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N attempting to explain the philosophy of anti-suf-
frag ge,—or rather, to suggest to you, its explanation,

2 _é) there is, in mind, one particular ob]ect Too gen-

g erally, the queation of anti-suffrage is one of oppo-

€ sition and negation only, until the fact calls for

emphasis that its underlying philosophy is affirma-

tive, and that those who uphold its tenets can say,

“I believe,” rather than, “I deny.” If I shall refer

not so much to facts, as to principles, it is for one

compelling reason. To those of us, yet students,

whose knowledge of life lies in the vision and hope

of accomplishment, rather than in fulfillment, the

problems of our time, of life, itself, seem complex

and bewildering. Intellectual subtleties are spun

round us like webs; theories are made to assume the

aspect of facts; facts, the aspect of truth. Especially in relation

to the suffrage question is there ignorance and misunderstanding

of words themselves. One is reminded of a conversation Alice in

Wonderland had with Humpty Dumpty. “When I use a word,”

Humpty Dumpty said in rather a scornful tone, “it means just
what I choose it to mean, neither more nor less.”

“The question is,” said Alice, “whether you can make words
mean so many different things.”

“The question is,” said Humpty Dumpty, “which is to be
master—that’s all.”

You have heard of the anti-suffragist as a woman of leisure,
knowmg nothing of industrial problems, little of the ills of so-
ciety, and caring less. You have heard of her as a selfish indi-
vidualist, who, because she does not want to vote, desires to keep
other women from the vote. Espousing a retrogressive cause, she
is a slave to the tyranny of convention, a parasite in the existing
economic order, and a menace to society and democracy.

Before calling more names, however, I wish to emphasize
the background of the suffrage question. The signs of the times
are its indicator, for the times are the background. Then will you
more clearly see that suffrage is not an isolated phenomenon, but
a natural phase of contemporary life.

On the one hand we are witnessing the growing dominance
of the material world. Art, industry, discovery and invention are
becoming every day more illustrious through the power of man.
He is controlling more and more the forces of nature. Humani-
tarian and remedial enterprises are the work of the hour. Prog-
ress and efficiency have brought “man’s day.” “For the deliver-
ance of humanity from its wretchedness, SOrrow, pain, misery,
disease and vice,” we are to depend upon sc;ence, education,
civilization, legislation, sanitation, and medication.”—In a word,
the age-movement is one of reform. Now reform is of the essence
of suftrage.

Opposed to this movement is a force, not of this age alone,
for it is of every age and outside world systems. It does not aim




“to make the world better,” but “to convince the world of sin.”
It is regenerative in nature, making complete our dependence
upon God, making complete our independence of the world. In
these two opposing forces is the spiritual conflict of our time.
And involved is the philosophy of the suffrage question.

For suffrage, as part of the age spirit, would apply the ex-
ternal remedy. Anti-suffrage, measuring growth by another
process, demands change of heart. The one works from the out-
side in; the other works from the inside out. However much this
may sound like recourse to an old theology, it is still the very key
to the difference of methods between suffrage and anti-suffrage.

Now as regards the fundamental difference of belief towards
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Nothing can strike
home to the youth of our time with greater force than the con-
temporary attitude towards the permanence of immutable things.
Youth, itself, is largely concerned in breaking off the past. The
battle cry of the extreme modernist—and he is mostly a young
modernist—is “DestroyI” Moreover, there is no strong evidence
that he wishes to build again what he would destroy.

In all times, and under all circumstances, customs, laws, and
institutions have had their successive rise and fall; but, from
the days of barbarism, through the evolution of mankind, the rel-
ative position of man and woman has remained the same. This
permanence is significant to the anti-suffragist of the essential
nature of things. Francis Parkman says: “Women have great
special tasks assigned them in the work of life and men have not.
To these tasks their whole nature, moral and physical, is adjusted.
There is scarcely a destinctive quality of women that has not a
direct or indirect bearing upon them. Everything else in their
existence is subordinated to the indispensable functions of con-
tinuing and rearing the human race.” If this has proved to be an
inexorable law of nature, it is also, as the anti-suffragist believes,
a divine law, upon which depends the preservation of human life.

As Margaret Bisland has said, only “through her mother-
hood and her domesticity, does woman safeguard the whole na-
tion, its ideals and its social organization. Then, and only then,
is she absolutely on a plane of equality with the man.” Because
of the recognition of this fundamental law, continues the same
writer, the Roman woman of the Republic remains in history
as “the finest flower of femininity produced by any civilization
preceding the Christian era.” And only when Rome came to dis-
regard the menace of the non-domestic woman, did the disinte-
grating influences set in which led to decay. It is worthy of note
that the period of decay for Rome was brilliant ; and women were
emancipated. In speaking of their emancipation, Mommsen says,
that “they also acted as politicians, appeared in party conferences,
and took part with their money and their intrigues in the wild
coterie-doings of the time.”

Inge remarks in this connection:

“It has been pointed out by more than one moralist, that in
times of national corruption, the women are generally more
vicious than the men.” And “the economic and the moral sys-
tems are inseparable,” and “morals are the work of women.”
“Consequently,” says de Toqueville, “whatever effects the condi-
tion of women, their habits and their opinions, has great political
importance in my eyes.”

Neither the Spartan nor the Athenian civilization equalled
that of Rome in influence for no other reason than their failure
to comprehend the true power of women. “Woman’s mission is
a striking illustration of the truth that happiness consists in doing
the work for which they are naturally (by nature) fitted. Their
mission is always the same; it is summed up in one word—ILove.
[t is the only work in which there can never be too many workers ;
it grows by co-operation; it has nothing to fear from competition.
Women are charged with the education of sympathy, the source
of real human unity ; and their highest happiness is reached when
they have the full consciousness of their vocation, and are free
to follow it.”

Upon the fall of the Roman Empire, the European woman
returned to her earlier domestic life; and men and women were
inspired, through the relation of the Nativity, to a new ideal of
“the worship and protection of a pure motherhood,” to which ideal
Europe owes the conservation of her women. . . . In fact, it
would be difficult to over-emphasize the influence of Christianity
upon the position of woman; and this influence was reflected in
practical legislation as well as in the domain of ethics and morals,
and in the more mystical character of religion. To quote the
historian again: “Independently of all legal enactments, the
simple change of the ideal type by bringing specially feminine
virtues into the fore-front was sufficient to elevate and ennoble
the sex.” Even “their instinct and genius of charity had never
hefore the dawn of Christianity obtained full scope for action.”

Ferrerro has recently shown the many points of contact be-
tween the Roman civilization and ours. It is hinted, by other

authorities, that signs of the same decay are at work in our civili-

zation. Even the superficial among us must mark the effect of
“Americanization” upon too many women. They have grown
restless; desirous of living their own lives in their own way, to
be free from many of the restraints society has put upon them ;
to be independent, economically.

But they cannot acquire absolute economic independence
without affecting the social unit of the family. Here, again, the
suffragist and the anti-suffragist disagree. To the suffragist, the
individual is the unit of the social organization; to the anti-
suffragist, the family. As an individual, the suffragist disclaims
the increasing differentiation of service which civilization has
brought about. With man, she has equal rights, to engage in the




same pursuits, in the same way. To have similar, but not the
same rights, seems to her a form of degradation.

So, in the demand for the ballot, the suffragist wants it for
its own sake, and because man has it. The anti-suffragist fails
to make the connection. Nor can the anti-suffragist, believing
in her God-given rights, no less than in her God-given limitations,
assent to the theory, that the ballot is a natural right at all. Gov-
ernment is not a question of generalities or of abstract rights.
Its object is the accomplishment of the greatest good to the gov-
erned. Suffrage, in that light, becomes, then, a means to the end,
and a practical question, not one of inherent right. With the
advance of civilization, the historian tells us, has come an in-
creased social power to women, but a diminishing political power.
Has this fact no significance for the student of history?

Now the suffragist, with a mistaken idea of progress, is ask-
ing to go back to the old; to enter, as fully as possible, into the
work which men, by nature, by training, and by experience have
shown themselves better fitted for. In brief, she is in rebellion
against the fundamental laws of nature. What will be the result
to women, first of all; to society; and to democracy?

Already there is an answer astir, the might of which is but
dimly felt by the suffragists themselves, and by those who regard
practically any demand from the modern woman as just and
evolutionary in principle. This answer is in Feminism, of which
Carrie Chapman Catt says, “Suffrage is a phase.” There are
many suffragists to whom the alliance with Feminism (and with
Socialism), is painful; but the evidence of the alliance is certain.
Says the feminist, “She will be a woman on condition that she
is guaranteed economic freedom, opportunity for self-expressive
work, political recognition. What this amounts to is that she
does not see in the woman’s life a satisfying and permanent end.”
As one remedy, it is suggested that motherhood be paid; and
following this theory to its conclusion, one sees not only the
emphasis put upon the individual rather than upon the family, but
the absolute breaking up of the home. Involved are the perma-
nent interests of mankind.

The anti-suffragist, in opposing this idea of “equal rights,”
economic independence for women, and larger opportunity to de-
velop free of restraint, is standing within her natural right. She
has seemed to learn, through the slow progress of the ages, that
life, itself, develops the individual ; and that, with the greater ideal
of service, on her part, has come the greater good to society, and
her own greater freedom. In fact, it is the simple restating of an
old truth, “Whosoever shall lose his life shall save it.” And men,
together with women, have been learning the same truth through
the ages.

With the characteristic hurry of the times, the suffragist
desires revolutionary growth. Changes shall be affected over
night; in a few months; in a few years. The ballot shall, in

woman’s hands, purify party-politics; stop abuses; put an end
to legal injustices and social evils ; make war impossible.

Now, if there is one characteristic of growth which has im-
pressed itself on the anti-suffragist, it is the slowness of the
process. It is not revolutionary, but evolutionary, in principle.
As Drummond reminds us, there is the element of mystery about
it, which no man can explain away. “The wind bloweth where it
listeth. Thou hearest the sound thereof, but canst not tell whence
it cometh or whither it goeth.’”

But what is the relation of this quality to the machinery of
government, and to partizanship in public affairs? And how is
the act of voting, of engaging in political controversies, of fol-
lowing, freely, one’s unrestrained desires, to solve the urgent
problem of the woman in industry; of the child, in bondage to
“system”? Are wages to be raised by women in politics, when
men, in politics, have never been able to advance them through
the same medium? Is it possible to legislate away unjust de-
mands and laws,—to vote away, as it were, the ills of society,
which so afflict the modern world? Or is there involved the
philosophy of morals, which regulate public opinion, the great
remedial agent at all times? Whether she will or no, woman is
the supreme force behind public opinion, extending her influence
in the free, mysterious, manifold agencies constituting growth,
and without which there can be no true democracy. Lecky well
says, that “He who will seriously reflect upon our clear percep-
tions of the difference between purity and impurity, upon the laws
that govern our affections, and upon the interests of the children
who are born, may easily convince himself that in this, as in all
other spheres, there are certain eternal moral landmarks which
never can be removed.” :

A little while ago I stood in Washington Square, in New
York, watching, among the Sunday holiday-seekers, an old woman
at her contemplation. She might have served for the Rembrandt
in the gallery, so poignantly did she embody the beauty and pathos
of old age: the ripeness of decay. She had known disappoint-
ment and hardship; she had lived with poverty and toil ; but she
sat there, serene, among the passersby, as she had found life, in
peace, after its storm. And I thought how little conscious we are,
suffragist and anti-suffragist alike, in the pride and power of our
plans, of that Divine Mercy, which gives to an old woman, sun-
ning in a public square, a devotion to duty, a love of earth’s com-
mon things, and a contentment, denied to far mightier seekers
after truth—and simple gain. Nor is this thought meant for
poetic theorizing. Neither is it an anti-suffragist’s plea for in-
difference, where the needs of the poor and the oppressed are con-
cerned. Instead, it is one of widest practical application, and it
has been a silent force in those obscure lives which have been lived,
rather than told, to a world not too sure of its realities.

No, the American woman,—and especially the American girl




—needs no “rights” which have not been hers, inherently, from
the beginning of time, however far from perfect is her full use
and enjoyment of them. What she does need is a new conscious-
ness, not of her independence, but of her dependence, as a citizen
and a patriot to the state and to the republic. Then will she say,
like the Psalmist of old, “He brought me forth also into a large
place.”

If the suffragist wonders at the relevancy of these sugges-
tions; if she asks, in all sincerity, what relation they bear to the
question of suffrage, and, in particular, to the pressing needs of
the hour in legislation and in social problems; if she honestly
doubts the right of any “inexperienced” woman to dream dreams
for the liberation of the race—far less to prescribe a remedy for
its evils—the anti-suffragist can make but one answer.

In the first place “experience,” for her, does not necessarily
imply identity of work, as it does too often for the suffragist. The
discipline of life is such, that sympathy may always match sym-
pathy. And it is neither dissimilarity of work or of position, nor
diversity of talent which keeps the needy one from her helper.

Rather, let the American woman think on the pride, the
hypocrisies, the hardness of heart, the jealousies, the selfish do-
minion of the stronger over the weaker, the love of purely mate-
rial things which still flourish in society at large. Let her think
on the relation of these sins to the lives of men and women,
strieoling under oppression; to the lives of countless little chil-
dren, born unider the shadow of parental neglect and selfishness.
Let her think, also, on her own God-given potentialities, which,
more than the combined forces of the world, can transform the
world. Sacrifice, you say: and must there for liberty, as for
truth, be paid a price? =

In “spiritual travail,” as Swinburne finely puts it, is the way
to a woman’s true freedom—an understanding heart. This has
been, is, and will be her glory.
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Should Women Vote?

Joseph Gilpin Pyle

2

The question whether or not the franchise shall be ex-
tended to women has been so befogged with false issues
that any fair discussion of it must begin with clearing
the ground of some of this foreign growth. Before con-
sidering what is involved in the proposition of “votes for
women,” it will be well to understand definitely what is
not.

First of all, it is in no sense a question of equality.
Any true comparison between the mental and moral
capacity of the two sexes, just as between their physical
constitutions, shows a relation not of superiority and in-
feriority, but of difference. On this difference, as will
presently appear,—a difference which has made our civil-
ization and determines the very existence of the race—
rests the fundamental objection to woman suffrage. But
the idea of inequality is not involved. It is possible that
the business of government might be turned over entirely
to women, and such occupations as cooking and dress-
making, in which men have already shown great expert-
ness, might be committed altogether to men, and in a few
centuries, after the necessary adaptations had been made
and facility acquired, society would be as well served as
now. But even if the hypothesis were proved, society
would still have suffered for nothing the inconvenience and
retardation of a transition period.

The point to be emphasized here, however, is the ab-
solute falsity of the assumption that possession of the
right to vote argues higher quality in the possessor;
that non-voters are stamped with some brand of in-
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feriority. At bottom, the position of the antisuffragist
is that women should not be required to undergo the
onerous duty of voting, not because they are inferior
to men, but because they are superior. Equality in the
broad and general sense, in which alone the word has
any meaning at all as applied to classes so distinct in
many ways as the sexes, is explicitly admitted and af-
firmed.

The argument that women should vote because there
ought to be “no taxation without representation” is
mere juggling with words. The phrase has hardly a
shred of meaning left. It belongs with such assertions
as “All men are born equal”; the offspring of an age
of abstract reasoning and rhetorical expression that does
not stand analysis. That there should be no taxation
without representation was a vital principle “in good old
colony days, when we lived under the king.” It had force
then, wherever the people, struggling to preserve their
simplest rights against the arbitrary exactions of monarchy,
insisted that royalty should not take their property at and
for its pleasures without some measure of their own con-
sent. The principle today has about the same standing
in a democracy that the theory of kingship “by divine
right” has in a monarchy.

In practical government there is no fixed relation
whatever between taxation and representation. It may
be pointed out, to begin with, that the great body of
women are represented in the law-making body, through
husbands, fathers, sons and brothers. It is a real and ef-
fective representation. But those isolated women who are
not so represented suffer no peculiar hardship. The men
of the District of Columbia have no representation po-
litically, When it comes to taxation, which our outworn
adage makes the Siamese twin of representation, the
connection vanishes. Taxation and representation, in
modern democracy, are divorced. There is no property
qualification for the franchise. The man without a dol-
lar imposes taxes on the man with millions. The amount
of money to be expended is determined by a majority vote
of the electors.

2

It is a good rule. To have the owners of property
alone decide what taxes should be levied and how the
money should be spent would be as intolerable as the
political ideas of the Stuarts. The facts are stated here
not with a view to any criticism of the existing system,
but as an illustration of the present complete independ-
ence of taxation and representation. The foreigner who
pays taxes on real estate owned in this country does not
vote. Taxation and representation are no longer con-
nected in theory or fact except in the loosest and most
general way. ‘And just as taxation is held to be spread
over the whole body of the people who vote, though some
pay and many do not, so suffrage is diffused over the
whole body by the tremendously powerful influence not
only possessed but exercised by women through the votes
of men.

A striking proof of this is the change that has come
over the laws of this country in the last fifty years. The
first agitation for women suffrage did not call itself by
that name. It was a movement for “women’s rights.”
The vote was to be but a means towards the necessary
end. For at that time men and women were utterly un-
equal before the law. A woman had few legal rights in
her property, her earnings, her children. It was a real
grievance which those early reformers set out to remedy;
and they were not to be blamed for believing that the
only effective means would be the vote. Yet, without the
franchise, all and far more than was then contemplated
has been accomplished.

There is complete and absolute legal equality between
men and women today. Search the statutes of a State
like Minnesota, and you will not find a single particular
where the property right of the woman is not identical
with that of the man. All that was sought originally
has been won without the ballot for women. That must
seek some other justification. The advocates of “the
closed shop” in labor circles claim that, without it, the
whole fabric of trade unionism would disintegrate and
fall to ruins; forgetting that it was all built up, against
opposition whose bitterness and ruthlessness can scarcely
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be understood now, from nothing, without the aid of the
“closed shop” idea. So those who urge that women must
have the ballot in order to secure equal rights with men,
and to be represented in legislation as fully as they are
taxed, blink the fact that, without the ballot, both of these
ends have been accomplished.

As with every cause that enlists the support of large
numbers of women, the inspiration of the suffrage move-
ment is largely ethical. Most of those who have been
drawn into it are really convinced that, with the aid of
women’s votes, society will be elevated, politics cleansed
from corruption, abuses done away with, and both the
individual and the state brought under the influence of
a universal moral uplift. This explains the enthusiasm of
thousands of strong, true-hearted, noble women who, in
many cases putting aside their personal predilections, are
laboring for the ballot for their sex as a step toward better
things. Never was any similar number of people so piti-
fully mistaken, so piteously self-deceived.

In so far as public and private morals are concerned,
there is reason to believe that the immediate national
enfranchisement of woman would make absolutely no
difference in the practical conduct of public affairs, un-
less it were to increase the number of unenforced and
unenforcible laws; the source of all graft, the old political
derelict always drifting across the course of good govern-
ment. This assertion should be tried not by the logic of
argument but by the logic of fact. Woman suffrage exists
in many States. In some it was granted many years ago.
How has it worked out? The answer given by facts
should be final. And that answer is that it has made no
perceptible difference. According to local circumstances
there has been good government or bad government, prog-
ress or reaction, as the case might be. The closest scrutiny
discloses no great or permanent changes to be credited to
the votes of women.

Colorado, for example, has been held up all over the
country as an ideal example of what woman suffrage
has done in a State where it has been established for
twenty years. Now, let all the claims made in behalf
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of progress in Colorado be granted. Admit the im-_
provement in legislation, the cleaning up of the city of
Denver, the humaner trend of political interest and ac-
tion. When all is said and done, we find nothing to be
set down to the women’s vote, in the sense that without
it the same results could not have been achieved. These
improvements in States and cities, these so-called “re-
form waves,” are as familiar a feature of political as re-
vival meetings are of religious life. They have been
neither more nor less frequent, neither more nor less
effective in States where women have never possessed
the ballot than in Colorado. There, although women
have voted for two decades, it has to be remembered
that only since the last election has the halo disappeared
from the brows of the Guggenheims; and even now
there is shrewd suspicion in many quarters that it has
not been melted down into bullion, but is carefully kept
in storage for an expected reappearance. The conditions
whose correction in Denver is made an argument in
favor of woman suffrage are equally an argument against
it as a remedy for male indifference and inefficiency
when it is remembered that, through most of these
twenty years, they were permitted to remain undisturbed
in a community where women had equal political rights
with men.

There are other tests. Consider a few comparisons
between States where the two systems are on trial
There is one State many of whose laws today are gen-
erally recognized by men of advanced political ideas as
models for the others. As a whole its legislation is more
humane, more directed toward the establishment of equal
justice for all, more enlightened and intelligent than that
of almost any other State. Yet Wisconsin has never
had woman suffrage. Its people do not seem to be in-
terested in that matter at all. So that all which Colo-
rado has been struggling toward, with the aid of the
women’s votes—to which all of its success has been at-
tributed by representatives of the suffrage cause—has
been done earlier, better, more thoroughly, apparently
more permanently, by a State where suffrage is neither
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on trial nor greatly desired. The two States, as illustra-
tions with power to prove anything, simply cancel each
other and disappear, like equal quantities standing on op-
posite sides of an equation.

Turn the argument around and look at it from the
other side. Last year two States of the Union stood
rock-ribbed for all that was reactionary. If there is a
commonwealth in the Union where the new ideas are
at a standstill, it is Utah, one of these two. It has a
United States senator who, in ability, in the faith of the
stand-patter, in devotion to the bad old régime, is a worthy
heir to the mantle of Aldrich. It stands immovable by
reason of the woman vote. If there is one idea, one
system, against which the women of this country are
arrayed in solid column, it is Mormonism. Utah is the
obedient servitor of the Mormon church. Its government
is a hierarchy. No outside power can overthrow or even
seriously disturb it. Men of independent judgment who
have gone deep into the Utah situation declare without
exception that this system, unique among American com-
monwealths in its un-Americanism, hateful to women as
it is by virtue of the burden and the stigma it has placed
on womanhood, rests on the support of the women voters
of Utah.

The Mormon church votes solid, and according to
direction. There are enough Mormon women in Utah to
hold the balance of power. Whatever Colorado proves,
Utah disproves. Again the argument for great public
reforms to come through votes for women cancels out
and vanishes. Fact establishes just what clear thinking
would lead us to expect in the first place; that in the
matter of practical results, woman suffrage in the broad,
general aspect, changes nothing. Whatever it might cost,
whatever sacrifices it involves, would be given in vain.
Things would go on, as these illustrations prove they have
gone on, precisely as they do under exclusive manhood
suffrage.

Certain undesirable results of the extension of the suf-
frage to women can be foreseen clearly. From two
sources spring nearly all the political ills that afflict our
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country or any part of it today. Get rid of them, and
more would be accomplished than by all the constitu-
tional amendments or new devices that ever entered the
mind of man. One is the stay-at-home vote. The other
is the unenforced law. Behind these are entrenched the
grafter, the boodler, the men and women who prey on
vice while they fertilize and cultivate it, all that tends
to make civilization hideous and life, as the tormented
poet called it, one “long disease.” Both theory and prac-
tice go to show that each of these obstacles, not only to
progress but to social health, would be built higher—
unintentionally and with the purest motives, but still built
higher—by the granting of the ballot to women. -/

As to the increase of non-voting voters, mote must
be said of this a little later. It is enough to remark here
that every authority on municipal government in this
country acknowledges it to be a powerful support of mu-
nicipal abuses. Get out the full vote, and you are reason-
ably sure of good results. Increase the percentage of
those who stay at home on election day—and it is increas-
ing now so rapidly that a penalty for failing' to vote has
been seriously proposed in several States—and you pre-
pare a smooth way for the combine, the gang, the boss.
There can be no successful self-government, with difficulty
any that might be called even decent, where any consider-
able portion of those entitled to vote do not at every elec-
tion cast their ballot, and put their intelligence and con-
science behind the act. What this involves, in connection
with votes for women, we shall presently see.

