, existing independently of and -

interacting with the social relations of production.

Juliet Mitchell's approach in Piychoanalysis and Feminism
represents an example of the first of these alternatives. She takes
patriarchy as a universal and formal ideological structure, *‘Patri-
archy describes the universal culture—however, each specific mode
of production expresses this in different ideological forms.”’2

Men enter into the class dominated structutes of history while
women (as women, whatever their work in actual production)
remain defined by the kinship pattern of organization. Differ-
ences of class, historical epoch, specific social situation alter
the expression of femininity; but in telation to the law of the
father, women's position across the board is a comparable
one.?

Mitchell’s idea seems to be that the patriarchal structures which she
claims freudian theory articulates exist as a pre- or nonhistorical
ideological backdrop to changes in the mode of production. This
ideological and psycholog1ca1 structure lying outside economic
relations persists in the same form throughout. She does not deny,
of course, that women’s situations differ concretely in different
social circumstances. We account for this variarion in women’s
situation by the way in which the particular structures of a given
mode of production interact with the universal structures of patri-
archy.

This version of the dual systems theory Inappropnately dehis-
toticizes -and universalizes women’s oppression. Representing
patnarchy as a universal system havmg the same basic structure
through history can lead to serious culrural, racial, and class
biases.4 Destribing the differences in the form and character of
women’s situation in different social circumstances as merely
different ‘“‘expressions’’ of one and the same universal system of
patriarchy, moreover, tfivializes the depth and complexity of
woimen’s oppression.

The main problem with this version of the dual systems
theory, however, is that it does not succeed in giving the alieged
system of patriarchy equal weight with and independence from the
system of 2 mode of production. It conceives of all concrete social
relations as belonging to the economic system of production rela-
tions. Thus it leaves no material weight to the system of patriarchy,
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which it defines in its essence as independent of the system of
production relations, Thus it ends by ceding to the traditional
theory of production relations the'primary role in giving an account
of women's situationr. The theory of patriarchy supplies the form of
women's oppression, but traditional marxst theory supplies its
content, specificity, differentiation, and motors of change. Thus
this version of the dual systems theory fails in undermining tradi-
tional marxism because it cedes to that marxism theoretical hegem-
ony over historically material social relations.’

Recognizing these weaknesses in the first option for a dual
systems theory, Hartmann chooses the second. She emphasizes
that pacriarchy has a material base in the structure of concrete
relations, and maintains that the system of patriarchy itself undet-
goes historical transformation. Precisely these strengths of Hare-
mann's account, however, weaken her argument for a dual systems
theory which conceives of patriarchy as a system distinct from the
relations of production. If, as Hartrnann maintains, *‘the material
base upon which patriarchy rests lies most fundamentally in men’s
control over women'’s labor power,” and if ‘'men maintain this
control by excluding women from access to some essential produc-
tive resources’” (Hartmann, p. 15), then it does not seem possible
to separate pattiarchy from a system of social relations of produc-
tion even for analytical purposes. If, as Hartmann states,
patriarchal social relations in contemporaty capitalism are not
confined to the family, but also exist in the capitalist workplace
and other insticutions outside the family, it is hard 1o see by what
principle we can separate these patriarchal relations from the social
relations of capitalism, Hartmann concedes that ‘‘the same fea-
tures, such as division of labor, often reinforce both patriarchy and
capitalism, and in a thoroughly patriarchal capitalist society, it is
hard to isolate the mechanisms of patriarchy’' (Hartmann, p. 29).
Yet she insists that we must separate patriarchy, It scems reasona-
ble, however, to admit that if patriatchy and capiralism are mani-
fest in identical social and economic structures they belong to one
system, not two.

Several dual systems theorists who take the second approach,
conceiving of patriarchy as a set of distinct material relations, solve
this problem by positing patriarchy as a system or mode of produc-
tion itself, which exists alongside the mode of capitalist produc-
tion. Ann Ferguson, for example, argues that the family through
histoty is the locus of a particular type of production distinct from
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the production of material goods. She calls this type of production
sex-affective production with its ‘own relations of production
distinct from capitalist relations. Men exploit women in the
contemporaty nuclear farmly by appropnaung their sex-affective
labor without rcc1procatlon Women thus constitute a distinct class
in the traditional marxian sense. The interaction of patriarchy and
capitalism in contemporary society consists in the mutual inter-
action of these two modes of production which both overlap and
stand in tension with one another. ¢ Socialist feminists who regard
the family under capitalism as a vestige of the feudal mode of
production? hold a similar position with regard to women's situa-
tion in contemporary society (that is: structured by the interaction
of two modes of production) as do those who wish to distinguish
mode of reproduction from mode of productxon 8 I—Iartrnann simi-
larly distinguishes between two different ‘“types’” or “aspects’” of
production, the production of people and the production of
things. She does not, however, posit the ‘‘production of people™
as a distinct zzode of production,® however, nor does she want to
restrict this type of production to the family, though it is not clear
where or how it takes place, nor how it can be distinguished from
Telations in which people produce things.