The unenforced law is the product of sentimentalism,
inexperience, “pandering to the moral sense of the com-
munity,” as Fernando Wood called it, and sometimes
of personal vindictiveness. It is mostly a consequence
of our modern vicious habit of legislating to cover the
exception, not the rule. A law which does not relate
to acts like murder, robbery or arson, immemorially ac-
cepted as crimes in themselves; a law relating to con-
duct, in a civilized state, should deal only with facts and
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conditions fairly general throughout the whole com-
munity. What do we see? A man gets drunk and
abuses and neglects to support his family. Forthwith
there is a demand for prohibitory laws, which a wide ex-
perience has shown cannot be enforced. A member of
some legislature takes a room at a hotel and, either be-
cause of the shortness of the clothes or the size of his
lower extremities, finds his feet uncovered and cold in
the morning. Forthwith he posts to his place in the
capitol and brings in a bill compelling every hotel-keeper
in the State to provide sheets not less than nine feet
long.

This is an extreme type of proposed law-making with
which our legislatures are already overrun. It is largely
a product of inexperience. By her inexperience and by
her accessibility to the appeal of sentiment, of the emo-
tions, woman is peculiarly open to this error. The very
qualities that give charm to womanhood impair the effi-
ciency of the voting machine. For a good many years
after the franchise goes to women, law enforcement will
be a difficult or impossible task. Yet on the enforcement,
much more than on the enactment, of laws must not only
the character but perhaps the very perpetuity of our polit-
ical institutions depend.

Why all this wasted effort? There is a far better way.
What women have done for their property rights they
can do for the other objects in which they are most
vitally interested, better without the ballot than with it.
No delegation of men is received or listened to with as
much deference as one of women by a legislative com-
mittee or an executive officer. Their demands are not
always granted. Neither are those of men. But there
is ground for asserting seriously that, if women brought
to bear the same thoroughness of organization, the same
concerted attack upon public opinion in behalf of those
public measures in which they are most interested, they
conflll secure all that they desire in half the time and with
twiceb the certainty that they can by devoting their
energies to a demand for the elective franchise. Indeed
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there are causes to make the heart ache which await just
this disinterested and effective support.

Child labor is a terrible evil, and the women say they
want to make laws against it. But it is a trifle compared
with the disappearance of the home, the education on
the street of the boys and girls of nearly all ranks in
nearly all communities. If the good women will go on
the streets of any city between nine o’clock and midnight
of any evening, they will see evils that it is women’s
work to correct; that the law cannot remedy; that can
be cured only by the repair and restoration of the home.
Suppose, instead of trying to get more laws for the re-
lief of the working girl, they should organize to curtail
the number of girls who work in shops and offices; to
help keep in the home those who are not in need; to
frown upon the course of hundreds of thousands who
leave a home that is perfectly able to support them, in
order to win pin money by lowering the wages of the
whole body of workers.

What might be done to check the horrible white slave
traffic, to support the assaulted integrity of the family,
to reduce and reform manners which appear in the
younger generation as an absolute disregard for authority
and a taste for amusements of which neither the origin,
the character nor the effect will bear investigation?
There is so much of what is properly woman’s work, of
what can be done best by women or only by them, that
all their clubs and other organizations might find oc-
cupation in ‘that field for the next generation, without
reﬁae:tﬂ:-m‘ing that there is such a thing as a polling
booth. And they can do it more effectively and more
quickly if they ‘never see the inside of that coveted

shrine. .
The fundamental and conclusive objection to the as-

sumption by women of an equal share with men in the
conduct of public affairs is that it is contrary to the laws
and processes of nature, as modern science has ‘re_\fealc‘:(l
them. The way of nature is a way of differentiation in
That is the essence of the long story of the
ages. Not the mingling of activities in a hopeless jumble;
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not the assumption of multiple powers by a combina-
tion of agencies; but separatiomfever greater delicacy of
function, the assignment of diffefent offices to the different
organs best fitted, in the progress of evolution, to fill and
perform them,—this is the law of life as science an-
nounces it. We have conformed to it, and advanced by
conforming. Specialization has been a watchword and a
way to the highest efficiency. The professions, the trades,
the very organization of the whole mercantile world
have conformed. There can be, so far as we may learn
from the history of human society, from organic life
itself, from the development of the intelligence, no other
way of evolution. To set oneself across this well-marked
path is like trying to turn the planets from their orbits
Wwith a parasol.

All progress in organic life has been through the dif-
ferentiation and specialization of function. The line
dividing the lowest organisms from the inorganic is in-
securely drawn. The amweba propagates by dividing its
simple cell tissue into two parts, each becoming a com-
plete whole. And there is no visible difference. Grade
by grade on the upward march, every advance is marked
by growing complexity of organization, meaning and re-
quiring a division of activity; the assignment to the in-
dividual, the organ, the impalpable essence even, of that
work in the world which it is best fitted to perform and
for which it came into being.

There is, perhaps, no other law so plain, so helpful,
so immutable. To deny, to violate, to interfere with its
operation is not progress, it is retrogression. It is a step
downward toward the lower things from which we came.
It is a harking backward toward the realms of Chaos
and Old Night. We are free agents, and we can do these
things. But let us see them plainly and know what we
are doing. Let us not attempt to retrace an evolution-
ary step and call it progress. And let us not deceive
ourselves by forgetting that, no matter what we poor
creatures of a day may decide to do, the law of the uni-
verse will not be baffled, set aside or modified. The
method of human growth and of social advancement has
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been determined by forces beyond the permanent control
of human hands or minds. We can vary the event, hasten
or retard the consummation; but we cannot affect by one
little tremor the permanence of the law which runs through
and governs all things,—call it Fate or Necessity or God
as you will.

Now, certainly one of the most important differentia-
tions of nature is that of sex. The low organisms of
which mention has just been made are sexless. The fact
and the function of sex emerge only after uncounted
centuries. They are curiously jumbled in the beginning.
Odd plants present the phenomenon of parthogenesis; a
birth without the co-operation of male and female ele-
ments. It is in the highest form of development yet
reached, in man, that the differentiation of sex and its
reaction upon both mind and body become most complete.
This is not meaningless. It indicates a supreme function.
It lays down a law to which humanity must conform,
whatever it thinks of it. It is the greatest specialization
that nature has yet achieved. And its purpose is not
merely the perpetuation of the race—which could have
been achieved in other and obscurer ways, as lowlier forms
of life have taught us—but the creation of qualities, the
stamping of them upon character, the transmission of
them to endless generations, all that we sum up in one of
our greatest words upon which the innovators are teaching
us to look with less than our immemorial reverence—
motherhood.

Woman is mot less than man, perhaps she is greater
than man; but above all things she is different from man,
because she bears the child. That controlling fact no
device of ours can affect. And it has far-reaching im-
plications. Its influence in the wonderful force that at-
tracts each sex to the other is a mere trifle in comparison
with its other human affiliations. The physical and
mental quality of that child will be affected by the inter-
ests and preoccupations of the mother for long months
before it sees the light. They will be even more power-
fully affected by the interests and preoccupations of the
mother, by the atmosphere of the home, for many long
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years before adolescence begins. No language can state
the import of these well-known facts, which rampant
agitators are now trying to thrust into the discard. We
realize them only as each man of us pronounces the word
“mother,” and then stops to meditate upon its personal
content to him. High as heaven or deep as hell are the
consequences of the performance of this function of
motherhood. No one need waste time on any shallow
creature who pretends that this occupation is not enough
to call for the highest, the best, the whole of any woman.
“By their fruits shall ye know them.”}

There is no time here to enlarge 'apon this central fact,
not only of the present argument but of human life and
its destiny. Miss Tarbell, in her book, “The Business of
Being a Woman,” has stated the unchangeable truth

with rare clearness and force. Motherhood and its duties
are the true business of a woman; her predestined law,
provided since the dawn of life upon this planet, most
to be desired and least to be escaped. And it is just as
impossible for her to do this work with the desired thor-
oughness and care, the devotion of mind and heart to

the exclusion of other matters, while she is busied with
matters political, running conventions, voting, holding
office, acquiring the knowledge and practical expertness
that are essential to any kind of good work in the world,
as it is for the man to be in his business office and at
home taking care of the baby at the same time. Without
too much exaggeration it might be said that it is just as
impossible as it would be for him to bear the child him-
self in the first place.

It is true that there are unmarried women, childless
wives, women who are not in harmony with the ultimate
demand of their being and purpose of their existence.
The world is open to them. No limitations are now set
to their education, their enjoyments, their occupation. If
these or any others find that they have time for other
things, let them not make that an excuse for burdening
the whole sex with duties foreign to their nature and
hostile to their inmost desire. The demand of these for
the ballot is simply another instance of that fatal habit,
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already referred to, of legislating for or trying to conform
society to the exceptional.

For those who, whether by choice or accident, have
missed the highest privilege of womanhood, there can be
no word or thought of reproach. But the man who has
lost an arm does not ask that every other man shall have
one arm cut off or tied behind him, so as to restore equal-
ity. And for the idle plea of idle hands and brains that
modern industrial changes have so transformed the work
of woman that she has useless time to be spent in some
way there should be no mercy. One child is an occupa-
tion. A husband may be an occupation. Go into the
homes of the very rich or the very poor as you please, get
at the heart of the home life, discover how much obedi-
ence, reverence, aspiration, effort toward the highest
things are hourly enforced, and you will lend no ear to
silly and insincere prating about the need of employment
for woman’s activities. The garden of the new genera-
tion is marred by many a noxious weed because of that
flippant and foolish falsehood.

Not least among the unfortunate consequences of this
unhappy agitation for the ballot is the sure creation of
an instinct of sex hostility. You see these things in
their crudest and most impressive form only in those ex-
treme manifestations which American suffragists hasten
to disown. But they are types and forerunners. It is
not without significance that the movement goes faster
and further with every impulse given to it; that in Eng-
land it not only adopts the torch and the bomb, but
openly assails the marriage tie and the family. Super-
ficially, it is a demand to cast a ballot. Actually, it is a
proposition to dissociate interests heretofore identical;
a proclamation of sex freedom; the raising of a separate
standard about which a class shall rally not only because
they want to vote, but because they are women as dis-
tinguished from men. It needs no prophet to tell that
this leads to the death of the closest and dearest relations;
to partnership on stipulated terms rather than identity; to
a nascent warfare that must permeate other relations and
irritate continually when it does not blaze into open dis-
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cord. It could not be otherwise. You cannot split a
nerve lengthwise without protest from the separated halves
and from the whole body. You cannot secure from either
half or from both combined the co-ordinated and perfect
service that the original unit gave.

One of the most monstrous propositions connected with
this whole movement is announced from every platiorm;
forms, necessarily, the keynote of its demand. This is
that the women who do not want to vote have no right
to deny the ballot to those who do; that they have no
right to be counted at all; that legislators must decide to
grant or withhold without reference to them. Some advo-
cates have gone so far as to state publicly that, if onl\
two per cent. of the women of a State want the ballot,
should be given. On the contrary, no State has a rlght to
enact an equal suffrage law, no State has a right so much
as to submit the question to its voters, until it has first
provided for a State-wide election at which none but
women shall vote, and at which they shall declare their
preference in this matter alone. If every injustice that
law ever did to woman still existed, it could not compare
with the crowning injustice—should it not rather be called
crime—proposed by the suffrage advocates against the
women who protest against having the ballot thrust upon
them. It is these, more than all others, who need a spokes-
man and an audience now. The right not to vote is a very
sacred thing.

Get the matter straight to begin with. The right to
vote is not an ornament, like a new feather to be stuck
in a cap or left out of it as you please; it is not intrinsically

“right” at all, and it is not a privilege. It is a very
grievous burden which the State must impose upon cer-
tain of its citizens, as it levies taxes, because the State
must live. Once laid upon the people, there is no escape
for the conscientious. Oh, say the suffragists, the women
who do not want to vote do not have to. There is need
of no other evidence than that assertion to prove how little
they comprehend the first principles of the business which
they are so eager to undertake. Consider the two salient
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facts: voting is a burden; to abstain from voting after the
State has made you a voter is a crime.

No man who loves his country and means to do his
duty by her will deny the onerous nature of the suffrage.
The State says to him, I will hold you responsible to the
extent of your ballot, which may conceivably be decisive,
for the men that manage me, and for the policies that
I am to represent. This means inquiry into facts, con-
ditions, records, characters of men, to which almost every
day must contribute something. It means reading, study,
anxious conference with others. It means deliberation and
decision. The duty is not always so performed, but it
ought to be; and surely the highest model is none too good
to set before the prospective new woman voter. It means
going to the polls. Too much has been made of the
soiling associations of city politics as we know them.
They are not likely to touch good women closely. But
many millions of women live in the country; and the
city agitator may be assured that their lives are now full
enough. For such it means a journey, often of from
three to six or seven miles, to the polls. The weather is
usually inclement at our voting times. Under the in-
itiative, referendum and recall, it is likely to have to be
made very often. It means m'v;tcrmcr—ahould I say mis-
tressing—the intricacies of several ballots three or four
feet long at times. It means the return to a household
which has stood still during a half or the whole day.
And to what end? That there may be added to the elec-
torate a number of units that will rarely have a perceptible
effect upon the result. For most men vote after talking
things over with their wives; while in the cities the bad
women will not stay away from the polls.

By what right can those who want the vote, unless
they are in a decided majority, ask that all this labor, a
labor co-existent, if well performed, with every day in
the year and with the whole of life, be forced upon those
who are either listless or hostile? The fundamental and
biological arguments against votes for women would al-
ways remain intact, even though they asked and received
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legal consent. But no argument should have to be made,
no consideration whatever should be given to the demand,
until there has been a plebiscite of the women of that
community, large or small, within which it is proposed so
to extend the suffrage, and a majority of their votes has
been cast in its favor.

Let it not be forgotten that the person who has the
right to vote and does not vote is on a level with the
man who deserts from the army in time of war. Every
election is a battle. No soldier can be spared. No con-
scientious voter is willing to be spared. Democracy itself,
seli-government demands the sacrifice. It has already
been mentioned that nearly all bad government rests
largely on the indifference of the absentee voter. The
country cannot afford to enlarge the class. The country
has no right to put before its women the choice between
taking up an arduous labor which is distasteful to them,
and which they believe foreign to their true work in the
world, and committing a treason against the State.

The airy gesture with which the suffrage advocates
dismiss these harassed women, whose wishes should re-
ceive first consideration, is like their answer to the ques-
tion whether women will be willing to' serve on juries
and perform other unpleasant public duties. Oh, they
say, women will not ask to do these things, and men
will not require or wish them to. What, then, is this
citizenship to which women are to be admitted? Is it
a shop window, out of which they may pick what pleases
their fancy, leaving the remainder behind? Do they
ask for its agreeable side only, that which involves power
and some pleasing amount of publicity? Have they
thought about it at all? For citizenship is a fairly definite
thing; and its duties are just as imperative as its privi-
leges. Either women must suffer by the ballot, or the
whole quality of the electorate must deteriorate through
the impairment of the patriotic conception behind that
term, “citizenship,” which must be the watchword of every
free and enduring State.

The request for the ballot should be denied, finally, be-
cause, little though those who ask for it may understand
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or believe the assertion, it is really a movement for the
degradation of woman. Let us take one more glance be-
yond the surface of things, and try to sense some of the
dim and potent forces that work always toward the ele- _
vation of mankind. Nothing in all that wondrous realm S\
is more enlightening and at the same time more awesome 5
than the story of woman in the last two thousand years. S °
There is in it one influence which he who leaves out will
find that he has reckoned ill. Look at the world and
woman’s place in it near the beginning of our era. There \?’L-QI,“
were a few great women on thrones, a few at the head :;
of families of wealth and influence, a few who swayed>~~_)
states and policies by the mere fact of a sex that they dis- . _°
graced. Where were the others? Following with the dogs e N
=
N

P

behind the tent poles, and sharing with the dogs both food
and kicks. Doing the drudgery of miserable huts whose
masters held them level with the cattle for which they .

-
~

were bought and sold.

But there came into the world a new example and a ¢
new thought. Men served with the lips; but to woman’s
whole nature appealed that life of self-sacrifice, of love,
of willing service that has created a new heaven and a
new earth. From the foot of the cross there arose and
went out into the world a womanhood that did not demand
or claim or threaten or arrogate; a womanhood renounc-
ing, yielding, loving and therefore conquering. For twenty
centuries that has been the law of woman’s life. It is
sneered at and rejected today by the clamorous; but it
has made of woman what we now find her. You see it in
your mothers, your daughters, your wives. Do you wish
to have that ideal changed? Woman has become, to man,
not only a companion but an inspiration. QOut of the
crucible of these centuries has come what we not only
love but adore; before which, in certain hours, we bow
with a reverence that links us consciously with the divine.
It is Christian civilization that is in the balance.

What has this woman, by this method, without vio-
lence, without wrangling, by the law of love and along |
the via dolorosa of the cross, made of man? Two thousand X
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years ago, with only little oases of education and culture,
man was a wild beast who roamed the earth preying as
he went. His three attributes were cruelty, gluttony and
lust. He smote, burned, ravaged, killed not only as a
livelihood but for his delight. QOut of that ferocious
savage have come the men of today; men intelligent,
charitable, kind, trying to be just, with a care for the
welfare of the earth and at least an occasional thought of
heaven. And in this miraculous transformation, the human
influence potent above all others combined has been that
of woman. It is she who has tamed the wild beast and
changed it into man: and she was able to do this because
she loved instead of hated; gave instead of asking; em-
bodied in herself as few men can ever do the life that was
and is and must be the Light of the World.

It is the old choice, with a change only of accident
and circumstances, that is offered to us today. It is the
conflict between saving one’s life and losing it. Demands
like that which is considered here are only the sparks that
fly upward; but their direction betrays the tendency, and
behind them is some central fire. It is the civilization of
Nietzsche confronting and contending for mastery with the
civilization of Christ.

Of course no one need fear the ultimate outcome. The
earth, as a whole, cannot move backward. But a nation,
a race, a civilization can. That is what we have to heed
and fear, No such momentous, revolutionary change as
that which proposes to take woman from the high place
she now holds and where men love to leave her, and put
her brawling in the market-place, can ever succeed. No
overturning that should reduce to a secondary place her
function as the mother and fashioner of the race can be
permanent. No substitution of any other interest for that

can avail. Our purpose is to save from a gigantic, perhaps
a fatal blunder, the state, society, so much of all that we
hold dear.

Whether tried on a more or less extensive scale, this
experiment will always eventually fail. Out of it will
come waters sweet and bitter. After it must come a diffi-
cult and dangerous reorganization; and who knows what
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may be left behind, what perish, in the rectification of a
mistake? But no one who looks at facts in the light of
time and science and the changeless truth need feel his
soul disquieted.\All experiment that tends to confuse and
disturb, except in negligible details, the place and relation
of men and women in this world of ours must come to
nothing. There is a double assurance.

On one side Nature stands guard. Her plans are made,
her edicts issued, her hand is sure. She may be flouted,
defied, at a price, but she cannot be baffled or bullied or
turned from her course. She has differentiated woman
for high and holy purposes, and she will take care that
they are fulfilled.

On the other hand stands that influence and example by
following which woman has done more than any other
human factor to regenerate and reform a world. That,
too, is changeless. She has not followed the path of the
bleeding feet and torn hands for so many centuries to
turn aside from it now. She has not incorporated in her
nature those qualities as mystical and as holy as the life
which she transmits to the world, she has not become an
inspiration and the very savor of our life, in order that she
may turn traitor to herself and her ideal for a paltry bit
of paper, and the boast that, from being man’s superior,
she has now become his equal. The ideal will persist. And
whether in this or some other civilization, it matters not so
greatly which to him who dwells with truth rather than
with events and consequences, the sequel of this shrill
clamor of today will be a quiet voice, confessing, in the
words that history or legend attributes to the dying Roman
emperor, “Pale Galilean, thou hast conquered.”
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A Case for the Opposition.

In the face of a possibility that the next two or three decades
will see the women of the whole United States voting on an equal
political basis with men, the amonnt of time and space devoted to
the discussion of an extended franchise is not surprising, nor is it
wasted.

Whatever one’s individual opinion. the issue has to be faced.

And quite naturally, of course, it is the voices of the propagan-
dists that are heard most persistently in the land, for the great,
silent majority on the other side of the question is composed mainly
of those who are too indifferent, too dazed, too disgusted, or too
genuinely heartsick to profest. But.—they are the majority. still;
remember that.

If vou have investigated the subjecet at all, vou have found that
it is very difficult for an ageressive suffragist to allow brains, sin-
eerity or enferprise to stand to the eredit of disbelievers. But then
bigotry is the greatest motive power of almost any propaganda, so
that is condition to be aceepted as inevitable,

All the same. though, there is the case for the opposition, and
I sometimes think that its very obvieusness and simplicity prevent
its being more frequently formulated. Somehow it always seems
(quite adequately comprehended in the statement, ** Male and female
created He them.'’ He did, and it 1s a faet that we eannot get
baek of, nor push out of sight.

It goes without saying that we have all frequently been im-
pressed by the plausible logic and the utter sincerity of certain suf-
frage promoters.—even those of us who heartily disagree with their
premises and purpose. But personally, the more 1 hear and read
and see of the whole idea. the less faith T have in its efficacy in any
direetion at all, and I persist in thinking that my means of observa-
tion have been wider than those of the average woman, and my eon-
¢lusions correspondingly legitimate.

Moreover, T belong fo the class most frequently quoted as being
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in desperate need of direct political representation—the class com
posed of unmarried. self-supporting women.

Like many another American girl, I was obliged, while still in
my ‘teens, to equip myself with a profession. A kindergarten train-
ing was judged the best thing available, and I took the course. the
close of which found me ensconced as combination teacher, mother
and playmate to the youngsters in a state hospital for erippled and
deformed children.

I was still very young when this experience initiated me into
the soul-sickening mysteries of inherited disease, and in these days,
when it has become so common for beautifully-gowned ladies to
mount palm-decked platforms and discourse on equal snffrage as a
sure road to moral hygiene, | often smile. as [ contrast their prob
able opportunities of knowing the real truth. with those that T have
had.

How many of these social evangelists have worked and played

daily with little bovs and girls whose doom is written upon them in

one frightful sear after another?

How many of them have loved and petted and taught babies
whose pitiful days were numbered by their egrandfathers before
them?

I know what it means, and if I believed that an extended fran-
chise could remedy these things, then I should work for it. too. But
I eannot believe it.

A life-long desire to be a trained nurse came to the fore as soon
as I was old enough to be aceepted for probation in a representative
training-sehool, and for a while T saw active serviece in the free
wards of one of New York’s leading hospitals.

That added a few more chapters to what I already knew of the
realities of life.

There followed a year of feaching in a publie school kinder-
garten situated in a semi-slum distriet, and then T drifted into news-
paper work.

As with most women who adopt that profession nowdays, I
have had very much to do with feminine activities of all kinds; I
have attended countless suffrage meetings, and Feminist lectures of
every sort, and 1 have interviewed countless devotees of the
“‘eanse;’’ I have read endless piles of literature. and heard endless
clever discussions, and my inner consciousness presents but one
answer to it all—it won’t work.

And I can never say it to myself without a smile, for as a piece
of humor truly Homeric in its proportions, [ believe the whole Feni-
inist movement stands without a parallel.

I suppose it is my serene, unshakable belief in the superiority
of my own sex, and in the inherent dignity of its several functions,
that makes me resent so deeply this wholesale, and pathetically
unimaginative scheme for advertising its mevrits.

[t is as though one set seriously about the business of printing
tracts to call public aftention to the value of sun and rain, or of
maintaining a lecture burean devoted to spreading the news that the
animal kingdom offers an interesting field for study.

Yes, if one could not smile, one would weep with mortification
at the indignity that is being heaped upon the sex by its alleged
champions. It is a noisy age, though, and a eertain number of
women are taking full advantage of the temper of the times, to let
off steam.

The greatest difficulty in following the logie of the suffragists
lies in trying to reconcile their two basic slogans: < We don’t want
special consideration because we are women—we want to stand on
an equal footing with men,”” and, ““We ounght to have political
equality because we are women, and our special standpoint is essen-
t1al to the right adjustment of social relationships.”

And there you are. The fact that they are women must be
taken into account—and it mustn’t be taken into account. Why, oh
why, don’t they accept their age-long privilege of being contrary
and contradictory instead of frying to make a whim fake on the
semblance of logic? The disgnise is mueh too thin.

How is it, | wonder, when male ecitizens surrender street-car
seats to them? Is it an offense, or merely a matter of simple justice!
Personally, I am always delighted when that particular courtesy is
shown me, and it never seems to me that [ am being complimented
in the act nearly so much as is the woman who was responsible for
the man’s up-bringing.

““My vote,’” said a friend ol mine who lives in a suffrage state,
‘35 always lost, as well as those of hundreds of other women, be
:ause we dare not register, knowing that it renders us liable for
jury duty. [ have two little children and no servants, and yon can
see how such serviece would be out of the question.”

[ have mentioned this phase of matters to numerous suffragists,
who merely raise their evebrows at my ignorance, and remark that
it is very easy to get excused—plenty of men do it.
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Yes, they do, of course. but not mm any such numbers, because
the elaims on a man’s time and upon that of a wife and mother,
are of a totally different nature. It simply means that the most
normal and representative type ol woman that we have is to be
admitted to the duties of citizenship on a very much restricted seale.

This one department, for instance, important as it is, is closed
to her, praetically, and for purely sex reasons. Nature, and not
society, has imposed the barrier.

Every anti-suffragist has discovered that the last shaft of con-
tenipt is supposed to have been levelled at her when she is ealled
Early or Mid-Victorian by her scornful sisters, but devastating as
it may sound, this nettle of speech becomes uite harmless when
seized and examined closely.

[ am thinking just now of my grandmother, who died not very
long ago. She was a little girl when Victoria came to the throne.
Married while very young, her honeymoon trip was made mostly
by wagon through two Middle Western states, to the tiny pioneer
settlement which was to be her home,

She managed to bring up eleven children to healthy maturity,
and 1o make herself indispensable to the community as a domestic
pattern, a wonderful nurse in times of illness, a counsellor, friend,
or teacher, as the need might be.

Wherever there was any oceasion for the display of sympathy,
or of ecompeteney in almost any line, she was the woman sent for.
And she also managed, quite simply and naturally, not only to keep
her graces of mind and body, but to maintain so keen and intelli-
gent an interest in world affairs that, when the progress of events
sent her hushband to Washington, she was able to slip gracefully
into her place in official society, to become known as one of its dis-
tinet assets.

To the end of her life she retained those qualities which made
her a notable little figure in more than one ecity, and | have yet to
see the advanced Feminist who has anything better to offer by way
of contribution fo the uplift.

There were countless other wonderful women in that same gen-
eration; what of the “*Mid-Vietorian ™ women who served so faith-
fully throughout the Civil War? What of England’s own Klorence
Nightingale, and the **Good Little Queen’" herself?

No, here again I part company with my excited sisters—I can-
not agree with their smug assumption of superiorvity over preceding
generations.

““Do you expect women to be drudges—mere pieces of house-
hold machinery 2’ is one of their favorite questions, always uttered
in deeply affronted tones.

Well, there, it seems to ue, is a proposition that is settled un-
conditionally by cireumstance. 1f you are the mother of a family,
and cannot afford to keep servants, then | suppose you will have to
be tied down pretty firmly; there doesn’t seem to be any way out
of it as long as people need to be fed and clothed, and premises
have to be taken care of.

If you have one servant, then more of your time will be your
own, and if you can employ several, then there is a distinet obliga-
tion imposed on you to cultivate not only the domestie graces, but
as many more as possible, to the positive benefit of your family.

There is no possible connection between the extension of the
franchise and the amount of time which any given woman is obliged
to spend in her kitehen or nursery, and yet most suffragists talk as
though the right to vote carried with it a certain immunity from
domestie ties of an irksome nature.

Apropos of this, they are found of explaining that domestic
industries have been taken from the home by man-made corpora-
{ions; that it is no longer necessary for the mother to spin, dye, and
weave the cloth for her children’s eclothing, or make the candles
that light the house.

That very fact ought to fill her with an overwhelming sense of
responsibility, and make her realize that time and energy saved
from grilling physical labor is to be spent still better in promoting
{he mental and spiritual welfare of the household.

The case of the unmarried woman, especially if she be self-

supporting, is the one customarily harped upon as most completely
illustrative of the need for equal suffrage.

Being of such myself, 1 feel that 1 have fairly good grounds for
asserting that the American woman, even if she is a spinster and a

wage-earner, need never find herself in a desperate state, except
through extreme personal or family conditions, sueh as no amount
of voling could rectify.

I know I can never be made to look upon myself as a nonentity
simply because the men of the community in which | live have been
taught to shoulder all of the more disagrecable burdens of aetual
government.

It would seem quite as reasonable to feel humiliated and dis-
graced because, in time of war, | could not carry arms. One would
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suppose that the civilized mind had progressed beyond such petty
reckonings,

All of which leads up to the chief objeet of Feminist wrath and
censure—that appalling thing known as “‘indirect influence.”

At least, one would think it appalling from the amount of
energy consumed in denouncing it by every severe epithet in the
catalogue. [t is, assert the suffragists, the most pernicious element
in the world, and when exerted by members of the female sex, it
assunres the proportions of a moral pestilence. But here again, is
one of those verbal mirages which disappear upon close approach.

In the first place the suffragist recognizes practically only one
sort of effective feminine influence—the kind direetly connected
with the barter and sale of personal charms. Befween that, and a
hand-to-hand fight at the polling-booth, she can see no shades,
grades, nor qualities, The inevitable coloring of a man’s thoughts
and character by daily association with the women of his family

and those outside of it—all this is negligible and unworthy because
it is
pitted with, or against his, as the case may be, in a ballot-box. A

indireet;”" in other words, because their opinions are not

curious, distorted view of things, that!

Another kind of analysis shows the utter vagueness of the term
under any eircumstances.

Suppose it is the will of a certain community that an objection-
able place be closed. Voters register this desire through the more
or less roundabout method of eleeting a man who is pledged fo ac-
complish the faect. When he gets into office” he probably sets in
motion the machinery which will eventually eclose the place, but,
when all is said and done, the whole thing is managed entirvely by
indirect influence, exeept on the part of the man who expels the
offenders with his own hands, or who actually fastens the door with
hammer and nails. The vast majority of voters never even know
the misereants by sight. And thus constitutional government is
always accomplished indireetly.

[t certainly represents a far more creditable moral condition of
affairs when the women among our ecitizens can say to the men
within their reach, ““I trust you to vote in such a manner that the
interests of women are looked after even more carefully than your
own, because they need more help,’” than when they shout defiantly,
“You help me accomplish such and sueh reforms, or else 1'll see that
our vote hounds you and your friends out of office.” Between the
two methods is there any comparison in worthiness and decency of
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purpose? Can there be any question as to the comparative desira-
bility of the motives?
For if there is one forward step upon which the world today
prides itself, it is upon the change in our educational methods.
“Our grandfathers,”” we reminisce self-righteously, °“‘were
taught that two and two made four because the teacher said so, and

if their infant minds did not at once agree or comprehend, a whip-
ping was the only aid to enlichtment. Our children are taught to
think for themselves—are gnided, not coerced into the light.”

We are proud of our honor systems and our moral suasion prin-
ciples—all of them manifestations of that *‘indirect influence’’ so
sadly rated by the suffragist. Why isn’'t the theory the same,
whether applied in polities or school?

After all, the really vicious, insidious forms of influence are
not going to be much affected hy legislation, nor are the higher
ones, for that matter.

The mother who feels that her husband and sons cannot be
trusted to represent her best interest at the polls. has only herself
to thank. It has been her far greater privilege to make the voter;
she ought to be able to trust him with the smaller funetion.

And the woman whom cirenmstances have placed in the busi
ness world has mueh wherewith fo reproach herself if the men who
met her daily eannot reflect something of her own best ideals.
When T say that T speak from thoroughly practical experience, not
from any visionary ambition to preach about the uplift.

A very serious aspect of the strugegle presents itself right at
this point; so long as women keep themselves from actual political
workings, just so long will their united desires be looked upon as
high-minded and disinterested. TLet them once affiliate themselves
with partisan interests—which they must inevitably do. once the
vote is theirs—and the confidence of the eommunity has been trans-
muted info a doubtful regard, forever tainted with a suspicion of
the presence of party ties.

[t is a colossal sacrifice to make—and for what?

No, they are advocating a mechanical form of influence cancel-
ahle by the tramp who happens to follow at the voting booth; I
speak for a brand which is literally deafhless, and which makes its
direct appeal to the very decentest element in any man—his respect
for women.

Men have governed weakly; foolishly and harmfully; all the
world knows that. But remember this—taking responsibility from
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them. or lessening it in any way, is not going to strengthen them;
rather will it mean that they take a backward step, while we stand
still.

It is idle to quote statisties and speecial cases; they can always
be made to serve either end of any argument. [ have heard the
state of Colorado held up so persistently as an example on both
sides of the fence that T should think it must be showing signs of
fatigue. if not of actual wear.

And the same is true of Australia, Whether or not they can he
made to prove anvihing at all. T don’t know—nor does it greatly
matter; the eternal verities may sometimes wear a veil, but they
never suffer real change.

This T do know. however, speaking of Colorado. Whereas if
has become entirely habitual to point to Denver as the cradle of the
Juvenile court, and to speak of Judge Lindsey as an example of
what a suffrage state can produce, the suffragists take no notice of
the fact that Kansas Clity. without the assistance of women'’s votes,
has developed and takes eare of the world’s model juvenile court
and juvenile improvement system: that it has outstripped Denver
and every other eity in the country, in proportion to its size.

And then, too. we must all realize that the female vote and the
Feminist movement combined have had no pereeptible effect on a
very sore industrial sitnation. That seems logical enongh, when we
pause to consider the chaos whieh reigns in that department of in-
dustial life which is under exclusively feminine control—domestic
service,

Here is the grand opportunity for a display of feminine genius
in organization and arbitration: women have the field to themselves,
unmolested, and it would he an exeellent one wherein to gain frain-
ing for more extensive activities.

I was talking one day with a clever little suffragist who had
Just recovered from a severe operation, and our conversation turned
toward a diseussion of women as physicians.

“My own doector.”” she said. “‘is a woman, and T have great
confidence in her. T think she knows quite as mueh as any man
about anatomy and diagnosis, and the secience of medicine, but
somehow. when T found that an operation was going to be neces-
sary. I didn’t hesitate two minutes before deciding to have a man
perform it. Perhaps it’s when we reach a erisis ealling for deeisive
executive aetion that we instinetively turn to men for assistance.’
And T believe we do. .
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The reason is so awfully simple, so erudely obvious, that the
manner in which it is so often overlooked is absolutely astounding.
[t is a matter of physiology, after all. As our nervous systems dif-
fer, so do our psychological processes, and with them our special
capabilities.

At a certain suffrage convention which I was obliged to report
for my paper, the presiding officer was an able woman, ecredited
(and rightly, I believe) with an unusnal amount of poise. Twice in
the course of the first day she became so pitiably overwrought by
different erises which arose that she dissolved into a state of hys-
teria, and the close of the convention found her, naturally, in a de-
plorable state of nervous exhaustion.

Now these crises were of a sort which men meet perhaps with
profanity, and perhaps with an outbrust of violence of a physical
sort, but from which they manage to recover promptly, with no one
the worse for the seuffle.

Training, the suffragist will tell you, is all that is needed to
obviate eonditions like this; give women a few generations in which
to become used to the handling of affairs, and they will meet them
as sensibly as men do.

Training? Is training going to alter the physical structure of
the sex? Until it accomplishes that, we must still go on expeeting
to find a feminine temperament in a female body.

The suffrage cause has not been wanting in clever leaders, keen
casuists, quick-witted opportunists and seientific supporters, and it
has required the combined efforts of all these adherents to gain for
it the wide and respeetful hearing which it enjoys, and its oportun-
ity, here and there, to become an experiment in social chemistry, for
such, and only sueh, it is. The pity is that experiments of this
nature always mean so tragic a loss of energy.

* = * =

And what of us—the women who feel that a tremendous new
burden, a complicated responsibility, is being unfairly shifted to
our already tired shoulders? Some of us still believe that it is for
men to do the rough hewing of the social structure, while to us is
left the management of subtle detail and supplementary finesse.
They need our work as much as we need theirs, and the idea that a
ranting sisterhood ecan transform this healthy state of interdepend-
ence into a pitting of one sex against the other in heart-sickening
political warfare, is a very sorry one.
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Those of us who have had a chance to see, and who are not
afraid to look truth in the face, know the utter and absolute impos-
sibility of maintaining the same footing for men and women who

are thrown together even in purely business relationships. We are
the women who know the futility of pretense at Platonie friend-
ship, and we know that just so long as men are men, just so long
will their eyes look upon us through the medinm of our sex—even
as ours look upon them.

There is nothing intrinsieally evil in this, and to ecope with it
requires only a little quick, philosophical personal adjustment, al-
though at that, the path is a complicated one to tread.

And, knowing this as we do, why, in the name of Heaven,
should we be foreed into a still more extensive relationship, under
the pleasing hypoeritical delusion that ‘‘men and women ought

to be able to work together impersonally?'’ They oughtn’t, as a
matter of fact. When they do, it will mean that the motive power
of this world has run down, and that its balance wheels are hope-
lessly out of gear.

These women, whose frantic energy and excited vanity is driv-
ing them forward so blindly, do they ever stop to realize that some-
body is going to pay the cost of it all? Perhaps not they. No, but
suceeeding generations, who will some day understand that their
troubles and problems have descended upon them because these
wild sisters chose to throw the times out of joint, and to set up false
relationships ; because they wanted to believe that what God had
put asunder, they could join together in their own vainglorious,
artificial little way.

Possibly they will see the consummation of their efforts, but
when a reaction comes, and they find themselves floundering among
the ruins they have made, perhaps they will try to imitate the men
they envy, and not make an outery.

They will make it, though; in the end, they will lift up their
voices in wild appeal to husbands, fathers, brothers, to come and
help them out, and they will make the demand as their right, for by
then, perhaps, they will have learned the real, true, honest, clear

meaning that lies behind the little word ‘“‘sex.’

FRANCES CORNING BOARDMAN.,
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NOTE.

These chapters were written very hastily for pub-
lication in the New York ““World’’ and have been as
hastily revised in answer to a wish for their immediate
issue in pamphlet form. They do not profess to treat
the woman-suffrage question from every point of view,
or fully to discuss it from any point of view. But I
trust that, fragmentary as they are, they may lead
some of the women of my state to consider more
seriously than hitherto the right relations of men and
women to the country and the government we love.

M. G. VAN RENSSELAER.

Should We Ask for the Suffrage ?

“Whenever the women of the United States really want the
suffrage, they will get it.” This has long been said by all reason-
ing men in the United States. It has proved itself true in two
of our commonwealths, and if the test comes it will prove itself
true in New York and Massachusetts,

It is perfectly certain that whenever we women ask to be
allowed to vote—unanimously or in any determinant majority—
we shall get what we ask. Therefore it behooves us to know
thoroughly well just what our demand would involve, whether
we veritably wish to make it, and whether we should be justified
in making it at this present time. And therefore, as a New
York woman, but one who has lived in other countries and other
parts of our own country, and has compared the condition of
women there and here; as a working woman who for many years
has been thrown much with other working women and with men
of various classes and kinds; as a woman who now holds prop-
erty in her own right, and has no relative who immediately
“represents” her at the polls; as one who has carefully considered
the woman suffrage question for a long time, listening respect-
fully to the arguments of its advocates, and as one who recently
voted in Colorado—on all these counts I ask women, and espe-
cially working women, to look with me a little into the matter.
Let us take up in succession the chief points it presents, and
briefly examine them one by one.

The first point of all is this: Need every conscientious
woman make up her mind decidedly whether or not she “be-
lieves in woman suffrage” as an abstract question? No. But
we have often been implored to say that we do believe in it so
firmly that we wish for its establishment here and now.

If we do not feel certain that it would be advantageous,
then we must feel certain that its establishment would be a risk.

Woman suffrage has never been tested in any way, which
indicates how it would work in our eastern states. Colorado
and New Zealand are being held up for our imitation. But their
experience has been too brief to prove anything. The experience
of Wyoming has not been so encouraging as the advocates of
suffrage here desire us to believe. And even if it had been, it
would still prophesy little with regard to New York and Massa-
chusetts. Not one of those three communities includes a city
even remotely approaching the size of ours. Not one has a
population at all resembling ours. Not one has problems to deal
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with such as are most prominent, most insistent, with us. Surely
we must feel that it would be a fresh experiment, in the fullest
and gravest meaning of the term, to establish unlimited feminine
suffrage here and now.

Some people are passionately asserting that they know it
would work well here and now—even that they know just how
it would work well. But they have no right to assert this unless
they claim the gift of inerrant prophecy. They have no proved
reasons, no tangible indorsements, to give for what they call
their knowledge. They say more with regard to women who
have never possessed political power, than they would dare to
say with regard to men who have possessed it for more than
a century, and been severely tried, variously tested and minutely
studied during that time. They say that good women, intelligent
women, would vote and vote more wisely than the men of their
kind, and they say that ignorant women and bad women would
not vote (or would vote in comparatively harmless numbers), or
that they, too, would vote more conscientiously and wisely than
the men of their kind. Some people boldly declare this, and all
who ask for woman suffrage imply that they believe it, for unless
the average of intelligence and conscientiousness is to be raised
at the polls, certainly no sane person can wish to see the suffrage
in any way extended.

For myself I do not think that these predictions are plaus-
ible, and bit by bit I shall try to tell why. But what I want to in-
sist upon now is that no one can know anything with regard to
the matter—that any person who says he or she does know, or can
make more than a plausible guess, has never learned to appreciate
the difference between knowing and guessing. What he or she
calls knowledge is merely a personal opinion based upon data
which are almost altogether of theoretical sort. And when a
thing is a matter of guesswork, risk is of course involved.

In this case it would be hard to overestimate the magnitude
of the risk. It would mean an innovation of unparalleled sig-
nificance with regard to the future of our women and of our
men, with regard to our political course, our social conditions,
and the status of the home and family. And it would mean an
innovation affecting not merely our own state, but the country
at large. What Wyoming does the rest of the states may dis-
regard. But what New York and Massachusetts do the rest of
the states must at least consider and most probably would imi-
tate. We must think of the tens of thousands of illiterate and
vicious women in New York city, and just as carefully of the
scores of thousands of ignorant negresses at the south. All told,
the women of the United States very nearly equal the men in
number. Think of the enormous burden of responsibility for
the welfare of our whole fatherland which we women are asked
to assume.

Are we prepared just here and now to assume it? Are we
prepared to throw into political life all the women, good and bad,
intelligent and unintelligent, of the whole United States, inchid-
ing the swarms which belong to Europe, but have been adopted
here? Are we thoroughly, rationally convinced that such an
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innovation, sudden, but irrevocable, would inevitably work for
good? And if not—if we feel that it would to any degree be
a risk—ought we not to raise our voices against it?

Silence will be cited as consent. Every new recruit for the
“movement” will be counted, and all the rest of us will be pro-
nounced merely weak, cowardly, indifferent, or as yet unawak-
ened. The world will be told that at the bottom of our hearts
we all think the suffrage desirable, else we should have said that
we did not. We must declare that we are not convinced that
unlimited woman suffrage is desirable here and now. And it is
our duty in any clear and forcible manner that presents itself
to say, “I am not sure that our country should run this enor-
mous new risk at this particularly disturbed and critical time.”

It is not necessary that every woman should make up her
mind to-day with regard to the abstract desirability of woman
suffrage. But there is a danger that, if they do not think the
matter out now, many women will remain in a state of vague
interest and uncertainty, distressed perhaps by the thought that
they should have asked for their “rights,” and perchance made
discontented by the idea that, had we all done so, woman’s lot
would have been improved and our country as a whole would
have been benefited.

“I have taken the suffrage side,” one of my friends recently
told me, “not because I am convinced that woman suffrage is
desirable, but because I think that it is bound to come some
day, and therefore it is best not to fight against it.” But no
events dependent upon human action are bound to come, like
earthquakes or comets, or the changes of the seasons. We may
say that some such events are bound to come, if existing condi-
tions do not change. But who can predict positively that any
human conditions will not change? And we may say that some
things are all but certain to come—like greater freedom in
Russia, for example. But even then, if we disapprove of them,
it is better to fight against them. If we do not stave them off,
we shall profit the world by helping the growth of courage, con-
stancy, public spirit and the reasoning power.

Far from believing that woman suffrage is bound to come
because of the present increase of interest in it, many of us
hope that just this increase will give it its death-blow. Opposi-
tion to it has hitherto been passive, and to a great degree merely
instinctive. No one has strongly felt the need to give her reasons
against it. Therefore no one still uncertain upon the subject
has had the chance to hear both sides and intelligently make
up her mind, and few have even been prompted to think about
it at all. But if the negative side is now faithfully presented,
the current excitement, we feel, is likely in the end to do more
to hurt than to help the “cause.”

Therefore it is well to ask ourselves a second question:
Upon what grounds do its advocates base their demand for
woman suffrage?




Many of them do not explain how they think that its pos-
session by the whole of our sex would affect the welfare of the
community, They simply declare that we have “a right” to it,
and state or imply that the securing and active exercise of any
right must result for good.

Even the latter proposition is, however, far from logical.
It is not a proposition which conscientious people act upon in
private life. When a woman or a man perpetually insists upon
personal rights, without considering the expediency of their
assertion, she or he is recognized as a discordant element in
family life, as a member of society whose influence is pernicious.
All family life, all social life, is a system of compromises between
the rights of different individuals. And civic life, political life,
is a system of compromises between the rights of different indi-
viduals and those of different sexes, classes, and communities of
people.

The most indisputable personal rights may be infringed for
the benefit of a community as a whole. A man may be forced
to sell his house if the people need a railroad or a park. That
great bulwark of personal liberty, the habeas corpus act, may be
thrown down in troublous times. And even the right to safe-
guard one’s life is done away with in times of war. Men are
then righteously called upon to face certain death itself. If the
power to vote could be proved the indisputable right of every
woman, nevertheless no woman should demand it without a firm
belief, based upon definite reasons, that its exercise by her sex
as a whole would benefit her country as a whole.