In order to have a dual systems theory which conceives patti-
archy as a system of concrete relations as well as an ideological and
psychological structure, it appears necessary to posit pattiarchy in
this fashion as a distinct system of production. Almost invariably,
however, this approach relies on what Rosalind Petchesky calls a
“‘model of separate spheres’” which usually takes the form of dis-
tinguishing the family from the economy, and in locating the
specific relations of patriarchy within the family. 0 There are, how-
ever, a number of problems with the model of separate spheres.

One of the dcﬁning characteristics of capitalism is the separa-
tion of productive activity from kinship relations, and thereby the
creation of two sphcrcs of social life. Making this point, and show-
ing how this separation has created a historically unique situarion
for women, has been one of the main achievements of socialist
feminist analysis.* The model of separate spheres presupposed by
many dual systems theorists tends to hypostasize this division
between family and economy specific to capitalism into a universal
form. 2 Even within capitalism, moreovet, this separation may be
llusory. In their paper, '*The Other Side of the Paycheck,”” Batya
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Weinbaum and Amy Bridges argue, for example, that contempo-
rary capitalism has not only rationalized and socialized production
operations in accordance with its domination and profit needs, but
that it has also rationalized and socialized the allegedly private
work of consumption??

Because the model of separate spheres assumes the primary
sphere of patriarchal relations is the family, it fails to bring into
tocus the character and degree of women's specific oppression as
women outside the family. For example, it is difficult to view
contemporary capitalism’s use of women as sexual symbols to
promote consumption as a function of some separate sphere dis-
tinct from the economic requirements of monopoly capitalism.
More mundanely, a dual systems theoty does not appear to have
the theoretical equipment to identify and analyze the specific
forms of sexist oppression which women suffer in the contemporary
workplace. When more than half the women over sixteen in the
U.S, arf ar work at any one time, and when over 90 percent work
outside the home at some time in their lives, such a failing may
serve the interests of contemporaty capitalism itself.

This, more generally, is the ultimate objection to any dual
systems theoty. However one formulates it, the dual systems theory
allows traditional marxism to maintain its theory of production
relations, historical change, and analysis of the structure of
capitalism in a basically unchanged form. That theory, as
Hartmann points out, is completely gender-blind. The dual
systems theory thus accepts this gender-blind analysis of the rela-
tions of production, wishing only to add onto it a separate concep-
tion of the relations of gendet hierarchy. Thus, not unlike tradi-
ttonal marxism, the dual systems theoty tends to see the question
of women's oppression as merely an additive to the main questions
of marxism,

As long as feminists are willing to cede the theory of material
social relations arising out of laboring activity to traditional
marxism, however, the marriage between feminism and marxism
cannot be happy. If, as Hartmann claims, patriarchy’s base is a
control over women’s labor that excludes women from access to
productive resources, then patriarchal relations are internally
related to producton relations as a whole. Thus traditional
marxian theory will continue to dominate feminism as long as
{eminism does not challenge the adequacy of the traditional theory
of production relations itself. If traditional marxism has no
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theoretical place for analysis of gender relations and the oppression
of women, then that theory is an inadequate theory of production
relations. QOur historical research coupled with our feminist intui-
tions tells us that the labor of women occupies a central place in any
system of production, and that sexual hierarchy is a crucial element
in any system of domination.'¥ To correspond to these intuitions
we need a theory of relations of production and the soctal relations
which derive from and reinforce those relations which takes gender
relations and the situation of women as core clements. Instead of
marrying marxism, feminism must take over marxism and trans-
form it into such a theory. We must develop an analytical frame-
wotk which regards the material social relations of a particular
historical social formation as one system in which gender
diffetentiation is a core attribute.

DIVISION OF LABOR ANALYSIS

In this essay I will propose that gender division of labor must
be a central category for such a theory, and I will sketch how that
category might function in 2 feminist historical materialism. In my
reading, many concrete socialist feminist analyses, including some
ptopounding a dual systems theory, do not actually take patri-
archy, but rather gender division of labor, as their central category.
Thus in arguing for gender division of labor as a central category of
feminist histotical materialism | believe I am making explicit a
characteristic of socialist feminist theory which already exists.

Traditional marxism takes class as its central category of analy-
sis. Feminists have rightly claimed that this category does nor aid
the analysis of women's specific oppression, or even its identifi-
cation. The concept of class is indeed gender-blind. Precisely this
conceptual flaw of the category class helped bring abour the dual
systems theory. Since class functions as the core concept of the
marxian theory of social relations, and since it provides no place for
analysis of gender differentiation and gender hierarchy, there
appears to be no alternative but to seek another category and
another system in which gender relations can appear. Isuggest that
there is another alternative, however. Agreeing that the category of
class is gender blind and hence incapable of exposing women’s
situation, we can nevertheless remain within the materialist frame-
work by elevating the category of division of labor to a position as
fundamental as, if not more fundamental than, that of class. This
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category cam provide us with means of analyzing the social relations
of laboring activity in a gender differentiated way.

The division of labor category appears in Marx’s own work
almost as often as the class category, and he uses both in an equally
ambiguous and equivocal fashion. One wonders, then, why the
category of class has been taken up, refined and developed by the
marxist theoretical tradition, while the category of division of labor
has remained undeveloped. In The German Ideology division of
labor operates as a category broader and more fundamental than
that of class. s Division of labor, mercover, accounts for specific
cleavages and contradictions within a class.'¢ The category of divi-
sion of labor can not only refer to a set of phenomena broader than
that of class, but also more concrete. It refers specifically to the
activizy of labor itself, and the specific social and institutional rela-
tions of that activity, rather than to a relation to the means of labor
and the products of labor, as does class.’” The specific place of
individuals in the division of labor explains their consciousness and
behavior, as well as the specific relations of cooperation and conflict
in which different persons stand.?®

These attributes of division of labor as a category both more
concrete in its level of analysis and broader in extension than the
category of class, make it an indispensible element in any analysis
of the social relations involved in and arising from laboring activity.
Each categoty entails a different level of abstraction. Class analysis
aims to get a vision of a system of production as a whole, and thus
asks about the broadest social divisions of ownership, control, and
the appropriation of surplus product. At such a level of abstrac-
tion, however, much perraining to the relations of production and
the matetial bases of domination remains hidden, Division of
labor analysis proceeds at the more concrete level of particular
relations of interaction and interdependence in a society which
differentiates it into a complex network. It describes the major
structural divisions among the members of 4 society according to
their posirion in laboring activity, and assesses the effect of these
divisions on the functioning of the economy, the relations of
domination, political and ideological structures.

I believe that raising division of labor to a level of precision
and centrality as important as class can have implications for analy-
sis of phenomena in addition to gender differentiation. For exam-
ple, questions surrounding the role of professionals and state
workers in contemporary capitalism might be better resolved
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through division of labor analysis than class analysis. Analysis of
racial tension in the contemporary working class as well as in the
society as a whole, to take another example, might benefit from
inquiting into the correlations of race with aspects of the
contemporary division of labor. Finally, the indubitable presence
of relations of domination in existing socialist societies might be
better analyzed in terms of division of labor than in-terms of class. 19
I am here concerned, however, with the implications of divi-
sion of labor analysis for feminist theory. T have argued thus far that
a complete analysis of the material relations of a social formation
requires specific analysis of the division of labor and that this analy-
sis neither derives from nor reduces to class analysis. A crucial
aspect of the division of labor in every hitherto existing society is an
elaborate gender division of labor that affects the entire society.
Thus a complete analysis of the economic relations of production in

a social formation requires specific attention to the gender division
of labor.

GENDER DIVISION OF LABOR

With the term “‘gender division of labor’’ I intend to refer to
all structured gender differentiation of labor in a society. Such
traditional women's tasks as bearing and rearing children, caring
for the sick, cleaning, cooking, etc., fall under the category of labor
as much as the making of objects in a factory. Using the category of
production or labor to designate only the making of concrete
matetial objects in a modern factory has been one of the unneces-
sary tragedies of marxian theory.2 *‘Relations of production’’ or
“‘social relations arising from laboring activity’” should mean the
social relations involved in #y. task or activity which the society
defines as necessary, Thus in our own society, for example, the rela-
tion between female prostitutes and the pimps or organizations
they work for is a relation of production in this sense. Use of the
gender division of labor category provides the means for analyzing
the social relations arising from the laboring activity of a whole soci-
cty along the axis of gender.2!

Ataminimum, it seemns to me that a gender division of labor
analysis would attempt to answer the following questions: What
are the major lines of gender division of labor in a particular social
formation, and what is the nature and social meaning of the gender
specified tasks? How does gender division of labor underlie other
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aspects of economic organization, and hqw does it underlie rela-
tions of power and domination in society, including gender hlegar-
chy? How does gender division of labor relate to the organization
of sexual and kinship relations? What accounts for the origin and
transformation in this particular structure of gender division of
Jabor? How have transformations in gender division of labor. led to
changes in the relations of men and womer, other economic rela-
tions, political relations, and ideological structures?