But the power to take direct active part in political life
is not a right in the true sense of the word. It is not on a par
with the right to “life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.”
Our present laws do not recognize it as such with regard to men,
The corporate intelligence of the country does not interpret it
thus. The instant a child, male or female, is born, the law un-
dertakes to protect it in its life, its liberty and its pursuit of
happiness. It is protected even against its own parents, should
need rise, and the murder of a day old infant is counted a crime
as much as the murder of a Lincoln or a Garfield. Of course
what the law thus professes and attempts to do it does not
perfectly accomplish. It never can perfectly accomplish it as
long as individual human beings are imperfect in so many ways.
But its theory is clear, and its practice steadily improves. Men
and women, adults and children, all are to be equally well pro-
tected by the government in so far as the recognized rights of
humanity are concerned. ]

The question whether progress might be swifter, details
of legislation and practice might be more rapidly improved, if
women could vote, may be left aside for the moment. What I
want to show now is that our constitutions, our systems of law,
our political beliefs, do not include the power to vote among the
indisputable rights even of masculine humanity. If they did,
boys would be born with the right of suffrage. They would not
have to wait until they were 21 to get it. They would vote by
deputy until they had reached years of discretion, just as now,
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if they are born to an inheritance, they own their property from
birth and control it by deputy until they come of age. 3

Expediency, not right, is the basis of the suffrage. It is
inexpedient, our legislators think, that all men should vote be-
fore they are 21. Surely the well trained, educated, intelligent
boys of New York city, even though they be not more than 10
years old, would make better voters than vicious tramps or stupid
foreigners, all but wholly ignorant of the English language. But
it is felt that more harm than good would result if the suffrage
were universally granted to boys or youths, and therefore the
most intelligent contentedly stand aside until they come of age.

And thus should we contentedly stand aside all our lives,
unless the most careful examination of a most complicated prob-
lem, to which past history affords not the slightest guide, seems
to assure us that it would be for the greatest good of the greatest
number of Americans that all women should vote. Expediency
must here again be consulted—upon different grounds, of course,
Immaturity is the ground in one case, feminality in the other.
But in the one case, as in the other, no fundamental human
“right” is involved except the right of the greatest number of
Americans to the greatest possible measure of life, liberty, and
happiness.

The possession of the suffrage and the possession of freedom
are too often confounded in popular thought. An individual is
free when he is checked in his pursuit of personal happiness as
little as is consistent with the existence of a like freedom for
all his countrymen. Universal masculine suffrage has been
established in this country because our legislators have thought
that by its means this state of things might most surely be
brought about. The innovation was a practical expedient, a
business experiment, so to say—not a recognition of inborn
personal rights. Nor was it everywhere adopted. In Massachu-
setts utter illiteracy is still excluded from the polls. Yet the
illiterate man is surely as free in Massachusetts as here—nay,
freer, since he is free from the interference of the political
“boss.” The time may come when masculine suffrage will be
limited in New York. If so, the change will be made in the
interests of the truest freedom of the greatest number—in the
interests of real liberty, as against the interests of license in some
directions, of oppression in others. To-day the suffrage is de-
nied to women—on different grounds, I repeat, but with the
same great and righteous end in view. ‘We who conscientiously
and thoughtfully oppose its granting, believe that the majority
of Americans, women and men, are more truly free to-day than
they would be were it granted; that they are less painfully
checked in the enjoyment of life and liberty, and in the pursuit
of happiness. It is not in the name of the subjection of our
sex, it is in the name of the true freedom of our sex, that we
demand that men shall continue to do the work of governing
our country, themselyes and ourselves.
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Why we take this ground I shall try to show in another
place. Now I may add that our general attitude with regard to
the ballot being an expedient, not a “right,” would be more often
understood were it remembered that governments themselves are
nothing but expedients. Were human beings perfect no govern-
ments would be needed. And until they become perfect they do
not live that governments may exist. Governments exist that they
may live as comfortably and happily as possible. Life is the sacred
thing, not government, which is merely the safeguard of life.
There is nothing sacred about governments except in so far
that they are needful engines for the protection of individual
life, family life, social life. When these are protected, the race
has a chance to advance, the world has a chance to improve.
But the mere fact of protection does not assure improvement.
The real work of furthering it is done outside of politics.

It is the duty of every man and woman in our country to
help the world grow better. But it is not the duty, still less the
right, of every one to help it by actually assisting to protect indi-
vidual, family, and social life. Even if it could be proved that
American women in the mass are more intelligent than American
men in the mass, still we ought not to ask for the ballot unless
we are sure that if any measure of our energy is given to political
life, the loss in other directions will not be greater than the gain
in this direction. It was recently said by a prominent woman
that “‘the state has a right to regulate suffrage, but it has no
right to refuse it to any American citizen.” But what can confer
it upon any American citizen except the state? Public opinion—
the voice of the people—lies behind the state in some countries,
but in ours public opinion is the state, Not merely the men who
vote, but every man, woman, and child in the United States
plays a part in molding public opinion; and the part that women
collectively play, without possessing votes, is shown by the fer-
vid declaration of the woman suffragists themselves, “Whenever
we all ask for votes, we shall get them.”

But until at least a determinant majority of us do ask for
them, and until a majority of men are willing to give them to
us, until public opinion favors the innovation, it is grossly illogical,
misleading, disingenuous, to talk of our “right” to them—to talk
of anything except the expediency of our getting them. Those
have a right to vote whose votes public opinion thinks likely to
advance the public welfare. Other people have no rights in the
matter at all.

What stands behind and above public opinion except the
moral law? And does the moral law prescribe direct participa-
tion in active political work for all members of both sexes, or of
either sex? It prescribes no more than that the greatest good
of the greatest number shall be secured, no more than that public
opinion shall carefully, conscientiously concern itself with ques-
tions of political expediency. ILook at the condition of most of
the South American republics if you think the moral law—which
must be the same for all men everywhere—prescribes universal
masculine suffrage, or look even at the negro vote of our southern
states, or at the voting record of New York city. I do not say
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that universal masculine suffrage has proved itself a hopeless
failure anywhere in our country, but I do say that in many places
it gives a bold lie to the statement that the moral law prescribes
anything whatsoever with regard to the voting power.

The constitution leaves the power to extend or limit the
suffrage to the several states, saying only, in its fifteenth amend-
ment, that no state shall make a difference between colored
people and white people. Yet it is careful to secure and protect
the genuine inborn rights of human beings as such. FEach state
acts in the matter of suffrage just as it sees fit, and has legal
and moral power to do so. If a genuine human “right” is in
question, why is there no outcry over the voteless illiterate men
of Massachusetts? Why none about voteless youths of 19 or
20?7 Why none about the adult male citizens of territories?

As a more sparsely populated, less experienced region than
its neighbors, a territory is not thought entitled to full self-con-
trol. Consequently the franchise of its citizens is limited. To
vote for their local officers, but not for their own governor, and
to send no full tale of senators and representatives to Washing-
ton—is this equal suffrage for the men of a territory?

Again, a state deprives a man of his right to a vote if he has
recently changed his residence, and each state enforces such a
term of residence as it prefers. For the moment a newcomer is
everywhere disfranchised, and if any moral principle underlies
the matter this is as true a grievance, although not as great a
one, as that a woman should be deprived of the franchise all
through her life. In short, there cannot possibly be any such
thing as state regulation of the suffrage without full power on
the part of the state to give it or take it away, just as it may
think expedient.

The first warcry of the still unborn republic, “No taxation
without representation,” is falsely quoted now as a warcry for
woman suffrage. There is no true connection, historical or ethi-
cal, between representation as our forefathers then meant it and
universal suffrage. Their cry had no reference to individual
powers or privileges. It was a collective cry from an oppressed
people, practically enslaved because their interests—not them-
selves individually—were not represented in the British parlia-
ment. If the interests of the women of America, collectively
considered, are not represented at the polls, then they too may
consider themselves oppressed and enslaved and refuse to pay
their taxes.

The true basis of the justice of taxation is not the permis-
sion to take active part in the government. “The protection of
the government,” says Judge Cooley in his “Law of Taxation,”
“being the consideration for which taxes are demanded, all par-
ties who receive, or are entitled to that protection, may be called
upon to render the equivalent.” If our government does not
recognize the equal claims of men and women to recetve its
protection, or if, when it fails to give equal protection in certain
respects, we can show that only woman suffrage is likely to
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mduc'f_- jt to, th?n, and then only, we may rightly raise the old
cry, “No taxation without representation,” and ‘give it a new
meaning.

This would be more generally understood if certain people
had not got into the habit of calling women a separate “class”
of citizens. They are not a special, distinct class of citizens
with corporate interests unembraced in the corporate interests of
the community as a whole. Physiologically they differ from men,
and this fact has brought about certain differences in legislative
action with regard to the two sexes, notably as aiTectsbpartici-
pation in the work of running our government. But as social
factors, as children of the state, they are inextricably mingled
with men—as inextricably as they are in family and business life.
And the great majority of legislative acts must hurt or help men
and women in equal measure. When negroes are legislated for
or 1armers, or bankers, or fishermen, are not the women of thé
class as nearly, as directly affected as the men? Women do not
g0 to sea for codfish or whales or seals. But the wives and
daughters of the men who do are as keenly interested as them-
selves in the laws which protect their lives and labors. And. con-
versely, American men are as deeply concerned as American
women in legislation which affects the property rights of women,
the moral safety of young girls, the welfare of the children of
the poor.

Are we prepared to say that this is not so? Or do we desire

to say that it ought not to be so—that women must specially care
for their own interests, which implies, of course, that men may
specially care for their own? Do we wish to evolve into separate
classes? saying, “The best interests of American women are not
identical with those of American men?” Is this what we do in
our families, in society, in the church or in business?
. To my mind nothing more dangerous could be said to Amer-
ican women to-day than that they need, as women, specially to
care for the interests of women. These cannot be separated,
except in certain minor points, from the interests of men. Our
men have never desired to separate them. And the blood of the
happiness of our country will be upon our own heads if we set
them the example and they are tempted to follow it. The ruin
of our country will lie at our doors if we do aught to cultivate
this, the most horrible and pernicious kind of selfishness—antag-
onism between the sexes—for from the growth of woman’s love
and respect for man and of man’s love and respect for woman,
resulting in the consciousness that their best interests are indeed
and in truth identical, all the progress, all the happiness of the
world have grown.

I do not pretend to say in how far these feelings might be
fostered or injured by the establishment of woman suffrage.
But I do say that the tenor of the propaganda in favor of woman
suffrage has often done much and is now doing very much to
injure them, at least among our own sex. "

An advocate of woman’s suffrage writes to me that, never-
the]es_:s, “it is a mockery to call those free who have no voice in
framing the laws they are forced to obey.” Of course this state-
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ment is true. But the manner in which the writer construes it
is typical, I am sorry to say, of the manner in which a great many
true statements are being construed just now. When we pro-
nounce axioms, we should be careful to respect the genuine sense
of the words which compose them.

Is it needful that in this connection “voice” should be under-
stood as meaning “a vote?” Every person has a voice in the
making of our laws who plays a part in influencing any individ-
ual voter, or in helping to form that deep and strong voice called
public opinion which influences all voters, and the collective
result of which is the collective vote of a community.

By their fruits ye shall know them—ye shall know those who
visibly act and also those who mold the course of their action.

Have women really had “no voice” in the making of laws
like those of New York and Massachusetts? Are they justified in
feeling that they must “protect their own interests” by means of
the ballot box? May they not believe that, if further legislation
specially favoring them is needed, it will come in the established
way—through the votes cast by men whose conscientiousness it
lies so largely in their own power to develop, whose thoughts and
actions are so largely determined by their own influence, con-
sciously or unconsciously exerted? And should they not see
that their task, which no man can take away from them and in
which no man can replace them, is to mold public opinion, to
form and train, inspire and reward the executive sex?

It has been said that only ignoble minds can be content with
indirect action in the political field—with power at second instead
of first hand, with influence instead of a share in control. But
why is this true of politics more than of other things? And if
it were true of everything, could any good work ever be done?
No one works to himself or herself alone, and no one’s mind and
life are trained or guided by himself or herself alone. Behind
all people who do worthy things stand others to whose help their
power of action is due. In some noble tasks it is men who thus
stand behind a woman; in others it is women who stand behind
a man. And in both cases the role of the Aaron and the Hur is
as important as the réle of the Moses.

Turn now from the “right” of woman suffrage, which is no
right at all, to the question of its expediency. This is the true
problem, and of course the best way to approach it is at the very
foundation.

Is there indeed good reason why women, simply because
they are women, should not take active part in political life?

Women are physically much weaker than men. It matters
nothing that here and there a woman may say, “Lo, I am physi-
cally as vigorous as a man.” Averages must rule when millions
of men and women are concerned. No sane person believes that
the average woman equals the average man in vigor, any more
than that the exceptionally strong woman equals a Corbett or a
Sandow.
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Nature has made us weaker than men, not merely by giving
us smaller skeletons and tenderer muscles, but by fitting us for
the role of motherhood, Of course in being fitted for this role a
special kind of strength has been conferred upon us, and no kind
could be more valuable to ourselves or to the world. But we
have to pay for it in weakness in other directions—not only in
lesser muscular power, but in lesser ability to withstand strains
and exertions of many kinds.

Man’s greater physical strength is not merely a reason why
he has hitherto done all the work of government. It is also a
sign and proof that this is part of his natural work. By nature
he is the protector of his family, whether it be attacked by wolves,
by human individuals, by the fear of poverty or by the dread of
public calamities. And by nature a woman is a being to be pro-
tected. Her physical weakness is a sign of this. So is the great
fact which necessitates it—the fact of her motherhood. So are
the domestic and social cares which the probability of mother-
hood, and the absence of the working males from their homes,
make the business of our sex as a whole. And so is the fact
that while man needs to safeguard his life and property only, she
needs to safeguard her chastity as well.

Woman is the homemaker, the home keeper ; man is the home
supporter, the home protector, and government is only one form
of home protection. Often to-day a woman must assume part
of a man’s work of protection. But this is a misfortune, not an
“opportunity.” We must make the best of it by educating our
girls better, and by teaching our men to realize, even more
thoroughly than they do now, that it is their business to protect
all women in so far as they can. But it is as foolish, as against
nature, which means common sense, to think that it would be
well if women should share equally in the hard outside work
of money making and of organizing and protecting society as it
would be to think that the world would be improved if men
could bear and rear half the children. Any doctrine which tends
toward a general reversal of the great roles of the two sexes, or
toward their confusion, or toward the growth of the idea that
they may be confused without danger to society, must be dis-
tinctly pernicious.

Woman needs more liberty, truly—at least in intellectual di-
rections. She needs to know more, to think more, to have a
deeper sense of responsibility. But she needs this to do her own
work more thoroughly, to teach her what had better be left to
man to do, and to teach man how he may do it well. Her work is
world's educator. He is the world's executive. Her work is
really more important than his, for it is the making and molding
of human character and of social characteristics—which means
the making and molding of public opimion—while man’s work is
to support and protect her as she does this, and to give public
opinion shape in that practical form which we call government.

I have actually heard women say, and with much decision and
fervor: “Certainly we should not hold office. The men ought
certainly do the work of governing. But it is our duty to see
that good men are put into office. It is our duty to vote, be-
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cause this is the best way to show what we think ought to be
done by the me» who govern.”

S{:rely th .=ou]dgt)e very unequal suffrage—half the control-
ing power tc  ours, all the work and responsibility to fall
upon the men. It would be interference—not influence. It
would be irresponsible dictation—not education, direction, help
and counsel.

And of course it would be impracticable. How could we vote
for good men unless good men were always nominated ? And
how are men nominated except through difficult, exacting work,
which is heaviest just before an election, but must be persisted
in more or less all the time? Going to primaries, pulling wires,
and influencing voters in favor of the nomination of good men
is not very hard work in little country places. But it 1s work that
needs time even there, and needs knowledge of a particular
kind—special knowledge with regard to the qualifications of
special men. And in big cities the work is so difficult, disagree-
able, and harassing that, just because of it, very many men lose
their interest in politics altogether. Yet in this work at least we
should positively be obliged to share if we wished to vote those
whom we might consider the best men into ofﬁce:’. _

No one can simply vote for “the best man” without regard
to anything but his personal trustworthiness and ability. Behind
every man who stands for an office lies a principle of one kind
or another—legal, financial or economic. Choice must be made
between principles, and choice must be made between men,
and then the claims of the one and the other must be
balanced against each other. No problem is more frequent
or more difficult than that which confronts the voter obliged to
choose between a “good man” representing principles or expedi-
ents of which he disapproves, and a less good one representing
principles or expedients he thinks right. Thus no intelligent vote
can be cast without a knowledge and consideration of abstract
political, financial or economic ideas. T'I'lf: best man, when polit-
ical office is in question, is the one who will have the most power
to legislate for us toward the best result, and this necessitates
considerations with regard to his ideas and beliefs, his wisdom
and tact, his influence with other politicians and with the people,
as well with regard to his knowledge and conscientiousness.

And this all means that women would have to take an earnest
part in political thought, an active part in political life, if thez
wished simply “to see that the best men are put mto office.
Otherwise they could only vote with blind eyes for men whom
they had had no share in selecting, or else duplicate the votes of
men whom they esteemed intelligent. I think no woman need
ask for the suffrage who desires to be an ignorant voter or a

mere echo.

Men have made our laws wholly of their own motion, as
some declare, or largely influenced by women’s expressed or im-
plied wishes, as I and many others believe. What solid ground
have we for saying that, given political responsibilities, our
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women would bear them more conscientiously than men? A
very large proportion of our political questions to-day are finan-
cial or economic questions. Is it probable that women would
be more generally stirred than men to think seriously and vigor-
ously about these? Did my friend really show cause why the
suffrage should be given to women when she said that only
direct personal political activity could awaken their real interest
in political things? Do good women thus disassociate themselves
from the duties and responsibilities of their husbands and sons
in other directions? Do they not feel a personal concern in the
progress of their sons’ college education, even though they may
have had none themselves? Or in their athletic education? Or
in their professional success, the business rectitude and diligence
of their husbands? Or in the councils and affairs of their
churches? Is it true that we feel we cannot take an
active interest in public affairs unless we take an active
personal part in them? And, if so, is this indeed a
proof that we are well fitted to serve the public good? Or is it
a proof that we are vain and proud and selfish—that we must
audibly “have our say” in the same manner as men, or else will
sulk in our corners and declare that we wash our hands of the
nation’s interests, of our men’s interests, of our own interests? I
have already said that I cannot believe it is so. I cannot believe
so badly of the women of America. They are not generally in-
terested in public affairs to-day because their true education has
only just begun. But they will gradually grow interested with-
out the bribe or the lure of votes, and then we shall see what
woman’s influence may mean for good.

If it is indeed true that the work of the world must be
divided, and that nature, experience and a sane philosophy unite
in showing that the labor of government is part of man’s proper
share, it is hardly needful to consider any such minor arguments
as that if women could vote “there would be no more wars.” But
I may say that most of them are on a par with this one as
regards any basis of demonstrated or probable truth.

Does the history of the female sovereigns of Europe or of
India show that women hate war more than men, or does it show
that when their emotions are excited they are apt to be more
recklessly bellicose than men? How was it with the women of
France in the days of the great revolution? And do recent in-
stances differ from those of earlier date? Was not the terrible
Franco-German war of 1870 called by the French empress “my
war?” Was it not recognized as such by the French people?
Do not the investigations of historians and memoir writers show
it to have been such? And which were recognized as the most
bitter opponents of the Union in our southern states during the
war of the rebellion and long after its close—the women or the
men ?

But the worst of all the fallacies now being used as per-
suasive arguments is the declaration that if American working
women could vote their wages would be equalized with men’s.
Those who promise this do not give their reasons, and they could
not base them upon past facts with regard to rises in the value
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of men’s labor. Even to-day women are paid much more nearly
the same as men for really equal work than the makers of this
promise would have us believe. But often what is called equal
work shows some inequality, if not in the perfection of its per-
formance, then in the probability that the worker will continue
permanently at her task. Although certain agitators have de-
clared that the “law of supply and demand” is a foolish fetich,
it nevertheless affects the pay of every laboring individual in
the world. Amid social and commercial conditions like ours,
the slightest inequality in working power, the slightest difference
in the relations of a supply to a demand, tell in financial results;
and no laws can possibly obviate this fact. Not legislations, but
organization, has raised the wages of men during the past two
generations. And the most successful result of labor organiza-
tion—the famous strike of the dock laborers in London a few
years ago—was accomplished by men, a very small proportion of
whom had votes. Thus there are many things to think about,
many serious questions to decide, before we can conscientiously
say that we believe woman suffrage should be established. And,
be it noted, the burden of proof lies with those who advocate
the innovation. We are not obliged to prove that woman suf-
frage is undesirable. They are obliged to prove that it is so
clearly desirable that, for its sake, the country should run the
enormous risk involved in a political and social revolution of
the most radical and far-reaching sort. This is law and justice
all the world over: The status quo, like the human individual,
must be considered in the right until we have good evidence that
it is in the wrong. Otherwise there would never be any security
for individuals, never any peace or safety for the state.

Therefore all I desire to do is to bid you pause—pause, and
think, and consider the arguments of the advocates of the “move-
ment,” without passion, without prepossession, and especially
without that foolish vanity of would-be imitation of men which
means a great lack of true feminine pride. But above all do not
be tempted to say, “We women must look out for ourselves and
our own interests.” It is a slander upon the men of America
to say this—upon those men who have so cordially helped us to
become the freest and most highly considered women in the
world. And it is a defiance of the laws of nature and of common
sense to declare that the best interests of the sexes are separ-
able. To declare this is to give men an excuse, a temptation—
nay, a veritable right—to say, “Then we also must look out for
ourselves and our own special interests.” Do you think that
the country would fare better if our men said this or that its
women would fare better? Do you not think rather that the best
way to serve our country and to serve ourselves is to do our own
work as well as we can—which means a great deal better than in
the past? And do you really believe that part of this work should
consist in a half share in the actual immediate power to make
those laws which deal chiefly with matters that men’s daily occu-
pations fit them to understand better than we do, and in the
execution of which, strive as we might, we could take but a
very small share?
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Household Hints

FROM

St. Paul Association

Opposed to |

Woman Suffrage.

Votes of Women can accomplish no
more than votes of Men. Why
waste time, energy and
money, without

result?




The great advance of women in the last cent-
ury—rmoral, intellectual and economic—has
been made without the ballot, which goes to
prove that the ballot is not needed for their
further advancement along the same lines.

Women, standing ountside of poelitics, and there-
fore free to appeal to any party, are able to
achieve reforms of greater benefit to the
gtate than theyv could possibly achieve by
working along partisan political lines.

The hasis of government is physical force. It
isn't law enactment only, but law enforce-
ment that protects society, and the physical
power to enforce the law is neither possible
nor desirable for women.

No one can afford to be neutral regarding So-
cialism or Feminism, and no one can do any-
thing, directly, to advance those movements
without helping to lay the axe at the tap-
root of Christian civilization.




Housewives!

If new tinware be rubbed all over with fresh
lard then thoroughly heated before using, it
will never rust.

Control of the temper makes a happier home
than control of elections.

When boiling fish or fowl, add juice of half a
lemon to the water to prevent discoloration.

You do not need a ballot to c¢lean out vour sink
spout, A handful of potash and some bhoiling
water is quicker and cheaper.

Celery can be freshened by being left over
night in a solution of salf and water.

To shine cut glass, rub it over with a freshly
peeled potato and then wash.

U'se catmeal on a damp cloth to clean white
paint

9% of the women either do not want the bal-
lot or are indifferent.

To remove shine from serge, sponge with hot
water and vinegar and press in usual man-
ner .

a0% of the women eligible to vote are married
and ecan only double or annul their husbands’
votes,

Clean houses and good homes, which cannot
be provided by legislation. keep children
healthier and happier than any number of
laws.

Il is unwise to risk the good we already have
for the evil which may ocecur.

When washing colored hosiery, a little salt in
the water will prevent colors from running.

Why vote for pure food laws, when you can
purify vour ice box with salertatus water?
Clean your mirrors with water to which a little
glycerine has bheen added. This prevents

steaming and smoking.

Sulpho napthol and elbow grease drive out
bugs guicker than political hot air.