Gender division of labor analysis can have a number of
advantages over the approach of the dual systems theoty. 1t brings
gender relations and the position of women to the center of histori-
cal materialist analysis. A marxian account of the 50;131 i‘.ClatlonS of
production must bring women’s specific situation into focus
through gender division of labor analysis. Failure to do so results
not merely in diminishing or ignoring the significance of male
domination,” which is bad enough, but also in missing crucial
elements of the structure of economic and social relations as a
whole. For example, it surely makes a difference to the economic
organization of Greek and Roman society, and to the slave mode of
production there, that women managed the households. Women
thus had the most direct relationship with family slaves while men
had mobility for trade and warfare, as well as leisure for the produc-
tion of culture and participation in politics.22 A similar point might
be made about the women of the ruling class in medieval Europe. 2

Gender division of labor analysis may provide a way of regard-
ing gender relations as not merely a central aspect of relations of
production, but s fundamental to their structure. Fo; the gender
division of labor is the first division of labor, and in so-called
primitive societies it is the only institutionalized division of labor.

The development of other forms of social division of labor, such as

the division between mental and manual labor, may thus be
explicable only by appeal to transformations in the gepder division
of labor and the effect such changes have on the relations between
members of each sex, as well as potentialities such changes make
available to them. ' o

More importantly, serious empirical investigation may reveal
that the radical feminist account of class as based on sex—an
account which the dual system theoty abandons—may turn out to
be appropriate for historical materialist theory. To do so onc‘would
not argue that class domination derives from sex oppression, as

_Shulamith Firestone does is the Dwalectic of Sex.2* Rather one

h
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would give an account of the emergence of class society out of
changes in the gender division of labor, Engels, in the Origin of the
Family, Private Property and the State, suggests something along
these lines though he fails to recogaize its implications, a failure
which biases the whole account. More recently, in The Underside
of History, Elise Boulding has suggested a connection between the
rise of class stratified society and the fact that at a certain poinat in
carly societies men began to specialize in one trade while women
did not. 25
Gender division of labor analysis can also explain the origins
and maintenance of women’s subordination in social structural
terms. Neither a biological account nor a psychological account, for
example, can show how men in a particular society occupy an insti-
tutionalized position of superiority in a particular society. Men can
occupy such an institutionalized position of superiority only if the
organization of social relations arising from laboring activity gives
them a level of control over and access to resources that women do
not have. Gender division of labor can help explain this differ-
ential access to the means of labor and control, and thus can help
explain how the institutions of male domination originate, are
maintained, and change 26
Biological and psychological elements have their place, of
course, in an account of women'’s situation and oppression, One
among many factors conditioning the gender division of labor in
most societies, for example, is women'’s biological reproductive
tunction. Any account of the gender division of labor, moreover,
presupposes that thete are genders—thar is, socio-cultural division
and classification of people according to their biological sex. Since
any particular gender division of labor presupposes gender identi-
fication and symbolic elaboration, we need some account of
gender. Such an account, 1 think, must be psychological. The best
account we have thus far of the origins, symbolic and ideological
significance, and implications of gender differentiation is the
feminist appropriation of the freudian perspective in such works as
Dorothy Dinnerstein’s The Mermaid and the Msmoranr and Nancy
Chodorow’s The Reproduction of Mothering. Such works have
cogently argued that women’s relation to young children deter-
mines the development of gender differentiation as we know it,
and explains why women signify *‘the other’” in most cultural
ideologies.?” One must not confuse such biological accounts of the
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origins of gender identity and its symbolic structute, howege.r, w1th
accounts of the social power men have over women and their posi-
tion of relative privilege.. While these different accounts rlnay re-
inforce one another, they belong to dlfferen.t }eyels of analysis.
Hartmann herself appears to take the division of labor by sex
as the foundation of male domination, perhaps even of gender
itself,
The strict division of labor by sex, a social invention common
to all known societies, creates two very separate gcnders.and a
need for men and women to get together for economic rea-
sonis. . .. The sexual division of labor is also the undefpmmpg
of sexual subcultutes in which men and women experience life
differently; it is the material base of male power which is C(}:](CA['-
cised (in our society) not just in not doing housewoyk :hn in
securing superior employment, but psychologically as
well.(Hartmann, p. 16.) . .
Gender division of labor analysis allows us to do matena} anal-
ysis of the social relations of labor in gender specific terms wtholuE
assuming that all women in general ot all women in a p}z;mcu l;l
society have a common and unified situation. I believe t }115 tg ti
one of the primary virtues of such an analys;s. Because the uaf
systems theory posits a distinct system underlying the oppr_eismr} ol
women, it tends to claim that gz women we are n an 1 entgca
situation whatever our historical location or situation. Gender
division of labor analysis, however, can avoid t.hls fglsc L_dentlﬂ-
cation while still focusing on the ‘gender specific situation ar;ld
oppression of women. Gender d1_v1510n of labor apalyms nlogccs t §
broad axes of gender structuration of the relations of abor an
distribution, and notices that certain tasks and functions in a}
particular society are always or usually pgrformcd by members }(1)
one sex. This does not necessarily commit it to any claims about the
common situation of all members of that sex. In some so'cmti(l?s
every woman must perform some tasks, but in most societies fi e
tasks and positions of women vary, even though they are gender
bpﬁmflzlcc;t only can gender division of labor analysis_take account of
specific variations in the situations .of women in its descriptions,
but it can better explain such variations than can the dual systcm;
theory. In particular, explaining variations in the kind or degrcc;1 o
women’s subordination in a society requires r_efcrencc to what
women concretely do in a society, For example, it 1s not surprising