Clean dinty wall paper with fresh bread.

S pof Removers

The following methods for removing spots
and stains will be found efficacious; but what
will remove the spots and stains of political
mire?

Grass stains may be removed from linen with
aleohol.

Fruit stains may be removed in the same way,
but hot alcehol works quicker,

To remeove axle grease, soften first with lard.
Kerosene removes vaseline marks.
Sour milk removes inks spots.

Discolorations and stains on bath enamel may
be removed by turpentine.

Leather stains en light colored hosiery may be
removed by borax.
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Votes of Women can accomplish no more
than votes of Men. Why waste time,
energy and money, without result?




Housewives)

You do not need a ballot to clean out your sink
spout. A handful of potash and some boiling
water is quicker and cheaper.

If new tinware be rubbed all over with fresh lard,
then thoroughly heated before using, it will
never rust.

Rub vaseline into your patent leather shoes. It will
preserve and polish them. N.B. Patent leathers
are not suitable for hikes!

Use oatmeal on a damp cloth to clean white paint.

Control of the temper makes a happier home than
control of elections.

When boiling fish or fowls, add juice of half a lemon
to the water to prevent discoloration,

Celery can be freshened by being left over night in
a solution of salt and water.

Good cooking lessens alcoholic craving quicker
than a vote on local option.

Why vote for pure food laws, when you can purify
your ice box with saleratus water?

To shine cut glass,rub it over with a freshly peeled
potato and then wash.

Common sense and common salt applications stop
epistaxis quicker than ballots.

Clean your mirrors with water to which a little
glycerine has been added. This prevents steam-
ing and smoking.

Sulpho napthol and elbow grease drive out bugs
quicker than political hot air.

To drive out mice, scatter small pieces of camphor
in cupboards and drawers. Pedlers and suffs
are harder to scare.

To remove shine from serge, sponge with hot water
and vinegar and press in usual manner.

Clean houses and good homes, which cannot be
provided by legislation, keep children healthier
and happier than any number of laws.

Butter on a fresh burn takes out the sting. But
what removes the sting of political defeat?

Clean dirty wall paper with fresh bread.

If an Anti swallows bi-chloride, give her whites of
eggs, but if it’s a suff, give her a vote.

When washing colored hosiery, a little salt in the
water will prevent colors from running.

Spot Removers

The following methods for removing spots and
stains will be found efficacious, There is, however,
no method known by which mudsstained reputations
may be cleansed after bitter political campaigns,

Grass stains may be removed from linen with
alcohol.

Fruit stains may be removed in the same way, but
hot alcohol works quicker.

To remove axle grease, soften first with lard
Kerosene removes vaseline marks.
Sour milk removes ink spots.

Discolorations and stains on bath enamel may be
removed by turpentine.

Leather stains on light colored hosiery may be
removed by borax.




Vote NO

on Woman Suffrage

BECAUSE 90% of the women either do not

want it, or do not care.

BECAUSE it means competition of women
with men instead of co-operation.

BECAUSE 80% of the women eligible to
vote are married and can only double or
annul their husbands’ votes.

BECAUSE it can be of no benefit commen-
surate with the additional expense
involved.

BECAUSE 53,000 mote voting women than
voting men will place the government
of Massachusetts under feminine control.

BECAUSE it is unwise to risk the good we
already have for the evil which may

occur.




THE FEMINIST.

-

If man could be the mother
Why there need not be a pause,
In the progress of creation,
And ’twould help along the cause.
For we must rush upon the world
In quest of loud applause.
We have no time for motherhood,
A handicap that bores !
Nor will we enter any home
But just live out of doors,
And deal a blow where 'ere we can
To all of Nature’s laws.

Creation as its been before
Seems terribly unfair.

We want to be as bold as brass
And just as free as air.

Our mental process is the same
As the Nude upon the stair.

You could not chide her very well,
For coming down so bare ;

For ’'tis only by the title that
You know that she is there.

Thus : who can tell what we may do
Stand back beware !

For the Feminist is the Cubist,
From canvas come to life ;

To dash about at random
Where there’s any sign of strife.

We’d like to go to Mexico,
Where war just now is rife.

How gladly would we step in line
To sound of drum and fife.

With a mind just like a Demon,
And a tongue just like a knife ;

Declaring ne’er again will we
Become a lawful wife.

We're like the female spider
Who is known to eat her mate.

She rounds him up within the web
For a dreadful téte a téte :

And then she chews him up alive.
It is an awful fate,

You’d think that man would run away
Before it is too late.

For we decided long ago
That he was out of date.

The Woman Movement everywhere
Haswiped him off the slate.—M. B. F.

Issued by the Massachusetts Association Opposed to the
Further Extension of Suffrage to Women,
6156 Kensington Building, Boston,
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TAXATION AND SUFFRAGE.

Those who advocate woman suffrage are fond of quoting the
colonial dictum that taxation without representation is tyranny,
and declare that this, one of “the fundamental principles upon
which the country was founded,” is shamefully violated under
present circumstances as far as women are concerned. Women,
they say, are taxed. But women have no votes. Having no
votes, they are not represented in the tax-laying body. Hence,
they conclude, here is taxation without representation.

Any one who has examined the “argument” critically, and
realizes what a total lack of connection there is between the

dictum and the interpretation put upon it, is inclined to smile
at the display of logic and to dismiss the whole matter as non-
sense, But, as undoubtedly many people who have not looked
inte the question sincerely believe that women have here a real
grievance, a few words of explanation may not be superfluous

The colonists declared that taxation without representation was
tyrannical—which is one thing. The sufiragists pretend they said

that taxation without wotes was tyrannical—which is quite an-
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other thing. There is nothing unjust in requiring all citizens who
can afford it to contribute to the support of the government,
whether they vote or not. They get in exchange for their taxes
the government’s protection to life, liberty and property and all
the other benefits of a well-ordered society. The colonists never

said or thought that taxation and votes went together and nothing
of the kind has ever been attempted. Thousands upon thousands
of men, as well as women, in this country are taxed without being
able to vote. That is the condition of the residents of the District
of Columbia. The property of minors is taxed, yet they have
no votes. A man may own taxable property in a dozen different
states and yet can vote in only one. Finally the tariff is a tax
upon every man, woman and child, citizen and alien alike, in the

country.

The truth is, that the phrase “taxation without representation”
did not refer to individuals at all, but to the dealings of one
commonwealth with another. It did not mean that neither this
man nor that woman should be taxed unless he or she were per-

sonally represented in the government. The slightest reflection
will show the absurdity of such a construction. At most, only
those would be personally represented who voted for successful
candidates. A man who has not only not voted for those who are
elected, and so have power to tax him, but has endeavored to keep
them out, cannot be said to be “represented” by them. Yet would
any one contend that all adherents of defeated candidates should
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be absolved from paying taxes because they were not “repre-
sented ?”

A very few words will be sufficient to explain what the colo-
nists meant by “taxation without representation,” and why they
thought it so unjust. The whole thing arose out of the im-
position of the notorious Stamp Tax in 1765. The colonists were
on this side of the Atlantic, Parliament in England. There were
no representatives of the colonies in Parliament, familiar with
conditions over here, and competent to explain what taxes would
bear most lightly upon the inhabitants. Under such circum-
stances Parliament coolly decreed this burdensome tax, to be
collected wholly from the colonists and not from the inhabitants
of Great Britain as well. Moreover, the money so raised was
not to be expended in the colonies but withdrawn to England.

In order to create an analogous situation in this country now,

and support the present contention of the suffragists, the follow-

ing grotesque circumstances would have to be imagined. The
women would have to be moved in a body to the Pacific coast,
the men, retaining the sole power of legislation, remaining east of
the Alleghenies. If, then, the men proceeded to declare a tax
upon, let us say, every article of clothing worn by the women,
without consulting the latter, without paying a similar tax on their
own clothing, and appropriating the proceeds of the tax on the
women to themselves, the women would be justified in crying

that the colonial dictum was being violated.

*
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But when men and women are jointly members of the same

community; when taxes are laid not upon the women for the

benefit of the men, or vice versa; when, finally, they are imposed
by representatives drawn from the community and not by out-

siders, the dictum is absolutely and utteriy irrelevant.

FREDERICK DWIGHT.

ISSTED EY
The New York State Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage,

37 WEST 39TH STREET,
NEW YOREK COITY.
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The great advance of Women in the last century—moral, intellectual and economic—has
been made without the vote. Therefore, we believe the vote is not needed for their further advance-
ment.

In the large sense, women now stand outside of politics and are therefore free to appeal to
any party in matters of Municipal and State Welfare, including Charity and Reform, in a non-parti-
san spirit. However, women have the privilege of voting for the School Board and the Library
Board. Last year, these two Boards received from taxes and bond issues the sum of $2,993,962.27,
or about one-third of the city appropriation. As only about 6 per cent of the women voted on the
administration of these funds, why give them further representation?

The basis of Government is Force, its stability rests upon its physical power to enforce its
laws. Therefore it is inexpedient to grant the vote to women who CAN NOT so enforce the laws
they may enact.

Voting is only a small part of Government. The need of America is not an increased quantity
but an improved quality of the vote. We consider the interests of the Community to be more
important than those of the Individual.

The vote is not a natural right, nor is it a right bestowed upon tax payers. It is NOT a
question of right, but of expediency for the public welfare,

Woman’s suffrage is the demand of a minority of women. The majority of women are not

asking for it. According to the last U. S. Census report obtainable, there are 24,555,754 women of
voting age in the United States and the Suffrage Party claim three to four million of this number.
Should the minority rule the majority ?

Woman’s vote is not a factor in the Prohibition movement, because out of their eleven
suffrage states, Kansas is the only one, which has Prohibition and that state had Prohibition many
yvears before women had the vote. Eight Non-Suffrage States ARE Prohibition States.

Wages depend upon the markets, upon labor competition, upon skill and permanency, upon
quality of output; wages are determined by supply and demand, not by the ballot.

Suffrage states do not show better laws governing Prostitution than non-suffrage states. The
enforcement of these laws shows no improvement in suffrage states.

Publiec Opinion is the real remedial agent. Women banded together, as disinterested and
non-partisan workers for the public good, can mould public opinion better than voting women
divided by party polities: just as men have organized non-partisan Clubs and Commissions for pur-
poses of improvement and reform.

Please take the trouble to look up the laws of Minnesota governing Child Labor, Hours and
Protection for Woman's Labor, High Saloon License, Restricted Saloon Districts, Factory Laws,
Health Laws, Mothers’ Pensions, Juvenile Court, Equal Guardianship Laws, Property Right and
Inheritance Laws. You will find them in most instances superior to those in Suffrage States and in
no instances diseriminating against women.

We do therefore, respectfully, protest against the granting of Votes for Women in our State.
We believe that Political Equality will deprive women of special privileges hitherto accorded to her
by law, and would be a menace to American Womanhood and to American Government.

Our Association has been formed for the purpose of conducting a purely EDUCATIONAL
CAMPAIGN. If you are in sympathy with this aim and believe as we do in our cause, will you
not become a member of our Association?

THE MINNEAPOLIS ASSOCIATION OPPOSED TO THE
FURTHER EXTENSION OF SUFFRAGE TO WOMEN.
331 Meyers Arcade.




Why a Man Should OPPOSE
Woman Suffrage.

First, because only a small minority of
women ask for the suffrage. Those who
do so are clamorous, and they keep them-
selves well in the limelight; but they
speak for only a small part of their sex.
Witness the fact that when, in April,
1910, the suffragists presented a petition
to Congress asking for a suffrage amend-
ment, it bore, out of 20,000,000 women of
voting age, the names of only 163,438 (be-
sides 122,382 men and 119,008 *‘unclassi-
fied"), and this after a nation-wide can-
vass, lasting a whole year, in which they
had expected to get the signatures of a
million women. Witness also the fact
that last year, in Illinois, although Mrs.
MecCulloch offered §1 a hundred for signa-
tures to a suffrage petition to the Legis-
lature, she was unable to get the re-
quired 100,000 names, and the attempt
was abandoned. Witness also the very
suggestive fact that the suffragists al-
ways oppose any proposal to submit to
women themselves the question whether
suffrage should be given them, They
have fought proposals of this kind in the
Legislatures of New York, Rhode Island,
South Dakota, Indiana and other States;
and it cannot have been forgotten how
bitterly they opposed the Drury bill in
the last Massachusetts Legislature.
They know well that there could be no
shorter road to suffrage than to demon-
strate that women want it; and if they
thought there was the ghost of a chance
that a poll of women would show a suf-
frage majority, they would welcome it.

A second reason why a man should op-
pose woman suffrage is that to thrust it
upon women, the great majority of whom
do not want it, is to impose a heavy
burden upon a sex already sufficiently
weighted with responsibilities. The aver-
age woman has already as heavy a load
as she can well carry. The strenuous
conditions of modern life are not making
it any lighter. It is impossible to re-
lieve her of this load, but why needless-
ly add to it? Shallow suffragists pro-
claim that voting is a trifling matter,
which can be attended to on the way to
market. But men know that if votes
are to be cast so lightly, and with so
little thought, they would better not
be cast at all, Women cannot better
politics unless, as a sex, they will vote
more intelligently, more steadily and
more public-spiritedly than men. But to
expect them to do this without slighting
existing responsibilities is expecting a
great deal.

A third reason why a man should op-
pose woman suffrage is that the results,
where the experiment has been tried for
years, do not justify extending it. True,
some suffragists keep on enumerating the
evils of every sort, which will be done
away as soon as women are given the
vote, But the more candid suffragists
are not only abandoning the claim of a
“moral uplift” through the votes of
women, but are asking angrily why it
should be expected. Thus Mrs. D. Bry-

ant Turner, in the Denver Republican,
asks why women should be expected to
purify politics, and adds: “Although it
is very flattering, the fact is that women
are no better than men along any lines”;
and no less a person than Judge Lindsey,
although he has since tried to explain
away his meaning, put himself on record
in Everybody's Magazine for May, 1910,
thus: “If anyone believes that woman’s
suffirage is a panacea for all the evils of
our political life, he does not know what
those evils are. The women are as free
of the power of the Beast as men are,
and no freer.”

A fourth reason why a man should op-
pose woman suffrage is that the suffrage
movement is closely allied with Socialism.
Not that all suffragists are Socialists, but
that all Socialists are suffragists and are
counting eagerly upon being reinforced
at the polls by women's votes. It is a
fact of no little moment that, in the suf-
frage parade in New York, the Socialists
had their recognized place in the proces-
sion, the red flag followed the yellow,
and the Socialist banners bore the in-
scription “Every Socialist is a suffra-
gist.” Also, the forces of evil are quick
to organize their sort of women. This
is what is already being openly done by
the *“wets” in Illinois; and A. J. Cor-
mack, one of their leaders, has lately
said: “Now that suffrage is a reality,
we shall organize our women, and expect
to have no difficulty in getting resulis at
the polls.”

One more reason may be mentioned
why a man should oppose woman suf-
frage. It is this: That the outcome of
women's voting will be either to bring
about the same result at the polls, or to
bring about a different result. If the
former, we shall double the voting lists
and double election expenses and put a
heavy and undesired burden upon wom-
en, without acecomplishing anything what-
ever. If the latter, we shall override the
majority of men by the votes of a mi-
nority of men plus a majority of women.
It requires no prophet to prediet into
what chaos that would lead us. To take
a single case near home as an illustra-
tion: Does any one in Cambridge imag-
ine that, if that first no-license victory
in Cambridge, in that December blizzard
of 1886, had been won by a minority of
men’s votes plus a majority of women's
votes, overriding the majority of men,
we should have held the city against the
saloons for these twenty-six years?

Before men are won over by the argu-
ments of well-meaning but short-sighted
women to an easy acquiescence in wom-
an suffrage, may I suggest that they give
some consideration to the probable con-
sequence, both to women and to the com-
munity, and ask themselves whether it is

best to take the plunge. As I have said
elsewhere, the time to think of these
things is beforehand, not afterward.

FrANE FoXCROFT.

Issued by Massachusetts Association
Opposed to the Further Extension of Suffrage to Women,
Room 615, Kensington Building, Boston.
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'ATURE teaches us that permanent

J‘ growth is slow, almost imperceptible.

Our Anti-suffrage Association has
grown in the same gradual but deliberate way
and many are doubtless astonished to see it
already so strong and far-reaching.

[t is said “An empty vessel makes the most
sound.” If our great Anti-suffrage ship has
ploughed quietly the turbulent ocean of pres-
ent day conditions it is a sign the cargo is
heavy. The enthusiastic manner in which the
supporters of the “Woman’s Protest” have
organized and quietly carried on a remarkable
work shows the direction and current of the
wind in our beautiful state of Minnesota.
However, in times when each day has its isms
and each week its ‘ology—when dictionaries a
few years old ignore the familiar word “femi-
nist,”—it may be a real novelty to fix our
attention upon elementary conditions of na-
ture, and face a few stubborn facts. The
truth, eternally old, must sometimes be the
fashion—as the hat worn twenty years by a
woman of the old school found itself at the
top of the style three times.

No, I shall tell you nothing new, nor is it my
aim to convince you by argument, so much as
to seek the eternally new in the eternally old.
The “woman question” has come to a stage
when every logical mind has been reasoned
back to first principles, which can be answered
only by the simple word “because,” sometimes
contemptuously called “woman’s reason,” but
so often right, with the unerring certainty of
intuition, that history tells us Caesar heeded
Calpurnia’s warning, and Pilate grew pale at
his wife's words: ‘“Have thou nothing to do
with this man.” Why do we find in nature,
the positive and negative poles? Because!
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Why do we find in force, the active and pas-
sive? Because! Why do we find in numbers
plus and minus? Because! Why do we
find in the prism complementary colors? Be-
cause! Why do we hnd in the human race
men and women? ‘“Because”! Yes, when we
reach the last “why?” in a long series, when
we have reached the “woman’s reason,” “Be-
cause,” we stand face to face with first prin-
ciples, we are in the presence of nature’s in-
exorable laws, of man’s relation to his Creator.
It is here sane, thoughtful, normal women halt
and beg every woman to study the ultimate of
life, by placing her ear against the throbbing
heart of Nature—thus to learn,—not only what
is impossible for her,—but the path of victory
and the meaning of liberty.

We recognize in the Suffrage ranks many
magnificent women,—self-sacrificing, earnest,
philanthropic,—who are spending themselves
in that work because they sincerely believe
franchise is the remedy for all the trouble and
evils besetting the path of women today. But
we also see that the emotional nature of woman
has carried many Suffragists to the disgraceful
conduct of the Militant, and the repelling
doctrine of the Feminist. Where would emo-
tionalism carry these women in the Political
Arena? Would the Militant accept the will of
the majority? Would the Feminist not de-
stroy the ideals that have grown with the
triumphs of civilization and Christianity?

We also are seeking a remedy for the in-
justices and wrongs that beset the path of
women., Our object is the same as theirs. We
are not protesting against franchise directly.
[f their principles can be fairly proven to lead
to woman’s best emancipation, or to her most
rational influence,—to the City of true Peace,—
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we shall all fall in line. We are protesting
against the sacreligious license and Babylonian
confusion to which Suffrage seems to be lead-
ing. To us the Ballot-box idea seems held so
near,—it hides the great scope and glorious
mission of woman’s world outside and beyond
it. Is there any actual relation between wo-
man’s personal world and franchise? Could
woman’s sphere be enlarged or strengthened
by the Ballot-box?

This brings us to the consideration of that
time worn expression “Woman'’s sphere.” The
word “sphere” in this connection is not a happy
selection, for it suggests ceaseless revolution in
a determined orbit,—unchanging routine. The
application of the word to woman'’s activity,
because of its erroneous interpretation and su-
perficiality,—arouses a determination not to
submit,—a sense of suffocation. Woman is
perfectly conscious that no limit can be placed
upon the radii of her mind and heart,—they
reach to infinite truth and infinite goodness.
To bring peace and happiness to women we
must Inve a deeper, fuller understanding of
woman’s nature and give her an opportunity
for the expansion and growth of her facul-
ties. Then we must recognize the element in
which such growth is possible,—take into it
all “modern improvements,” and finally win
women back to live and rule in it.

We Anti-suffragists do not protest against
Suffrage or anything else that may help
the condition of women and restore peace and
unity to the women of our land,—but we do
protest against Suffrage and everything that
may tend to foster difficulties, protract restless-
ness and bring endless contention. e see the
peculiar conditions in which women find them-
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selves today, we feel the feminine unrest with
which all womanhood seems to tremble, we
hear the heart-rending cries from overtired,
struggling, breadwinning sisters and we feel
the overpowering circumstances which call
aloud for readjustment. We recognize the crisis
1s at hand,—we are willing, indeed eager to
launch out and cour wt.oml\ enthusiastically
give a helping hand. With all our energy we
wish to strive to bring peace to every woman'’s
heart and to save the dignity of true woman-
hood. But we must be sane in our endeavor
and wise in our enthusiasms. What we wish
is to find some pathway that will lead women
to pure air in which their womanly nature
can breathe freely and their womanly minds
see clearly.

“After all,” says Mr. E. S. Martin, “what
chiefly makes the disturbance is enlargement of
opportunities, and in many respects disturbance
is a fine thing. The current of unrest is a big
disturbance, but every storm blows out in time
and so will this one,—but how will it end and
where will it leave us?”

Further, “the disturbance has brought us a
wider field of labor for women, a greater
4p1:rec1a1101 of the {JObblblIltlLb cmd activities
of women.” Certainly this is an immense
gain and bound to come in the providential
unfolding of woman’s powers. It is not this
disturbance against which we protest for it is
only these gales that push us forward. What,
then, is the trouble?

Woman’s Suffrage stands for “equal rights,”
which means competition in man’s kingdom.
This is against nature and might not the inevit-
able result of such an attempt be social, moral
and religious anarchy? As women, we must
keep our eyes well fixed on our real destiny,—
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on Nature's eternal truths,—and not strand
ourselves on the sandbars of a passing hour.

Women have a larger choice than they had
formerly,—and we are grateful; but in the
broadening of their field of labor women seem
to rebel against any limitation. With all
choice placed before them, many refuse to ac-
knowledge that Nature has a primal law, or
any true demand. But woman must remain
woman, with a woman’s nature. She can be
happy in any occupation to which her capacity
entitles her if she be true to that nature. By
seeking equality in the realm of man, she can-
not change her nature. By ignoring or repudi-
ating her femininity, she may create for herself
a veritable Hades on Earth.

On the contrary, if she recognizes the unde-
niable fact that her physical obligation to the
human race creates the limitation of her ac-
tivities and is more than offset by the spiritual
acquisition it should bring, she makes her-
self the center of a physical and spiritual orbit
of which Earth is the smaller part.

Let us ask ourselves—What do the majority
of women know about the nature of woman,—
her destiny in Earth's plan,—her stewardship?
The conditions created by the whirl of excite-
ment, so characteristic of the times, are not
conducive to a calm and serious answer to
such questions.

[f we could wisely be content to perfect our
own nature, rather than foolishly strive to
change it,—the answer might be easier. Mr.
Chesterton emphasizes the fact that “good
comes of perfecting a nature, and change al-
ways works for evil.” Legend and mythology
both show the wonder-working done by friends
of man,—almost always representing the re-
storing of things and people to their proper
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shapes; but they did not say to man, ”You
are so good you ought to be a woman,” or to
woman, —“You are so both{,rcd it is time you
had a hohday as a man,” On the other hand,
popular tales of bad magic are especially full
of the idea that evil (}Lf:troxs personality. The
denial of identity is the signature of Black
Art.

Let us look at the question impersonally, not
taking individual examples, but types illustrat-
ing the great law of w omanhood. Not a
woman, but woman,

If I want @ man, says a literary critic, I go
into the streets,—they are full of them; but if
[ want man I go to literature, there we find the
type,—in the street we find the individual.