56 WOMEN ANTY REVOLUTION

that women tend to stand in a more equal position to men when
they have access to weapons and warfare than when men have g
monopoly over these.?® Gender division of labor analysis, more-
over, may prove fruitful in giving an account of why in a few socie-
ties—the Iroquois, for example—women do not appear to occupy
a subordinate position,2?

In giving centrality to phenomena of gender division of labor I
am not claiming that gender division of labor can explain all the
aspects of women’s situation in a particular society. [ am claiming
only that in giving an account or explanation of some particular
phenomenon of women’s situation one should articulate its rela-
tion to the gender division of labor. I conceive that gender division
of labor should always be a pars—but almost never the only part
—of an explanation of some aspect of women'’s situation.3

In proposinggender division of labor analysis for a feminist
historical materialism, moreover, I am claiming that understand-
ing the economic structure and relations of dornination of a social
formation as a whole requires paying attention to the structure of
the gender division of labor. Through this category socialist femi-
nists can view phenomena of class, domination, relations of
production and distribution, on the one hand, and phenomena of
women’s oppression, on the other hand, as aspects of the same
socto-economic system. In this way we can demand of all marxists
that they consider issues of women'’s situation and oppression as
integral to their analysis of a social formation.

The major purpose of material in this section has been to
suggest some ditections for a feminist materialist theory which
regards gender differentiation as a crucial element in an account of
social relations of preduction in a society. The need for a theory
that regards the position of women as crucial to the understanding
of the system of capitalism should by now be clear. In the following
section I will sketch a historical account of women'’s situation in
capitalism which might cotrespond to such a theory.

GENDER DIVISION AND CAPITALIST PATRIARCHY

Any historical account is an interpretative reconstruction
within a specific theoretical framework. This holds true for
women's history as much as any other form of history. Since one’s
theoretical approach already influences the way onc gives the
historical accounce, that account cannot confirm or disconfirm the
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theory. Hartmann poses her account of the role of the family wage
in the history of capitalism as though it were Cnl:pll‘lcal .ev1‘dcnce
supporting the claim that pattiarchy exists alongsxde cz_iplt_ahsm as
an independent structure, at times conflictng with capitalism. But
her account actually presupposes the dual systems thcog.
In her essay as well as her paper, “‘Capitalism, Patriarchy angl
Job Segregation by Sex,”’* Hartmann has offered us incontroverti-
ble evidence that women's oppression within the modern era is
complex and pervasive. In her historical accounts she has carried
marxist feminism forward by giving us solid accounts of the struc-
tures and changes in women's role in the labor process and the
economy as a whole under capitalism. After this work no one
would dare claim that women’s oppression under capitalism either
does not exist, is a mere epiphenomenon, or is withering away.
The issue rather is not whether the specific sexist oppression of
women exists in capitalist society, but sow we should construe
women's special oppression. Hartmann and many others claim
that women's oppression in capitalist society does not have its
foundation in the structure and dynamic of capitalism, but in an
independent set of structures and dynamic of patriarchy. Others,
such as Ehrenteich and English in For Her OQwn Good, argue that
the specific situation of women under capitalism is a function of
e structure of the commodity economy and the needs of bour-
geois ideology.3? The issue turns on whether male dominance
under capitalism should be understood as a separate system or as
part of the internal structure of capitalism itself. _
In het account of women’s oppression within capitalist soci-
ety, Hartmann assumes a model of the structure and dynamic of
capitalism as gender-blind. In her view nothing about the logic of
capitalism itself requires differentiation among workers along lines
of ascribed characteristics like sex (or race). Indeed, Hartmann
shates an assumption about the nature of capitalism held by liberal
and marxist theorists alike: that capitalism’s inherent tendency is
to homogenize the workforce, reducing the significance of ascribed
statuses based on sex, race, ethaic origin, and so on. She claims that
the development of capitalism from the fifteenth to the eighteenth
century undermined male dominance over women and threatened
to make women independent from and equal to men. *“The
theoretical tendency of pure capitalism would have been to eradi-
cate all arbitrary differences of status among laborers, making all
laborers equal in the marketplace.”’?? Given that the internal




58 WOMEN AND REVOLUTION

dynamic of capitalism tends toward such homogenization, she
argucs, only the operation of a separate system of patriarchy can
explain women’s continued subordination and unequal starus.