Types are historical as well as literary.
Woman, historically, is the helpmate of man,—
both SU.IJJLC[ to the changes of the material
changing world, and bound in the moral world
by truth which is unchanging. ‘“Helpmate
indeed” sarcastically murmurs the “new”
woman ;—but the true woman, ever ancient
and ever new, looks deeper, and in the word

“helpmate” reads not inferiority or equality,
but superiority in the dignity of the moral
natures.

It is quite evident that as a physical type
she is not a helpmate. On the basis of strength,
—without the moral element,—she may be made
man’s servant or even his slave. No one has
yet been so bold as to assert that the feminine
type is man’s helpmate in the intellectual realm.
The exceptions prove the rule. When woman
strives to become the mate,—intellectually only
and not mora]h, in most cases she does not
115@ to man’s level, but remains only his “help-
er,”—more than help but less than helpmate.

[t has been said that the majority of women
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in the away-from-home-employments are
“helpers.” The principals, the ruling workers,
are almost all men. Lawyers’ offices are full of
women,—extremely competent and useful,—
but there are few women lawyers. There are
women trained nurses, but comparatively few
women doctors. There are girls galore on
the floors of the department stores, but a
woman in the firm is a great rarity. What is
the reason? Does it mean that women have
not yet their full dues in industry? Yes, to
some extent no doubt. Does it mean women
are not equals of men? No, it does not neces-
sarily mean this. It means emphatically that
the away-from-home atmosphere is not the
atmosphere of her specific growth,—it is not
the field of the influence essentially hers.
Where, then, can woman fulfill her destiny?
Where can she be truly the helpmate of man?
Can we reasonably hold the unstable opinion
of a day as against the testimony of the ages?
Can we safely abide by the hysterical outbursts
of journalism as against the calm voice of his-
tory? We cannot, or certainly we will not be
vain enough to place our little personal opinion
against the united sentence of judges and
councils of all time. If we will be true to our-
selves and listen earnestly to the testimony of
our own consciousness, I am sure women will
unanimously proclaim, that only in the moral
realm is woman the helpmate of man. “You
cannot think,” Ruskin says, “that the buckling
on of an armor by his lady’s hand is a mere ca-
price of romantic fashion. It is the type of an
eternal truth, that the soul’s armor is never well
set to the heart unless a woman’s hand has
braced it, and it is only when she braces it loose-
ly that the honor of womanhood fails.”
Shakespeare gives many examples of the
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literary interpretation of the same thought.
The catastrophe of every play is caused by
the folly or fault of a man and the redemption,
if there be any, is by the wisdom and virtue
of woman,—and that failing, there is none.
We might, with profit, follow this thought
through the history of Lear and Othello, Ham-
let, Romeo and Juliet, Cymbeline and Measure
for Measure,—and perhaps find an application
to our present day disturbance. That,—inso-
far as woman has become indifferent to her
trile mission and destiny, she has made herself
incapable of being a guide to man when he
most needs her. Shakespeare reiterates that
woman is felt at once to be frightful in her in-
fluence, in proportion to the power for good
which she abandons.

The sooner we come back to the truth of the
complementary elements in men and women,
the sooner stable readjustments will be made.
Each acknowledging that mutual happiness,
well being and perfection rests in this inter-
dependence. ‘‘Useless each without the other.”
The sooner all reasoning is based upon the
fundamental premise that the man and woman
are not identical, the sooner true conclusions
will be reached. It is so self-evident that
woman’s power is essentially in the moral world
—it seems ridiculous to be insistent. The truth
commends itself so directly to one’s knowledge
of what has been, and one’s delicate instinct of
what should be. But look at the world about
us,—do the difficulties and problems of woman
seem to be working themselves out in accord-
ance with the first principles of woman’s na-
ture? Man and woman are not separate crea-
tures, each complete in itself, but are plainly
and distinctly complementary parts of a great
unity,—the human race. “God created man in
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his own image, in the image of God created
He him, male and female created He them.”

The narrow, suffocating idea is thrown aside,
and woman remains in her sphere as long as
she is complementary to man and, as his help-
mate, is fulfilling her specific purpose in the
providence of God.

1f, within the walks of a humble home, she
is the moral support of her husband, the ex-
ample of virtue to her children, the sustaining
influence of her father, she is in her sphere.
[f her mental capacity leads her to college, if
necessity draws her into a business career, if
the suffering of humanity urges her into the
slums of a city, if in prison work, she strives
to help desperate criminals,—if she kneels be-
side the dying on the battlefield,—if, indeed,
like Joan of Arc, she leads armies to victory,
she is still in her sphere if she be the helpmate,
the moral _support, the example of virtue, the
sustaining influence of man,

Woman then is the helpmate of man in the
moral world,—therefore she must be equipped
with moral weapons. She is the complement of
man, therefore, only by the education and per-
fection of her specific qualities, will she com-
plete man and tend to the perfection of the
human race.

Fifty years ago co-equal education began,
and the woman problem of today had its in-
cipient birth. Women were deluded into an
astonishing hallucination, thinking higher edu-
cation could make them identical with men.
That, by putting on the trappings of a man,
his mental training, his suits, his walk, adopt-
ing his sports, her feminine could become i1den-
tical with his masculine nature. From 'this
equality in education,—equality in externals,—
the hallucination has gone on until now equality
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in business, equality in politics, equality in
morality are leading women into alarming ex-
tremes of thought. These express themselves
in the mental and moral attitudes of the Fem-
inist and the destructive acts of the Militant.
At its beginning the possibility of a discord-
ant note in woman'’s co-equal development was
recognized both by Genius and Religion.
Ruskin spoke his word of warning,—he
heard with prophetic ear the noise and tu-
mult which would follow, and said to speak
of equality was absurd “as if things dissimilar
could be compared.” His words, spoken then,
are no longer prophecy,—they carry the con-
viction of verified truth. Of man and woman
he says,—“Their respective characters are
briefly these,—the man’s power is active, pro-
gressive, defensive ; he is eminently the doer,—
the creator, the discoverer,—the defender; his
intellect is for speculation, invention, his en-
ergy for adventure, for war, for conquest.
Woman’s power is for rule, not for battle,—
her intellect is not for invention or creation,
but for sweet ordering, arrangement and de-
cision.” How, then, should woman be edu-
cated? Again Ruskin gives the answer, and
experience to the contrary, through fifty years,
still educators and careful thinkers are com-
ing back to his interpretation,—"“A girl’s edu-
cation should be nearly, in its course and mate-
rial of study, the same as a boy’s; but quite
differently directed ;—a woman in any rank of
life ought to know whatever her husband
knows, but to know it in a different way. His
command of it should be fundamental and
progressive ; hers general and accomplished for
daily use. There is a wide difference between
elementary knowledge and superficial knowl-
edge, between a firm beginning and an infirm
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attempt at compassing. A woman may always
help her husband by what she knows, however
little, but by what she half knows, or mis-
knows, she will only tease him.” Has not each
one of us, in her own experience or observa-
tion, realized the truth of this?

We know there are exceptional women pos-
sessing masculine intellects, and if a woman
can develop her mind on lines marked out for
men, without sacrificing any of her womanly
qualities,—who would deny her? There are
flying fish, but who, because of this, will de-
clare that water is not the element of fish in
general,—or who would compel fish with wings
never to leap into the air? However, even
the winged fish is not a bird and is far more
beautiful and far more at home in the depths
of the sea. Because some fish can fly, should
all fish be required to live in an element not
their own? Let us learn the lesson from the
number of women we see struggling and
straining in an element not their own. Re-
member, it is not the increase of knowledge
or the development of the intellect that de-
stroys womanliness; but the narrow heart,—
and vacillating will, the stunted growth of
moral qualities.

It is the object of schools to turn out woman-
ly women,—and only insofar as they accom-
plish this object are they worthy of the name.
Let us pay due reverence to the “Three R’s”
“Reading, Riting and Rithmetic,” but let us
demand respect for the “Three H’s,” “Hands,
Head, Heart.” Whether our girls speak one
foreign language or ten, let them understand
the language of the human heart and be able
to show kindness toall. Let them study deeply
and earnestly the history of other times and
countries, but let them be able to sympathize
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with the history which is being determined in
the circumstances and struggles at their own
door,—within the threshold of their own
homes. Let them study the stars and calculate
the eclipses, if they will—but let them first
brighten the darkness of this world and see
Justice and Reason behind the blinding near-
ness of circumstances. Let them feel the
Brotherhood of Man and the Fatherhood
of God. In a word, let them ever and above
all have Religion in the heart, as well as minds
stored with knowledge.

Let us beware of education tending to
change woman’s nature rather than perfect it.
Sidney Smith spoke wisely when he said: “Be
what Nature intended you for and you will
succeed ;—be anything else and you will be
ten thousand times worse than nothing.” Let
us improve,—develop every faculty we have,—
not burying a single talent. If we have the
opportunity and means, let us soar even to the
heights of the higher,—yes, highest education,
—but for the sake of ourselves,—our children,
—our country,—let us remain womanly wo-
men, accepting our place in Nature’s plan, our
destiny, if you will, and the limitations it
brings.

Certain fellowships of belief move side by
side with the Suffrage movement because the
majority of those foremost in their ranks fol-
low the Suffrage banner, and every thinking
person must at least suspect the relationship
of cause and effect, though unable to distin-
guish which is which.

Feminism may not be a part of Suffrage;:
but who will deny that Suffrage is a part of
Feminism? Many of the Suffrage leaders
are Feminists ; they have led followers to Suf-
frage and are now leading them to Feminism,
the “Ballot” being a mere way station.
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James Callaway said a few months ago:
“Suffrage will revolutionize the home ;—our

homes are the basis of our State and National
prosperity. Ballots for women will strike at
the unity of the home. It is a social revolution
when the man and woman are no longer one,
but two. The home &hould be a well organ-
ized unit,—the woman’s ballot may destroy this
and the relation becomes co-equal, and a co-
partnership,—a mere civil contract with its
changing fortunes.”

The Suffragists hd\c been crying for the
past three years,—“The Socialists are our
friends, we welcome them not only as individu-
als, but as a political party. Why shouldn’t
we?” The Socialist banner was carried in the
Suffrage parade in Washington with the Stars
and Stripes above it. “\Cnld]l*tk have been
given honored places on the Suffrage platform.
What does all this mean? Would the Suffra-
gist destroy, not only the ideal of the home,
but also the fundamental principles of our gov-
ernment, for the sake of the power of the bal-
lot?

Commenting on Suffrage in Colorado, the
New York Sun says: ‘“Women have voted on
equal terms with men in Colorado since 1893.
Yet the government of Colorado in the past
eleven years, has gone to pieces in a manner
not in any way 11]((, the breakdowns in other
states. It has failed in its fundamental duty,—
the obligation to preserve public order. The
votes of women seem to have left the state
where it was,—it does not appear to be better
administered than its neighbors.”

Collier’s Weekly, commenting, says: “The
trouble in Colorado comes from the absolute
failure of government.” Mormon influence is
strongest in Utah and Idaho; in these states
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women have had the vote since 1896, Are the
states in which Suffrage exists raising woman
in her Christian dignity? We need not multi-
ply examples of conditions in Suffrage states,
—or evidence of evils which seem to accom-
pany Suffrage, if indeed they be not its conse-
quences. :

[t is not my purpose to make any exhaustive
argument against woman’s Suffrage; but to
speak of it only as it bears upon my deep,
heartfelt conviction that woman’s sphere is in
the moral world, and that her freedom and
happiness, whatever may be her circumstances
in life, depend upon her recognition of this
fact. While Suffrage may not be identical
with the repelling beliefs advanced by some of
our women today, it is hand in hand with them.
Therefore, we must protest with all the earnest-
ness of our minds and hearts and souls against
anything that seems, directly or indirectly, to
lead to the moral degradation of women.

Miss Sewell says her reasons for being
against Woman Suffrage are not “in the
smallest degree based on the assumption that
women are not equal to men, but merely that
men and women are not identical,” and that
“no electorate has ever existed, or ever can
exist, which cannot execute its own laws.”
“No voter has ever claimed or ever can claim
maintenance from another voter.” “It is my
hope and belief,” she says, “that the sound
good sense of American women will defend
them from Suffrage and protect their prop-
erty privileges, their right to maintenance
from their husbands and their personal dig-
nity. I believe the most important factors of
the State are the wives and mothers who make
men good citizens, to govern and protect the
State.”
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Here is expressed a belief in the woman-
hood of America and a hope for her future
which I am sure is re-echoed in every woman'’s
heart. Let us unite to save the true nature of
womanhood,—the dignity of motherhood,—
the unity of the family and the influence of
the home, How? Let us declare ourselves,
not only by words, but by our actions,—let us
demand religion in the schools to which we send
our children,—morality in the theaters where
we and our daughters seek entertainment; let
us wage war against immoral posters and ex-
travagant shop windows,—let us make the
woman wage earner less necessary by making
marriage more possible, and marriage more
possible by making economy respectable and
extravagance vulgar. You may smile and say,
—“beautiful sentiments, but theory.” Can it
not be made practical? Individually we are
helpless against these forces, but if each one
will pledge herself to join a crusade—not
alone against Suffrage, but against beliefs and
abuses that threaten thc true nature of woman-
hood and the influence of the family and the
home, we may rescue the Holy Land of wo-
man’s moral Kingdom.

Let us try. Facts, the fundamental princi-
ples of Nature and Religion, all support us.
We realize our limitations,—they are in part
those belonging to this old world, with cen-
turies of time stamped upon it; but in our day
and generation we hope and pray to be of some
service in bringing back woman to a normal
condition and in maintaining the steadfastness
and purit.y of our American womanhood.




ANTI-SUFFRAGE ANSWERS

SUFFRAGISTS SAY:

1. Taxation without
tyranny.

representation 1s

2. Women are deprived of citizenship
because they may not vote.

3. Women belong to the disfranchised
class of criminals and idiots because they
have not a vote.

4. The welfare of children is woman’s
work. Why should not women vote for
child welfare laws?

5. Women are wage-earners. Why should
not women vote on laws governing the con-
ditions under which they must work?

6. Property qualification, religious quali-
fication, and also color qualification have
been abandoned. Why should sex disquali-
fication continue? 3

WE SAY:

1. It is folly to use this Revolutionary
War Cry as an argument for woman suffrage.
Men do not vote because they pay taxes.
Why should women?

2. Women are citizens without the ballot,
but the State requires a different service from
its men and women citizens. Man’s politi-
cal service to the State is counterbalanced by
woman’s service in the home. If there were
no families and no homes, there would be no
State. One service is fully as important as
the other.

3. Only suffragists make such a classifica-
tion. Criminals have been disfranchised by
statute; idiots may not vote for obvious rea-
sons. Women having never been enfran-
chised cannot be spoken of as a disfranchised
class.

4. The best laws to protect working chil-
dren have been passed through the influence
of the National Child Labor Committee.
Ohio, Massachusetts, New York and Wiscon-
sin have better Child Labor Laws today than
some of the States where women vote.

5. Some of the best laws regulating the
employment of women have been passed in
recent years in the great manufacturing
Eastern States where women do not vote.

6. Because Sex is a distinction imposed
by Nature which precludes men and women
from doing similar work equally well. Gov-
ernment is MAN’S work. Voting is a part
of the machinery of government.

New York State Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage. 37 West 39th Street, New York




TEN REASONS WHY
WE DO NOT WANT TO VOTE.

The majority of women do not want the ballot. Of these, a certain number are
opposed merely because of inertia ; a larger number by reason of an instinctive shrinking
from entrance into public life ; a third contingent, of constantly growing dimensions, is com-
posed of women who have studied their fundamental innate opposition to the ballot and
brought it to a logical, consistent expression. Some of the reasons which these women give
are:

1. Women’s rights, the rights of true womanhood, are violated when women are
forced to bear the same public burden, that are borne by men.

2. The community must suffer. The work of women in the home is vital, even when
poorly handled. It ought to be done better than it is; it would be done less well if outside
duties were added.

3. Woman does not need the ballot to effect reforms. The laws which in the past
discriminated grossly in favor of man have now been changed so that legal advantage is
rather in favor of woman. These changes have been accomplished by small groups of ear-
nest workers, both men and women, and independent of the ballot.

4. The present moral power of woman as a non-partisan influence, unhampered by
party lines, is incalculable. In many cases it is undoubtedly decisive. It would be im-
paired if her point of view became that of a party sympathizer.

5. So far, woman does not use the vote in great or in increasing numbers when she
has it. She has the vote on school questions in many states, about 2 per cent. of the female
population use it.

6. Efficiency, the cry of the hour,is outraged where two people are set to do the work
of one.

7. The ballot for women will not raise wages or lower taxes. Wages will continue
to be raised and lowered as in the past by the law of supply and demand, by arbitration and
adjustment. Taxes will be raised and lowered, as at present, at the will of voters who pay
no taxes at all.

8. The working girl will be no more independent of her employer with the ballot
than without, or than the working man now is.

9. The political effect of giving the ballot to women would be simply to double the
vote,—the undesirable and corrupt equally with the intelligent.

10. Division of labor, differentiation of function are marked features of advance in
nature and civilization. Men in business, in public life, in the battle field: women in the
household, in the school, both working with imperfect vision and defective powers, but, on
the whole, lifting the social fabric every day to a slightly higher plane,—this is the present
state of the race. Shall we take the risk of stretching woman’s labor over a still larger
circumference? Will it not give to the careless wife, the impatient mother, the captious
neighbor, a new reason for neglect of her duties; and to the conscientious woman an added
burden of investigation and choice?

Issued by the St. Paul Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage.




A SociAL WORKER’S VIEW OF SUFFRAGE

[Mrs. WiLLiam LoweLL PurNawm, the author of the following article, is one of
the best known social workers in New England. She is Chairman of the Executive
Committee of the Massachusetts Milk Consumers’ Association, Chairman of the
Department of Public Health of the Woman’s Municipal League, a Director of the
American Association for the Study and Prevention of Infant Mortality, and a
member of the National Pre-Natal Committee of this Association. Mrs. Putnam
is at the head of the Committee on Pre-Natal Work of the Woman’s Municipal
League, whose work is attracting scientific attention all over the world and is being

ied in various countries. She is also a member of the League’s Committee on
Social Hygiene.]

HE FOUR MATTERS on which women’s votes are said to be
peculiarly needed are: 1. WHITE SLAVERY, 2. INFANT MORTALITY,
3. CHiLp Lasor, 4. WoMEN’s WAGES.

1. No amount of voting can restrain human passions, yet even
so vital a passion as that of sex can be controlled by knowledge, edu-
cation and training. Women have this training in their hands in the
most important period of every child’s life. If men’s passions are
not in their own control, the fault usually lies primarily with the
women; they have failed in bringing up their sons. Moreover, the
sexes are absolutely inter-dependent and each is what the other de-
mands of it to be. If women are purer than men, it is because men
have demanded: purity of the women of their families. Women have
not demanded it of men. They have received into their houses, they
have encouraged their daughters to marry men whom they have
known to be evil. How can a vote change this? If the mothers had
not failed, the white slavers would have but a poor field for their
labors.

2. The principal connection between ballots and babies is that
there is a “b” in both. The great protection of babies’ lives is their
mothers’ milk. Wherever the baby death rate is low, it will be found
that mothers fulfil this function. The most striking example I re-
call was the drop in the number of baby deaths during the terrible
suffering of the siege of Paris, because the women, being unable to
get milk, were forced to nurse their children. Would voting help?
[ am assured by one of the leading suffragists that women would
never pass any law demanding this of mothers.

The pre-natal work started in Boston has spread over the civil-
ized world, but it is difficult to see how the results could have been
brought about by voting.

There was a great and proper outcry when Congress cut down the
appropriation asked for by Miss Lathrop for the Federal Children’s
Bureau this winter. The vote of Congress was promptly rescinded,
and Miss Lathrop now has her full appropriation, but no suffrage
was exercised in this matter. Men and women made their wishes
known through what is often called (in the case of women) “indirect




influence” and the job was done. To the simple-minded it seems so
direct to ask for what you want, as was done in this case, and to get
it—it seems the directest thing possible when you really think about
it, doesn’t it?

3. Child labor laws happen to be better, as a rule, in the male
suffrage than in the female suffrage states. Colorado had woman
suffrage for 20 years before she followed the lead of Massachusetts,
New York and other male suffrage states in passing a good law for
the protection of women and children in industry, and even now girls
over 10, and boys of any age, can ply street trades in that state. This
fact has been contradicted by a leading suffragist, but 1 have the law
in my possession, sent me by the secretary of state of Colorado.

4, Women’s wages, again, are not influenced by the possession
of the suffrage. In Colorado once more, though women earn on an
average 97 cents more each week than the average of the women of
the whole country, the increase of men’s weekly wage over their gen-
eral average is $3.62. Wages are regulated by the law of supply and
demand. Labor is scarce in Colorado. What legislation can do,
wisely or not, is to appoint minimum wage boards, and the first ever
appointed in this country was in Massachusetts.

The dishonesty of the suffrage arguments was shown rather
forcefully in the Massachusetts suffrage parade when Miss Foley
went through the streets displaying in one hand a red rose labelled
“Chivalry,” and in the other a yellow banner inscribed “Justice,”
while on the back of her car was the legend, “We do not want Chiv-
alry, but Justice.” T call this dishonest because it is not true. Had
the suffragists wanted justice they would not have killed the bill
asked for by the anti-suffragists—the bill demanding for the women
of Massachusetts the right to vote on the question of whether or no
they should have the suffrage. They killed this just measure because
they knew that justice would defeat their desires—they knew that
women did not want to vote—but they hope that by appealing to the
chivalry of men they might yet win.

The whole movement is hysterical, it plays on the emotions, not
on thought, and it has allied itself with socialism and feminism, the
greatest danger that has ever assailed our civilization.

Mgs. WirLLiam LLowELL PUuTNAM.
Boston, June 18

1S -UED BY BHE
WOMEN’S ANTI-SUFFRAGE ASSOCIATION OF MASSACHUSETTS
687 Boylston Street, Boston.
Mrs. James M. Codman, President. Mrs. Charles P. Strong, Secrelary.
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Suffrage Statements Answered

The Suffragists give the following reasons why

Massachusetts women want the vote:

1. They say: It is in the line of progress—a natural step in
the line of evolution.

The Anti-Suffragists answer: The claim that woman suffrage
is in the line of progress is a mistaken one. Evolution and civiliza-
tion have led steadily toward differentiation of function between
the sexes, not toward similarity. Suffrage purposes to set them at
the same task, and demands that two people shall do the work of
one; it is therefore retrogressive.

2. The Suffragists say: It is simple justice that in a democ-
racy all citizens should have a voice in the government. Many
women are taxpayers and all live under the laws. Many arguments
against woman suffrage resolve themselves into arguments against
democracy.

The Anti-Suffragists reply: It is simple justice that in a de-
mocracy the majority should rule, and the great majority of women
are opposed to suffrage. That the suffragists know this is shown
by their unwillingness everywhere to have the question submitted
to a referendum of the women.

In regard to taxation, there is no connection in America be-
tween property and the vote. A man may own property and pay
taxes in ten States without the right to vote in any one of them;
and in the State where he does vote and where he can be called on
for jury and militia duty he may pay not a cent of taxes.

The arguments of suffragists that women did not help to make
our laws and therefore ought not to have to be governed by them
is a fallacy. If there were any logic in this argument we should
have to make over all our laws every time a new citizen or immi-
grant came into the nation, or a new baby was born. A million
times a year we should have to make over our laws. Massachusetts
men who spend their vacations in Maine or New Hampshire would
be free from obligation to obey the laws of those States, because
they had had no voice in making them.