I believe that abandoning the assumption of a gender-blind
capitalism allows one to approach the history of women’s status in
capitalist society in a more revealing light. A gender division of
labor analysis of capitalism, which asks how the system itself is
structured along gender lines, can give an account of the situation
of women under capitalism as a function of the structure and dyna-
mic of capitalism itself. My thesis is that marginatization of women
and thereby our functioning as a secondary labor Jorce is ar essen-
tial and fundamental characteristic of capitatism,

Inherbook, Women in Class Society, Heleieth Saffioti argues
that the marginalization of women’s labor is necessaty to capi-
talism and is the key to understanding women'’s situation under
capitalism. Capitalism emerges as the first economic system whose
nature dictates that not all potentially productive people be
employed, and which also requires a fluctuation in the proportion
of the population employed. The existence of the system thus
requires, she argues, that some criteria be found to distinguish the
cote of primary workers from marginal or secondary workers. The
preexistence of patriarchal ideology, coupled with the necessity
that women be near small children, operated to make sex the most
natural criterion by which to divide the workforce. Capitalism

uses criteria of race and ethnicity as well, when these are present in
the society, but the sex division is always the most obvious and
permarnent; women ate not likely to be “‘assimilated.”’

Hartmann cites the indisputable fact that women’s social
subordination existed before capitalism as evidence that our
subordination under capitalism has its source in a separate system
of social relations that interacts with the capitalist system.? We
nced not draw this conclusion, however. A marxist would not assert
that the existence of class saciety prior to capitalism demonstrates
that all class societies have some common structute independent of
the system of capitalism. Class societies undergo systemic historical
transformation, The weakness of the ahistorical view of pattiarchy
which sees it as essentially the same through changes in other social
relations has already been pointed cut. Once we admit, with
Hartmann, that the form and character of women's oppression
have undergone fundamenta) historical transformation, then the
cxistence of precapitalist patriarchy need no longer count as
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evidence that male domination in capitalist society has its founda-
tion in a structure of secial relations independent of the system of
capitalism itself. _ .

While women in precapitalist society were by no means the
social equals of men, all the evidence points to the conclusion that
out situation deteriorated with the development of capltahsm: In
precapitalist society women dominated a num.ber‘of cru'cial skills,
and thus their labor and their knowledge were mdmgenmble to tbe
family, the manor, and the village. In many craft guilds of the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries women were members on equal
terms with men, and even dominated some of them. Women
engaged in industry and trade. Precapitalist cglturc understood
marriage as a cconomic partnetship; men did not expect to
“support’”’ women. The law reflected thl‘S rcla.tlve equality of
women by allowing them to make contracts in their own name and
retain their own property even in marriage 3¢ o

By the nineteenth century women’s economic mdclpcndence
had been almost entitely undermined and her legal rights wete
nonexistent. Capitalism thrust women for the first time in history
to the margins of economic activity. This marginalizaiton of
women'’s labor by capitalism never meant that women’s.labor was
jettisoned entirely from the socialized economy. In 1866 in France,
for example, women comprised 30 percent of the total industrial
workforce.?” Rather, women were defined as a secondaty labor
force which served as a reserve of cheap labor.

Throughout the history of capitalism women have served the
classic functions Marx describes as those of the reserve army of
labor.?# They have served as a pool of workers vyrho can be drawn
into new areas of production without dislodging those already
employed, and asa pool which can be used to keep both the wages
and militancy of all workers low. Whenever in the history of capi-
1alisrn large numbers of new workers have been needed in new and
cxpanding industries, it is women more often than not who fill the

need. The early textile mills in New England, for example, act[ycly
recruited women, as did the printers.?® Many of the occupations
which today are considered ‘‘women’s jobs’’ were areas of cemploy-
ment which opened in huge numbers during the nlqct_eenth
cenrury and which required relatively skilled workers, This is true
of nursing, for example, as well as saleswork, telephone workers,
and clerical workers.#0
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Employers have always tended to exaggerate divisions among
workers in order to keep wages low and to maintain worker docility.
Women have been used consistently for such purposes.
Throughout the history of capitalism women have served as a ready
pool of strikebreakers. In the history of industrialization capitalists
consistently replaced men with women and children when they
mechanized the production process. Then once the will and expec-
tations of the men had lowered, they rehired the men and removed
the women and children.é A similar pattern seems to have
operated during the depression of the 1930s. Employers replaced
high priced men by lower priced women until the wage expecta-
tions of the men had fallen, at which point the employers once
again replaced the women with men .42 The literature on sex segre-
gation of the contemporary labor force often suggests that sex
segregated jobs are new to the twentieth century. A close look at
the history of capitalism, however, reveals that a sexually mixed
occupation has been rare. Those jobs in which women have
dominated at any particular time, moteover, have usually been
accorded less pay and prestige than male jobs of comparable skill. 42
In this way as well women have always served as a secondary labor
force.