3. The Suffragists say: Men and women being unlike, the
State needs the expression of their differing points of view.

The Anti-Suffragists reply: Men and women being unlike it
is foolish to insist that their relation to government should be the
same. There are many effective methods for the expression of the
feminine point of view besides the vote. Women’s Clubs are re-
sponsible for more good laws than women voters.

(OVER)




4. The Suffragists say: Women as home-makers and
mothers need the ballot to obtain the proper sanitary and moral
environment for their children.

The Anti-Suffragist answer: Women as home-makers and
mothers have not obtained better sanitary and moral conditions for
their children in suffrage States than in non-suffrage States. In
Colorado little girls of ten and boys of any age can carry on street
trades, and Judge Lindsay is reported as saying that cases in his
Juvenile Court on sex charges have multiplied 300 per cent. in the
last few years. In Utah a girl of twelve can carry on a boot-black’s
trade. In Washington a child of ten, boy or girl, can beg, peddle,
or sing on the street, for gain, and child labor at night is prohibited
in bake-shops only. These laws compare very unfavorably with
those in many male suffrage States.

5. .The Suffragists say: Women in gainful occupations out-
side the home need the ballot for their own protection.

The Anti-Suffragists answer: As the laws for the protection
of women in industry are better in male suffrage States than in
woman suffrage States, wage-earning women cannot be said to need
the ballot for their own protection. A considerable fraction of them
are under twenty-one, and could not vote if the ballot was given to
women.

6. The Suffragists say: Because women as a whole need the
hroadening and democratic interests.

The Anti-Suffragists reply: The number of opportunities for
women to have “broadening and democratic” interests are so in-
numerable that she cannot begin to exhaust them. The vote will add
nothing to these oportunities.

7. The Suffragists say: We are confronted not by a theory,
but by a fact. Women already have full suffrage in nine States
and the territory of Alaska, and impartial testimony agrees that
they exercise the right in the main wisely and to the benefit of the
community.

The Anti-Suffragists answer: It is true that women already
have the vote in the most sparsely settled regions of this country
where there are no large cities and where conditions are very unlike
those in the great, thickly populated States of the Union. Utah has
a population of about four to the square mile; Wyoming, which is
one and one-half times as large as all New England, has a popula-
tion about the size of Worcester, Mass. The whole nine suffrage
States have a population much smaller than that of the State of
New York. In several of these States Mormonism also has a strong
hold, and populism and free silver have been popular causes. They
are not models for Eastern States to follow. Impartial testimony
is far from agreeing that suffrage even there is of benefit to the
community. Its result is to weaken the electorate by increasing the
proportion of boss-controlled and easily misled voters, and the pro-
portion of stay-at-homes among the intelligent and respectable.

WOMEN'S ANTI-SUFFRAGE ASSOCIATION OF MASSACHUSETTS
687 Boylston Street, Boston.

Mrs, JOHN BALCH, President
Mgrs, CHARLES P. STRONG, Secretary
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Dr. ANNAHOWARD SHAW

President of the National Suffrage

Association Says :

“The Anti-Suffragists
Are the Home, Heaven
and Mother Party.”

IF YOU LIKE HOME, HEAVEN
AND MOTHER, AND ARE GOING
OUR WAY, JOIN US!

IF YOU ARE GOING THE OTHER
WAY, JOIN THE SUFFRAGISTS.




THE TRUTH
ABOUT WAGE-EARNING WOMEN

HE often repeated misstatement of the Suffragists that
there are 8,000,000 wage-earning women who need the
ballot for their protection has been corrected time after time,
both in the Prorest and by our speakers from the platform. But
the statement still persists, for some reason or other, either be-
cause the suffrage brain is impervious to facts or else Suffragists
do not regard facts as essential elements in a controversy.
We are driven to the necessity therefore of putting these facts
in such a form that the veriest child can understand them and
even a Suffragist may not escape them.

A PRIMER

Question—How many women are employed in the U. S.?

Answer—There are 8,075,772 women ten years of age and over
employed in gainful pursuits according to the last census.

Question—Are they all wage-earning women?

Answer—No ; there are only 5,607,600 women, or about 69 per
cent, of those gainfully employed who work for wages.

Question—How are the other 31 per cent. employed?

Answer—About 13 per cent. are business women who own
their own business and employ other women, or they are pro-
fessional women, i. e., doctors, lawyers, ministers, teachers,
artists, etc.; 18 per cent. are agricultural workers who are at
work on home farms of their brothers, fathers, sons or husbands
and are not paid wages.

Question—How many of these wage-earners are employed in
factories, stores, laundries, hotels or in occupations generally
covered by labor laws?

Answer—There are 2,646,329, or less than one-third of all
women emploved.

Question—Would the ballot in the hands of these women ben-
efit them?

Answer—No. They would be hopelessly in the minority even
if they all could and would vote.

Question—How many of these are of voting age?

Answer—1,266,559, or 156 per cent. of all women gainfully
employed.

Question—Has the ballot in the hands of women ever ben-
efited the laws for working women?

Answer—No. The best laws are to be found in male-suffrage
States. .

Question—Will the ballot in women’s hands raise the wages
of working women?

Answer—No. The wages of women have not been raised in
the States where women vote, and women’s wages in these States
are no higher in comparison with the wages of men than in male-
suffrage States.

Question—How many women are employed in domestic ser-
vice where their employers are women?

Answer—2,530,846, or 45.1 per cent. of all wage-earners, are
domestic servants, laundresses in private homes or are engaged
in other occupations of a domestic character.

Question—Would not women’s vote improve the conditions in
laundries and like places of employment?

Answer—No. Even if the vote could improve conditions
there, the majority of women would not vote to that end. There
are only 79,000 women employed in laundries, but there are
546,000 women, or nearly seven times as many, laundresses em-
ployed in private families where women could raise their wages
and diminish their hours of toil without recourse to the ballot if
they desired to do so.

These facts can be verified by reference to the Census Re-
ports, Vol. 4, 1910.

ISSUED BY
The National Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage
37 WEST 39th STREET
NEW YORK CITY




SUFFRAGE A CULT OF SELF AND SEX

A letter from Dr. Charles L. Dana to Miss Alice Hill Chittenden, President, New York State Asso-
ciation Opposed to Woman Suffrage.

(Note—Charles Loomis Dana, professor of physiology, Woman's Medical College, 1880 to 1886, profassor
of nervous diseases at Bellevue Hospital Medical School since 1897, and also at Cornell Medical College, is rec-

ognized as one of the world’s leading neurologists.)

My Dear Miss Chittenden:

It is true that after much hesitation and delibera-
tion | have jumped down from the fence and become
definitely opposed, for the present at least, to woman's
suffrage. The immediate and compelling reason is
the fact that | find so many mbre promising, more
serious, more unselfish and more pressing problems
relating to human welfare forced on my attention.
There are, for example, the questions of disease, of
infant welfare, of mental and moral defectives, of im-
migration, of unemployment of labor, of housing, of
education, and also the problems of our country's de-
fense, The air is filled with cries for help, and for all
these cries and problems there is need of study and
work,

Furthermore, we know that we can by such study
and work achieve semething. There is no battle line
as to these matters. We are all agreed that they neggl
our attention and our best efiforts and that such er-
forts will secure reward and make an assured con-
tribution to human progress. But women voters—
will they help or mar? We do not know. Apparently
they do nothing.

To me this insistent demand of “votes for women"
is a distant and selfish cry—an echo of thB'chlidIS}':
demand: “| want my doughnut, and | want it now!’

Voting is not a right denied, but a privilege
granted. If we give votes to women we do not cor-
rect injustice, we experiment in legislation. If voting
by women could be shown to add to the happiness,
efficiency and progress of the state, women ought to
vote. |If voting by men did not do these things men
should not vete, but we should go back to the effi-
cient days of the despot. It has not been shown so
far that votes by women have added to the real value
of government; until it has done so there should be a
decent pause arid a co-operation in work on social
measures which we know are urgent and workable.

Apparently the propagandists in this country will
not listen to this. They cannot appreciate the point
of view; they do not even try. | once put it to Mrs.
Pankhurst, and she promptly and automatically re-
plied with an attack on the tyranny of man. Yet in
England they now admit its force.

But, as | walk down Fifth avenue and see the
garish and vulgar display of “votes for women,” with
its table of half-true statistics, | feel that | am con-
fronted with the oriflamme of a noisy and selfish
propaganda, and | am forced as a conscientious citi-
zen to take a stand; and | urge that the energies and
magnificent capacities of women for prompting good
causes be spent just now on more acutely needed
lines and more fruitful fields,

Of course, all this is just one person’s view, and
doubtless advocates of the great cause have an an-
swer, rich in scornful objurgation, which will thrill
and satisfy them.

| presume, however, that you rather expecte}i me to
say something as a neurologist and one having had
some experience with the anatomy and nervous sys-
tem of women. There are some fundamental differ-
ences between the bony and the nervous structures
of women and men. The brain-stem of woman is
relatively larger; the brain mantle and basal ganglfa
are smaller; the upper half of the spinal cord is
smaller; the lower half which sontrols the pelvis
and limbs is much larger. The.: are structural
differences. which underlie definite differences in

the two sexes. | do not say that they will pre-
vent a woman from voting, but they will prevent
her from ever becoming a man, and they point the
way to the fact that woman's efficiency lies in a spe-
cial field and not that of political initiative or of
judicial authority in a community’s organization.
There may be an answer to this assertion, but no one
can deny that the mean weight of the O. T. and C. S.
in a man is 42 and in woman 38; or that there is a
significant difference in the pelvic girdle.

Besides, there are qualities in the nervous system
of woman that call for protection and make at least
certain forms of aggressive and responsible life dan-
gerous, About one-fourth of the insanity of civilized
countries is due to serious blood diseases, alcohol and
drugs. Men are three times more addicted to drugs
and alcohol and ten times more the sufferers from
blood infection and the accidents that come from an
extradomicilliary life than women. Despite this,
there are practically no more cases of insanity among
men than among women. |n fact, women are rather
more subject than men to the pure psychoses. If
women achieve the feministic ideal and live as men
do, they would incur the risk of 25 per cent. more
insanity than they have now.

I am not saying that woman’s suffrage will make
women crazy. | do say that woman’s suffrage would
throw into the electorate a mass of voters of delicate
nervous stability. We would double our vote, double
the expense of elections and add to our voting and
administrative forces the biological element of an
unstable preciosity which might do injury to itself
without promoting the community’s good. | do not
assert that this is surely to happen, but there is a
reasonable certainty that some of it might if woman's
suffrage were adopted and taken seriously and in
thoroughgoing fashion, as should be the case if
women assume the responsibilities of government.
Hence, why not go slowly?

Finally, as to anti-suffrage and intelligence. There
is, | find, an acute controversy as t6 which party is
the less intelligent, the suffragists or anti-suffragists.
Real intelligence lies in wisdom, in the power to ad-
just one’s acts and functions to the environment and
its problems; and women seem, so far. to have taken
in large measure the suffrage question, not intelli-
gently, but obsessively. It is adopted as a kind of
religion, a holy cult of self and sex, expressed by a
passion to get what they want. There is no program
no promise; only ecstatic assertions that they ought
to have it and must have-it, and of the wonders that
will follow its possession. The minds which lead a
cause may be great and broad, inspired and un-
selfish; but they are so only when the cause has the
same qualities. There are many quiet, sensible
women who honestly believe in this cause, but often
the active and aggressive workers and writers who
think themselves so clever are definitely defective
mentally., Measured by fair rules of intelligence test-
ing, | should say that the average zealot in the cause
has about the mental age of 11. They look through
a cranny and see a darzling illumination beyond,
which is to them the light of a new heaven when it
is really only the sublimation of an unoccugied “elan
vital.” Yet they consider every one who does not
believe with them to be unintelligent, so | suppose
that they will class as such,

Yours very sincerely,
(Signed) CHAS. L. DANA, M. D.

WOMAN'’S ANTI-SUFFRAGE ASSOCIATION

37 WEST 39TH STREET, NEW YORK
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WHY I AM OPPOSED TO WOMAN
SUFFRAGE!

IT has been quite a shock to people who do not know me, but
who thought they did, to find me opposed to woman’s suffrage.
Because I have been for so many years a working-woman, and
because the profession I chose is, or was at the time I entered it,
supposed to be entirely a man’s profession, they thought I wanted
all the privileges of men. But I don’t. You could have counted
the women journalists on the fingers of one hand at the time I
entered the ranks, Nowadays you could not find fingers enough
in a regiment to count them on. There are now certain branches
of journalistic work that are almost entirely given over to women,
and women not only edit mere departments of daily papers, but
there are those who edit the Sunday editions of some of the big-
gest dailies.

I am a great believer in the mental equality of the sexes, but
I deny the physical equality. I believe in putting men’s work
and women’s work of the same kind side by side, and judging
them not as sex work, but simply as work. To have a “ Woman’s
Building ”* at the World’s Fair did not seem to me a compliment
to the sex, but I believe some good reasons were advanced for it.
Even some of its staunchest advocates, however, doubt if there
will ever be such another building at such another show. I do
not believe in sex in literature or art. Every book should be
compared with all other books of its kind, and so with every pic-
ture, statue, or musical composition. There are few trades or
professions that I do not think women fairly well equipped for,
or capable of being prepared for. I cannot say that I quite like
the idea of a woman preacher, but that may be a mere prejudice ;
nor do I think that I would retain a woman lawyer. But this is
neither here nor there.

In politics I do not think that women have any place. The
life is too public, too wearing, and too unfitted to the nature of
women. It is bad enough for men —so bad, that some of the

1 Reprinted from Harper's Bazar, May 19, 1894.
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best of them keep out of it; and it would be worse for women,
Many of the women who are enthusiastic in the cause of suffrage
seem to think that if they are once given the power to vote, every
vexed question will be settled, every wrong righted. By dropping
their ballots in the box they believe that they can set in motion
the machinery of an earthly paradise. I wish I could think so.
It is my opinion that it woewld let loose the wheels of purgatory. 1f
the ballot were the end, that would be one thing, but it is only
the beginning. It women vote they must hold office, they must
attend primaries, they must sit on juries. We shall have women
““ heelers ” and women * bosses ;" there will be the * girls ” of the
Fourth Ward (when it comes to New York) as well as the “ boys.”

What will become of home life, I should like to know, if the
mother and the father both are at the “ primary” or the con-
vention ? Who will look after the children? Hired mothers?
But can every woman with political ambitions afford to pay for
a “resident” or a “visiting "’ mother? And even if she can, will
such a one take the place of the real mother? I think not.
Cannot a woman find a sufficiently engrossing “ sphere” in the
very important work of training her children! If there are any
sons among them, she can mould them into good citizens; if
there are any daughters, she can guide their footsteps along any
path they may choose, for all paths but the political are open to
them. I do not think that to be a good housewife should be the
end and aim of every woman’s ambition, but I do think that it
should be some part of it ; for I am old-fashioned enough to be a
pious believer in the influence of a mother’s training upon her
children. Read the life of any great man, and you will see how
much of his greatness he owed to his mother. It seems to me
that it is a bigger feather in a woman’s cap — a brighter jewel in
her crown — to be the mother of a George Washington than to be
a member of Congress from the Thirty-second District.

From the day Adam and Eve were created to the present year
of grace men and women have been different in all important re-
spects. They were made to fill different réles. It was intended
by nature that men should work, and that women should share
in the disposition and enjoyment of the fruits of their labor. Cir-

.cumstances alter cases, and women are often —alas! too often

— driven out into the world to make their own way. Would they
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find it any easier if they had the ballot! Do men find it so easy
to get work? If they do, why are there so many thousands of
the clamoring unemployed ?

It is said that the laws are unfair to women. Then call the
attention of the law-makers to the fact, and see how soon they
will be amended. I think that men want to be fair to women,
and a petition will work wonders with a Congressman. Will
women always be fair to women? That is a serious question.
They may on some points, but the question of chivalry never
comes into consideration between women. It does between men
and women, and the latter profit by it.

I speak from experience when I say that I don’t see how
women can cultivate home life and enter the political arena.
Circumstances forced me to go out into the world to earn my
own bread and a part of that of others. When my mother was
living, she made the home, and all went well. But after that,
after marriages and deaths, a family of four small children came
to me for a home. I don’t mean for support, for they had a
father living, but for a home. I had to take, as far as possible,
the place of my sister, their mother. To do my duty by them
and by my work was the most difficult task I ever undertook. I
had to go to my office every day and leave them to the care of
others. Sometimes the plan worked well, but oftener it worked
ill —very ill indeed. I had seven people doing, or attempting to
do, what I and two others could have done had I been able to be
at home and look after things myself. Suppose that politics had
been added to my other cares? Suppose that I had had meet-
ings to attend and candidates to elect, perhaps to be elected my-
self? What would have been the result? Even direr disaster!
We cannot worship God and Mammon ; neither can we be poli-
ticians and women. It is against nature, against reason. Give
woman everything she wants, but not the ballot. Open every
field of learning, every avenue of industry to her, but keep her
out of politics. The ballot cannot help her, but it can hurt her.
She thinks it a simple piece of paper, butitis a bomb — one that
may go off in her own hands, and work a mischief that she little
dreams of.

Issued by the Massachusetls Association Opposed to the Further Extension
of Suffrage to Women.
Pamphlets and leaflets may be obtained from the Secretary,
Room 615,
Kensington Building,
687 Boylston Street, Boston, Mass.




AM opposed to the granting of suffrage to women, because I
[ believe that it would be a loss to women, to all women and
to every woman; and because I believe it would be an injury to
the State, and to every man and every woman in the State, It would
be useless to argue this if the right of suffrage were a natural
right. If it were a natural right, then women should have it
though the heavens fall. But if there be any one thing settled in
the long discussion of this subject, it is that suffrage is not a
natural right, but is simply a means of government; and the sole
question to be discussed is whether government by the suffrage of
men and women will be better government than by the suffrage of
men alone. The question is, therefore, a question of expediency,
and the question of expediency upon this subject is not a question
of tyranny, as the gentleman from Cattaraugus has said, but a
question of liberty, a question of the preservation of free con-
stitutional government, of law, order, peace and prosperity. Into
my judgment, sir, there enters no element of the inferiority of
woman. There could not, sir, for I rejoice in the tradition and
in the memory and the possession of a home where woman
reigns with acknowledged superiority in all the nobler, and the
higher attributes that by common, by universal, consent, deter-
mine rank among the highest of the children of God. No, sir.
It is not that woman is inferior to man, but it is that woman is
different from man; that in the distribution of powers, of capac-
ities, of qualities, our Maker has created man adapted to the
performance of certain functions in the economy of nature and
society, and women adapted to the performance of other func-
tions, One question to be determined in the discussion of this
subject is whether the nature of woman is such that her taking
upon her the performance of the functions implied in suffrage
will leave her in the possession and the exercise of her highest
powers or will be an abandonment of those powers and on en-
tering upon a field in which, because of her differences from
man, she is distinctly inferior. Mr. President. I have said that
I thought suffrage would be a loss for women. I think so be-
cause suffrage implies not merely the casting of the ballot, the
gentle and peaceful fall of the snow-flake, but sufirage, if it means
anything, means entering upon the field of political life, and
politics is modified war. In politics there is struggle, strife,
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contention, bitterness, heart-burning, excitement, agitation, every-
thing which is adverse to the true character of woman. Woman
rules to-day by the sweet and noble influences of her character.
Put woman into the arena of conflict and she abandons these
great weapons which control the world, and she takes into her
hands, feeble and nerveless for strife, weapons with which she
is unfamiliar and which she is unable to wield, Woman in strife
becomes hard, harsh, unlovable, repulsive; as far removed from
that gentle creature to whom we all owe allegiance and to whom
we confess submission, as the heaven is removed from the earth.
Government, Mr. President, is protection. The whole science of
government is the science of protecting life and liberty and the
pursuit of happiness, of protecting our person, our property, our
homes, our wives and our children, against foreign aggression,
against civil dissension, against mobs and riots rearing their
fearful heads within this peaceful land during the very sessions
of this Convention. Against crime and disorder, and all the army
of evil, civil society wages its war, and government is the method
of protection, protection of us all. The trouble, Mr. President,
is not in the principles which underlie government, Men and
women alike acknowledge them and would enforce them, honor
and truth, and justice and liberty; the difficulty is to find out
how to protect them. The difficulty is to frame the measure,
to direct the battle, to tell where and how the blows are to be
struck and when the defenses are to be erected.

Mr. President, in the divine distribution of powers, the duty
and the right of protection rests with the male. It is so through-
out nature. It is so with men, and I, for one, will never
consent to part with the divine right of protecting my wife, my
daughter, the women whom I love and the women whom I
respect, exercising the birthright of man, and place that high
duty in the weak and nerveless hands of those designed by God
to be protected rather than to engage in the stern warfare of
government. In my judgment, sir, this whole movement arises
from a false conception of the duty and of the right of men and
women both. We all of us, sir, see the pettiness of our lives.
We all see how poor a thing is the hest that we can do. We all
at times long to share the fortunes of others, to leave our tire-
some rotnd of duty and to engage in their affairs. What others
may do seems to us nobler, more important, more conspicuous
than the little things of our own lives. It is a great mistake, sir,
it is a fatal mistake that these excellent women make when they




conceive that the functions of men are superior to theirs and seek
to usurp them. The true government is in the family. The true
throne is in the household. The highest exercise of power is
that which forms the conscience, influences the will, controls the
impulses of men, and there to-day woman is supreme and woman
rules the world. Mr. President, the time will never come when
this line of demarcation between the functions of the two sexes
will be broken down. I believe it to be false philosophy ; I believe
that it is an attempt to turn backward upon the line of social
development, and that if the step ever be taken, we go centuries
backward on the march towards a higher, a nobler and a purer
civilization, which must be found not in the confusion, but in the
higher differentiation of the sexes. But, Mr. President, why do we
discuss this subject? This Convention has already acted upon
it. A committee, as fairly constituted as ever was committee,
has acted upon it, a committee which had among its members
four who were selected by the women who lead this movement,
which had a much smaller number of gentlemen who were known
to be opposed to it, the great body of which was composed of
men whose ideas and feelings upon the subject were utterly un-
known, has acted upon it, and reported to the Convention. The
Convention has, by a unanimous vote, decided that it will not
strike the word “male” from the Constitution. Now we are
met, sir, by a proposition that instead of performing the duty
which we came here to perform, instead of exercising the warrant
given to us by the people to revise and amend the Constitution,
we shall have recourse in a weak and shuffling evasion, and then
throw back upon the people the determination which they charged
us to make in this Convention. We are asked to do it. Why?
to do it from good nature, to do it because my friend from
New York, Mr. Lauterbach, is a good fellow; to do it because
it will please this lady and that lady, who have been impor-
tuning members about this hall for months; to do it, heaven
knows for how many reasons, but all reasons of good nature,
of kindliness, of complaisance, opposed to the simple performance
of the duty which we came here to discharge under the sanction
of our oaths. Mr. President, I hope that this Convention will
discharge the duty of determining who shall vote; discharge it
with manliness and decision of character, which, after all
the women of America, God bless them, admire and respect
more than anything eise on this earth,
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WOMAN’'S RIGHTS vs WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

OTES are far from being the whole story in this dispute. The
imposition of political duties upon women is not, as suffragists
claim, the logical result of the several steps by which the civil and legal
rights of women have been recognized. It is a fundamental departure
from the ideals of life and of the distribution of its duties on which
the fabric of our society rests to-day. As the civic and legal rights
of women have increased, public thought has become blurred and
confused as to woman’s duties. The suffrage is a responsibility and a
duty.