Preexistent patriarchal ideology and the traditional location
of women’s labor near the home initially made possible the
marginalization of women'’s labor, according it secondary status.
Bourgeois ideology, however, greatly expanded and romanticized,
at the same time that it uivialized, women'’s association with a
domestic sphere and dissociation with wotk outside the home. The
ideology of femininity which defined women as nonworking
emerged as a consequence of and justification for the process of
marginalization of women that had already begun. Not until well
into the nineteenth century did treatises appear arguing that the
true vocation of women was mothethood, that women were too
frail to engage in heavy work, that women’s proper activity was to
aurture and create an atmosphere of shelter and comfort for her
family 4

Capitalists actively promoted, and continue to promote, the
ideology of domestic womanhood to justify low wages for women,
arguments for their indispensibility, and to keep women from
organizing.4* Because only the bourgeois or petty bourgeois
woman could live a life that corresponded to the ideology of femi-
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ninity, that ideology acted as a powerful force in the upwardly
mobile desires of the working class. Women internalized the image
of femininity and both men and women took the *‘nonworking’’
wite as a sign of status. One should note here that among the work-
ing class a wife who was not a wage worker was freed to bring in
income through petty commodity production of to produce food
and clothing which would make buying less necessary.

Without question male workers had sexist motivations and
used sexist arguments in the struggle for the family wage which
Hartmann discusses and in the struggle for protective legislation
tor women and children which occurred ar about the same time.
Given the history of capitalism up until that time, however, one
can see these motives and arguments as an effect and consclidation
of the capitalist gender division of labor which accorded women 2
marginal and secondary position, One can, that is, explain the sex-
ism of male workers without appealing to a system of social rela-
tons independent of capitalism, by seeing the essentially patri-
archal character of the system of capitalism itself. One explains it
by seeing how capitalism is an economic system in which a gender
division of labor having a historically specific form and structure
which by marginalizing women’s labor gives men a specific kind of
privilege and status.

Capitalism does not merely use or adapt to gender hierarchy,
as most dual systems theorists suggest. From the beginning it was

founded on gender hierarchy which défined men as primary and

women as secondary. The specific forms of the oppression of
women which exist under capitalism are essential to its nature. 46
This does not mean, of course, that gender hierarchy did not exist
priof to capitalism, not does it mean that the development of capi-
talism's gender division of labor did not depend on the ptior exist-
cnce of sexist ideology and a feudal gender division of labor. Many
other aspects of capitalism developed out of feudal society, butat a
certain point these developments took a specificaily new form.

If we could find one instance of a capitalist society in which
the marginalization of women's labor did not occur, we might be
entitled to consider it a characteristic external to the structure of
capitalism. We can find no such instance, however. In her book
Women's Role in Ecomomic Development, Ester Boserup docu-
ments in detail that the situation of women in third world econo-
mics seems to worsen with the introduction of capitalist and
“modern"’ industrial methods. Even where capitalism enters a
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society in which women's wotk 1s the center of the economy, it
tends to effect the marginalization of women’s labor.47 In claiming
that the capitalist economy requires the marginalization of
women, I am not claiming that we cannot logically conceive of a
capitalism in which the marginalization of women did not occur. [
am claiming, rather, that given an initial gender differentiation
and a preexisting sexist ideology, a patriarchal capitalism in which
women function as a secondaty labor force is the only Aistorscal
possibility.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

A theory must be ecvaluated by standards of coherence,
consistency, simplicity, explanatory power, etc. A social theory,
however, in addition to these, should be judged according to its
practical implications. A theory intended as part of a political
movement should be judged according to how well it may be
expected to further the goals of that movement. Thus in this
concluding section I argue that the dual systems theory has some
undesirable practical implications which further indicate the need
for a feminist materialist theory which is an integral part of a
revised marxism, rather than merely masried to marxism.

The dual systems theory originally developed for a determi-
nate practical reason. The left was male dominated, blatantly sexist
and dismissed feminist concerns as metely bourgeois. Angry and
frustrated socialist women began forming all women’s groups and
arguing for the need for an autonomous women’s movement to
correct the problems of the left and to develop the practice and
theory of feminism. The dual systems theory arose in part as an
element in this argument for an autonomous women's movemetit.
If capitalism and patriarchy, classism and sextsm, each have a
source in distinct social systems, then the necessity for a women's
movement autonomous from the mixed left follows most
reascnably.

Lzt me make clear that I believe that an autonomous women's
movement is absolutely necessary both for women and the left
today, for all the practical reasons usually articulated by feminists.
Women must have the space to develop positive relations with each
other, apart from men. We can best learn to develop our own
organizing, decision making, speaking and writing skills in a
supportive environment free from male dominance or
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paternalism. An autonomous women’s movement can best reach
women who see the need for the struggle against sexism, but have
not yet seen that struggle as integrated with the struggle for
socialism. And so on,

The indubitable practical necessity of an autonomous
women’'s movermnent, however, does not show the need for a dual
systems theory. The different positions of men and women within
the capitalist patriarchal gendet division of labor creates the strate-
gic necessity for women to organize separately so that we are in a
position to develop our own skills, make our own decisions, and
struggle against men and their sexism, One need not draw the
conclusion from this necessity which many socialist feminists draw,
namely that these are two separate struggles against two separate
systems.

I have some trouble conceiving whar struggle against patri-
archy as distinct from the struggle against capitalism might mean
at a practical level. The issues of women'’s reproductive rights, for
example, are unquestionably on the front lines of the struggle for
women'’s liberation. If any cluster of issues could be singled out as
involving specifically the struggle against patriarchy as distinct
from the struggle against capitalism, one would think this would
be it. Yet the actual struggle has been and must be against cthe
integrated and virulent capitalist patriarchy we live in. In light of
the recent supreme court ruling on the Hyde Amendment we know
more than ever that the reproductive rights of poor and Third
Wotld women are more setiously threatened than those of other
women, Not recognizing this has in the past been a serious failing
of the women's movement. In rzising issucs of women's reproduc-
live freedom, women confront the reality of the capitalist patri-
archal medical system. Current struggles for reproductive rights,
morever, necessarily involve confronting the structures of the capi-
1alist pattiarchal state, which is presently in the midst of a fiscal
crisis. From a practical perspective, then, it is simply not possible to
scparate this most central aspect of the struggle against patriarchal
structures from the struggle against capiralist structures.

One might propose the feminist struggle against the sexual
abuse of women as a struggle against patriarchal structures which
does not entail struggle against capitalism. A few actions in this
struggle need not have an explicitly anticapitalist thrust, such as
tape counseling, or “‘take back the night’” patrols. But sexual
harrassment and abuse in the workplace, for example, cannot be

i
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separated from the total system of hierarchy and subordination
cssential to contemporary capitalist production relations. Sexual
harrassment of one form or another is a routine way of dealing with
women workers, and is an integral part of the supetior-subordinate
relation in many factory and office settings. The larger structure of
the sexual objectification of women certainly cannot be separated
from the capitalist sales effort which constantly exploits and
exposes women'’s bodies as symbols of pleasure, luxury, and
convenience, 48

There are urgent practical reasons, in my opinion, for reject-
ing the notion that patriarchy and capitalism are separate systems
entailing distinct political struggles. Such an approach continues to
see feminist political action as over and above anticapitalist socialist
political action. This puts 2 double butden on those who identify
themselves as socialist feminists, while it fails to confront other
socialists directly,

As a result of the influence of feminism, many socialist indivi-
duals and organizaitons have become more self-conscious about
examining their own sexist prejudices and practices, and they are
mote aware of the need to organize women and deal with women's
issues. By and large, however, socialists do not consider Jfighting
women's oppression as a central aspect of the struggle against capi-
talism itself. The dual systems theory encourages this by insisting
that women’s specific oppression has its locus in a system other
than capitalism. As a result, within the socialist movement
women’s issucs remain segregated, generally dealt with only by
women, and the mixed socialist movement as a whole fails to take
issues related to women's oppression as seriously as others.

A theory of women's oppression under capitalism which
showed capitalism as essensially patriarchal could change the rela-
tion between feminist political practice and the struggle to trans-
form capitalist institutions and relations. If it is the case that the
marginalization of women and our functioning as a secondary
labor force are central to capitalism as it developed historically and
as it exists today, then the struggle against the oppression of
women and our marginalization in this society is itself anti-
capitalist.

Barbara Ehrenreich has defined a socialist ferninist as a socialist
who goes to twice as many meetings. This definition is not
entirely tongue in cheek, for the present understanding of socialist
feminism still tends to see the feminist practice as additional to the
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socialist practice. In this marriage we are presently like the harried
sccretary who also has to do all the housework at home.

In my view what distinguishes the politics of socialist femi-
nism is adherence to the principles that engaging in feminist
organizing projects in itself connts as valid socialist polirical work,
and that all socialist political work should have a feminist dimen-
stont at least to the extent that explicit questions have been raised
about the implications of the work for women's oppression ot
women's relation to a socialist movement. The dual systems theory
does not provide the theoretical basis for justifying this claim about
the meaning of socialist feminist politics. Only a theory which
regards the conditions of women's oppression as located in one
system in which that oppression is a core element can give that
Iasis.
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