Upon one thing we are all agreed—the right of woman to that
individual development which shall make possible her {fullest con-
tribution to the social order. There is honest difference of opinion as
to how this contribution shall be made. There is no monopoly on
either side of spiritual vision or of devoted service. There are those
who believe that only through the vote can the State be moralized and
reformed—and there are others who believe that woman’s vote would
be a waste of power because a duplication of effort, and that there
would be no compensating gain to woman or the state for this economic
loss. 'These hold the conviction that true progress can lie only in

guiding nature in the direction in which she is moving, and not in

trying to head her off, who believe that the so-called “reform” is
really a retrogressive movement,

The chief opponents of woman suffrage are not the special interests
nor those men who take a narrow and prejudiced view of woman’s
relation to the state, but those women who have grave doubts whether
their duty lies in service to the state by the ballot, or by a fulfilment
of present responsibilities which bear no relation to the ballot. Society
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developing normally tends to differentiate and separate the duties which
men and women have, for “civilization deepens the dye of sex.”

1f there is one thing which alarms the advocates of woman suf-
frage, it is the suggestion that an opportunity shall be given to the

women to register an opinion on this “revolutionary measure,” as
Mr. Gladstone termed woman suffrage. They hate the thought of it.
The reason is quite clear: they know quite well that the great majority
of women are not with them and they do not want the voters to find
it out. The most ardent suffragists are agreed that the enfranchise-
ment of woman is the one subject on which men alone are competent
to decide. It is no part of their plan to give women a chance to
express their will on this question. They forget that the foundation
of a democracy lies in mutual agreement and majority rule. From the
days of the Mayflower Compact to the adoption of the Arizona con-
stitution, the people are “bound to obedience under what is undoubtedly
the will of the majority.”

So convinced are these impassioned advocates of votes for women
that theirs is the one method by which woman should contribute her
services to the state that they are determined to force legislation which
is in strong opposition to the wishes of the great majority of those
most concerned. Because it is peculiarly true of the American man
that he shuns contention and argument with women, there is danger
that the will of a minority, insistent and clamorous, shall be interpreted
as the expressed desire of the majority, unless this great army of
hitherto silent women takes the anomalous position of publicly pro-
testing against the imposition of political duties.

Wherever women have been given an opportunity to express their
will in regard to the suffrage, a very small proportion have gone on
record in favor of it. The suffragists report that only 8 per cent. of
the 24,000,000 women of voting age in the United States are enrolled
as active suffragists. In the state of Connecticut, which the suffragists

claim as the best organized of any of the eastern states, only 4 per cent.

of the women of voting age are acknowledged suffragists. In Mass-

achusetts in 1895 a Referendum was held in which both men and

women were allowed to vote on the question “Is it expedient that

Municipal Suffrage should be granted to Women.” The suffragists

made every possible effort to bring out the vote of the women while
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the anti-suffragists were encouraged nof to vote. Only 4 per cent, of
the women of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts went on record in
favor of municipal suffrage for women,

You may say that this was 18 years ago and public sentiment has
changed, yet we find the suffragists to-day in the state of Massachu-
setts protesting against another referendum, because as they now
admit “the referendum of 1895 set back their cause many years” as
well it might. In that state where all women of 21 years can vote for
members of the school board without paying a poll tax and by meeting
a slight educational qualification, only 214 per cent. of the women
entitled to register and vote for school committee do so,

The last election in Boston for school committee brought out the
lowest percentage of registered women voters on election day that has
been recorded since 1879—with two exceptions—although since 1879
the city has greatly increased in population.

In the state of New Hampshire during May 1912 over 3,000
women of voting age were enrolled opposed to woman suffrage,
although in 40 years’ agitation the suffragists reported as their net
membership some 7,000 members, men and women.

In San Francisco at the election of November 1912, according to
the report of the Commissioner of Elections, 26 per cent. of the women
of that city entitled to register and vote did so, although that day
offered the first opportunity for San Francisco women to cast their vote
for presidential electors.

In England when it was suggested in South Wiltshire to hold a
referendum which the local anti-suffragists welcomed, the suffragists
spurned the suggestion because “the referendum gives an equal value
to the opinion of those who have carefully studied the subject and
probably that larger number who have given it no serious considera-

tion.” In passing, it is interesting to ask if this objection which in the
minds of the suffragists invalidated the referendum in South Wilt-
shire does not sum up one of the chief arguments of the opponents to
woman suffrage, who see in woman suffrage a destruction of the
power of the informed woman to-day, since the vote would give to the
uninformed woman equal power with the informed.

Suffragists promised us in 1910 a petition to Congress bearing
1,000,000 signatures. ‘They managed to secure the signatures of
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163,438 women to that long heralded petition and these 163,438 names
represented the harvest of months of passionate and devoted work
throughout the country.

Why is it that the majority of women do not want the franchise?
It is not because they are careless of the public welfare or of the rights
of woman, but because they are reluctant to assume responsibilities
for which they are not fitted and which do not carry with them a
promise of the better fulfilment of old responsibilities which woman
must carry.

What has thus far been done or left undone in other states and
countries where women have the ballot signifies little, for nowhere has
the principle been in operation long enough to be put to the test. The
real test of such a change requires a great international crisis in which
passion and prejudice are at white heat and the life of the nation is
at stake .

Because of recent suffrage gains this sort of talk is unpopular,
but we have lived through other movements—greenbackism, populism,
free silver—and time may prove that suffragism is no more sound than
these other panaceas which failed when put to the test. As yet there
is only the initial enthusiasm of a popular movement.

There is reason that we should consider the situation in England.
Does the deliberate destruction of property and the creation of public
disorder promise that women are to show a more excellent way in
government? Those who read history aright know that reforms have
not been brought about in that country by the use of force.

The country could doubtless stand the drainage of woman’s civic
life into political activities; in a short time as history moves, the waste
of such a policy would be manifest and woman would again seek her
natural channels of expression. I am not afraid of the masculine
woman, but I have grave fears for the woman who confuses the work
of man and woman and attempts to do both.

How shall woman best contribute her part to the social order?
It is not a question of aim in which suffragists and antisuffragists
differ. Both parties desire woman's opportunity for her highest social
efficiency in order that she may serve the State fully and nobly. The

problem is to be solved, not by consulting the wishes of one group of

women, but by earnest consideration of the possible results to the
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State of the imposition of the duties of government upon all women.
If the law gives to woman the right to vote, then all women have the
responsibility of voting. This burden, if it is put upon any woman,
must be put upon all women. Never before has it been proposed to
extend the franchise to a new electorate, the majority of whom are
acknowledged to be either indifferent or opposed to it.

It is not a question of what women want—even a majority of
women; it is a question whether it is expedient for the State to put
the balance of political power into the hands of woman. Does this
policy promise a better order for the State? We must not take any
single group of women and compare them with a less informed group
of men. We must compare like with like. Have those who advocate
woman suffrage the proof that the average woman will make a better
voter than the average man?

A favorite cartoon of the suffragists representing a woman scrub-
bing, with a contrasting picture of a drunken husband. The cartoon
is labelled “She can’t vote—he can.” Fortunately, society is not made
up of scrubbing wives and drunken husbands. Unfortunately both
types exist, but to compare these two for purposes of illustrating the
quality of moral force which all women would bring to the exercise
of political duties, is neither fair nor just, either to the voting men
of to-day or to the women whom it is proposed to enfranchise. Com-
pare like with like. Do you believe that the average woman has surer
means of information in regard to matters of state and national policies
than has the average man? Unless you have this proof you must
hesitate, as patriotic women, before you double the present difficulties
of our democracy. Civilization goes forward by two roads—one of
them is provided by the State and deals with the conditions which
surround the citizen; the other is opened by education—and here is
woman’s distinctive sphere—in the upbuilding of character. She
trains and educates not only her own children, but also the whole
body politic. She builds the individual character, by which society
is reformed, for society at best reflects the character of those who
compose it. It is not by the establishment nor by the suppression of
institutions that social change is wrought—you may suppress the
saloon, but unless public conscience is aroused, the liquor traffic is
unchecked; it is by reform within the individual that the Kingdom
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of God is advanced, and to-day we have lost our clearer vision of this
truth and, forgetting the power of character, invoke the power of
the law,

Man’s work is concerned with affairs which are akin to govern-
ment, with commerce, with finance, with defence—a realm which lies
outside the experience of most women. Woman is vitally concerned
with matters in the home or akin to the home. To imply that we need
her vote in order to help our larger housekeeping, bespeaks a mis-
apprehension of what constitutes municipal housekeeping. As in the
home the mother stands for ideals, so in the State woman stands for
the creation of a public opinion which the voter embodies in law.

It is no answer to say that the men have failed. If they are doing
so poorly, what shall we say of the women who have trained them?
We have made the men what they are. Our need to-day is not more
voters but better voters, and if the men have failed—and they have

not failed, if we consider the slow process of the race in attaining its

ideals—but if they have failed, it is because woman has neglected her

part in training them to ideals of righteousness which shall be trans-
lated at the polls into votes for candidates who stand for that which is
true and clean in public life. A clever woman said in New York the
other day—‘“we want more of the home-made child and less of the
street-made;” if the women think they must go into politics in order
to make the street a safer place for their children, we must ask in all
honesty who made the street child?

As reasonable women we need not deal with the absurd contention
that the anti-suffragists class themselves with criminals, and idiots,
and insane. Nor we consider the old argument which stood for
“woman’s rights,” so called, on the assumption that the suffrage was a
natural right; leading suffragists long ago abandoned that claim, and
have taken up new and alluring arguments which seem to them an
expression of the spirit of the times. Anti-suffragists are the {first to
affirm that woman’s citizenship is as real as man’s; that her contribu-
tion to the State is as worthy as man’s.

The logic of theory is on the side of those who ask for this change;
the logic of fact is with those who protest against it.

A New York newspaper of February 14 contained on a single
8

page an illustration of this logic of theory measured up to the logic
of fact. One press despatch informed a sympathetic public that a
young woman would march in a suffrage pageant bound in shackles
to represent the state of unenfranchised women. Another press
despatch told of the introduction into the New York Assembly of a
proposed constitutional amendment which “prohibits the Legislature
of that state from enacting laws making any discrimination between
the sexes in relation to personal, civil or property rights. The amend-
ment provides that all such laws at the time the amendment takes
effect shall be null and void unless vested rights are thereby affected.
A number of laws now discriminate in favor of women in regard to
such matters as dower rights, alimony and personal property.” There
are no shackles save of nature’s making. Full justice has not been
done to woman, neither has full justice been done to man, but the laws
of the state of New York stand as a protest against those who talk of
“shackles,” and they record the legal rights and exemptions for women
which have been written on the statute books in recognition of the
fact that woman has a special service to perform for the state and
needs these rights and these exemptions in order that she may do her
work with efficiency.

Women stand to-day for the duties of a broader moral and
social life, apart from the spectacular duty of exercising political power
under stress of personal political ambition—an undivided body to
create a scientific and trained public opinion. If they are to use men’s
clumsy methods, they will be a part of the political machine, and
they will be divided into Democrats, and Republicans, and Socialists
and Prohibitionists, precisely as men are, and as they themselves, are
to-day threatened with division by the politics of suffrage. Tt is the
greatest power and the pressing danger of our woman’s temperament
that we cannot have difference of opinion and treat them impersonally
as men do. In too many instances to-day necessary work right at
our hand, is hampered and hindered because we are estranged by this
talk and noise of the suffrage movement. Do you believe that a pledge
which a powerful suffrage organization sought to exact from its mem-
bers that they would “give neither money nor services to any other
cause until the women of New York state have been enfranchised,” is
a hopeful sign that enfranchised woman will place the public good
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above party politics? While woman parade and demand votes, what
is the work at their hands which no vote can solve?

Some of us, gravely doubtful as to the results of suffrage, are
anxiously asking ourselves whether we are standing in the way of our
toiling sisters. There are 7,000,000 of “females gainfully employed,”
according to the census of 1910. Are the troubles of these women
to be solved by more politics or are they social and economic? Of these
7,000,000 of women, 40 per cent, are domestic servants in our homes.
If we women who have so signally failed to solve the problems of two-
fifths of all the wage earning women in our country, with whom we
come in daily and hourly contact, who make or mar our domestic order,
can we hope that by the votes of women better conditions will be obtained
either for or by the women who toil in our homes and the women who
toil in our factories? The terrible thing about the wage earning woman
is that she is so young, that she is so overworked and that she is so
underpaid. Probably the percentages of the census of 1900 will hold
good with the larger figures of the census of 1910, when one-third
of the wage earning women were under voting age and one-half were
under twenty-five years; the average duration of the working woman
was from the age of 18 to 22 years, when she left industry to go into
“the business of being a woman,” as Ida Tarbell has aptly termed it.

Three factors determine wages; the market supply and demand,
the degree of skill which is offered, and the organization of the workers
into bodies where they can make collective bargaining. Under the
census of 1900, only one woman in six of voting age was gainfully
employed. If the five who are not wage-earners are so careless and
indifferent of the lot of the woman who toils, can we hope that votes
are going to help out these problems of the woman in industry? a
problem beside which questions of tariff and finance sink into insigni-
ficance and to which every right-minded woman must bring the best
her heart and mind can offer.

When you attend a conference on Juvenile Crime, or Infant
Mortality, or Divorce, what is the keynote sounded every time? Not
“Votes for Women,” but the need of the preservation of the home.
While suffragists are talking about the passing of the home and the
dawn of an era when baby gardens shall precede kindergartens, and
the state shall take care of the child, experts affirm that what the child
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needs even more than sanitary conditions is mothering, and that the
morals and the health of the child are safer in a poor home than in a
good institution. In recognition of this fact we have the movement

for the Widow’s Pension bills in various states. That great Chinese
woman, Dr. Yamei Kin recently said, “I think there will be a great
reactioﬁ toward home and family life instead of the present agitation
against the sacrifice and so-called narrowness of woman’s sphere.”

In all the States there are now Child Labor Committees. Those
committees have done more to better the conditions of child labor than
all other influences combined, and the woman members have in-
fluenced legislation as much as the men, and the fact that the latter had
a vote has not increased their effectiveness. The Child labor laws
of states in the union where women do not vote are in advance of
those where women do vote, and there is abundant proof from suffrage
authority to uphold this statement.

Dr. McKelway is authority for stating in the fall of 1912 that the
Child Labor Law of Massachusetts was the best in the country con-
sidering the compulsory education law, the age certificate system, the
factory inspection laws and the many other factors which go into the
building of conditions which shall safeguard the children,

It is also true of the body of remedial and protective legislation
for the working women, that the best safeguards for the woman who
toils are found in those states where the laws have been made under
an electorate of men.

This is not because, as some suffragists urge, there is no need
of this legislation in the woman suffrage states. There is need of it,
even though the workers be few, and the comparison of laws in
Colorado, Utah, Idaho and Wyoming, where women have had the
vote, with those of the adjoining states of Nebraska, Oregon, Okla-
homa and the Dakotas, shows an advantage on the side of the latter
group of States where male suffrage has prevailed. The high water
mark of legislation for the working woman was reached in Mass-
achusetts, with her Maternity law, which forbids the employment of
women for a certain period before and after child birth (New York
in 1912 passed a similar law) and with her Minimum Wage Com-
mission, which is concerned with the living wage of women, and her
absolute prohibition of woman’s work after 10 P. M. in manufacturing
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and mercantile establishments. New York in 1912 enacted a 54-hour
law for women which has just passed the test of the Supreme Court.

As far back as 1877 women were elected by popular vote in the
State of Massachusetts as Overseers of the Poor. The value of the
work of women on appointed commissions dealing with the dependent
and defective has increasing recognition in many states. Tlo these
positions women bring service untainted by political ambitions.

Suffragists claim that suffrage is necessary to abolish the hideous
white slave traffic. The Federal Slave Act has been on the statute
books since June, 1910. Since this Act was passed, the government
has obtained 337 convictions, only thirty-five of which have been
acquitted, and in the present session of Congress an effort will be
made to have certain amendments adopted to make a wider application
of the law. These matters are being corrected along educational lines,
rather than by political propaganda. Other laws must and will follow
as the knowledge of the extent of the evil awakens the public con-
science and the moral sense of the people is aroused.

A woman before the Massachusetts Legislature pleaded for the
ballot in order that the theatrical billboard displays might not offend
the eyes of youth. She lacked nothing in zeal, but her knowledge of
fact was lacking, as it is a fact that eighty-five per cent. of the patrons
of the theatre are women. Obviously, the most direct and simple
wztly to raise the standard of the stage is to make the box office receipts
voice our protest against the violation of decency, of modesty and the
corrmption of youth. We have laws enough to sink the Ship of State.
What we need is an enforcement of existing laws, and such new ones
fls shall express a public opinion which stands ready to make those
laws operative. Why are we known as the most lawless people on the
?.'ace of the earth? Because when a law is passed, we feel the fight
1s won, when in reality the campaign is just begun.

The only consistent suffragist to-day is the woman who has the
courage to follow her theories to their ultimate conclusion; who stands
for the Tfo—callfzd economic independence of woman, even to the co-
responsibility of the wife for the maintence of her children, if s
any. This is the socialistic view. It must be the view :f’;ie‘;};ecl;f
fragist who has the intellectual honesty and perception of the fser;qi;list.
Although an officer of the National Suffrage Association has recently
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pronounced that “Most informed and progressive people are agreed
that the married woman should be economically independent,” and
assuming this, has urged that the father and mother should have five-
hour shifts at work and in the care of the children in the home, public
opinion has not kept pace with this interesting device to put marriage
on a business basis.

If you honestly believe in doubling the present electorate, by
adding to the problem of our democracy an untried electorate, the
majority of which is acknowledged to be indifferent or opposed to the
exercise of the franchise, if you believe that the ballot is woman’s
best means of social efficiency, then you are a suffragist.

Manhood suffrage is on trial and those of us who are optimistic
believe it must succeed, but we know that our machinery of govern-
ment is under the greatest strain in congested areas of population
which present the greatest obstacles to getting measures clear before
the voters. In the towns and in these same congested areas women are
doing a noble work through their individual efforts and in their
municipal leagues and kindred organizations. They gain respccti’u!
hearings because they are distinctly apart from party strife and they
do mot divert the efforts for the solution of social problems to the
machinery of political organization.

If you recognize that nowhere on the face of the earth has woman
suffrage been tried under conditions which would obtain here in this

state, you will hesitate before you support the suffrage claim and you
will question whether woman’s service to the state should be identical
with man’s. What the method of that service may be I have tried to

indicate. It has not the glamor of a new program; it has not even a
war cry, which Voltaire said people dearly loved; but it involves a
careful consideration of present duties and old obligations, to which
the ballot, the political activities, the share in the administration of
government, the scramble for office, offer no solution.

That great English woman who made the largest contribution of
the 10th century toward solving the problem of the housing of the
poor, Octavia Hill, has said “Political power would militate against
usefulness in the large field of public work in which so many are now
doing noble and helpful service. This service is far more valuable
than any voting power could possibly be...... Let the woman be set
13




on finding her duties, not on her rights—there is enough of struggle
for place and power, enough of watching what is popular and will win
votes, enough of effort to secure majorities; if woman would temper
this wild struggle, let her seek to do her own work steadily and
earnestly.”

The anti-suffragists recognizes woman’s distinctive value to the
State, and believes that it is by an intensifying of her old methods of
work and of her present obligations and duties, that she is to make her
best contribution to the body politic, not by an extension of her energy,
already overtaxed, into fields of politics and government, for which
she is unfitted. There is no limitation to woman’s opportunity to-day,
save the limitations imposed by her physical and nervous constitution,
and there we have a stone wall—not of prejudice, as some would make
us think, but of Nature’s own building. Suffrage is a backward step
toward conditions where the work of man and woman were the same,
because neither sex had evolved enough to see the wisdom of being
specialists in their own line.

The question is one of the improvement of society versus the
multiplication of votes. To-day we have the vote of the informed man
reinforced by the influence of the un-informed woman to set overagainst
the vote of the informed man—two against one. Universal woman
suffrage would destroy this situation, it would distribute the power
among women qualified for holding it and those not qualified for hold-
ing it. We would have the votes of the informed man and the informed
woman against the votes of the uninformed man and the uninformed
woman—two against two. The average woman is worthily employed
outside of political lines. The exceptional woman to-day has every

opportunity of rendering her distinctive service to the state by giving
public service uncolored by political motives. To-day women have no
office to seek, no political emotion to gratify, no desire but to serve.

Shall the ballot be adopted as a means for that service? If woman is
to exercise political functions, every act of every woman in public life
will be taken with an eye to her personal and political future and not
solely, as now, with reference to the good of the state.

The voters register the general will—the general will is created
by each human being discharging first of all the duty to which he is
called by the state. There are those, and they are a majority of our
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women, who believe that woman’s duties to the state are not along
political lines.  These recall Maeterlinck’s fable of the lighthouse
keeper, who gave oil, which should have filled his Jamps, to feed the
poor, and when the storm came he saw great ships go to pieces on the

rocks, because he had failed in the duty which was his portion.
Arice N. GEORGE.




Eminent Catholic Prelates
OPPOSE Woman Suffrage

James
Cardinal
Gibbons.

Equal rights do
not imply that
both ~sexes
should engage
promiscuously
in the same pur-
suits, but that
each should dis-
charge those
duties which are
adapted to its
physical consti-
tution. The in-
sistence on a
right of partici-

pation in active

THE VOICE OF

' COMMON SENSE

 “The indirect influence of

women which in a well

- ordered state makes for

| the moral order, would

suffer severe injury by
political equality. The
opposition expressed by

| many women to the intro-

duction of woman suffrage
as for instance, the New
York Association Opposed

.' to Woman Suffrage,
should be regarded by

Catholics as, at least, the
voice of common sense.”

From the Catholic Ency-

clopedia, wol. 15, p. 694,
published in 1912 under the
imprimatur of Archbishop
(now Cardinal) Farley of
New York,

political life is
undoubtedly
calculated to rob
woman of all
that is amiable
and gentle, ten-
der and attract-
ive; to rob her
of her innate
grace of char-
acter and give
her nothing in
return but mas-
culine boldness
and effrontery.
When I depre-
cate female suff-
rage,l am plead-
ing for the dig-

nity of woman,




[ am contending for her honor, I am striving to
perpetuate those peerless prerogatives inherent
in her sex, those charms and graces which exalt
womankind and make her the ornament and coveted
companion of man. Woman is queen indeed,
but her empire is the domestic kingdom. The
greatest political triumphs she would achieve in
public life fade into insignificance compared with
the serene glory which radiates from the domestic
shrine, and which she illumines and warms by
her conjugal and motherly virtues. If she is
ambitious of the dual empire of public and private
life, then like the fabled dog beholding his image
in the water she will lose both, she will fall from
the lofty pedestal where nature and Christianity
have placed her and will fail to grasp the sceptre of

political authority from the strong hand of her male

competitor. (From a letter to Mrs. Robert Garrett of

Baltimore, April 22, 1913.)

Cardinal Farley. I do not believe in woman suff-

rage. I think it best for all women to leave to man
politics, and, as far as possible, the affairs of govern-

ment, It is my belief that women will soon tire of

the ballot in states in which they have secured it. A
fad, I do not believe it will last, (£rom a newspaper

interview in Los Angeles,)

The Rt. Rev. John S. FOICV, Bishop of Detroit.

The political arena is not the place for the highest
development of all that is best in woman. Nothing
but degradation can come from placing gentle women
in the voting places to come in contact with all sorts
and conditions of men. No good can be accomplished
by merely placing the ballot in the hands of women,
and the evils which will certainly result will make
every husband and father who has respect for the
women of his family regret that woman suffrage was

ever adopted.

AI‘ChbiShOp Messmer of Milwaukee. The theory

that demands equal rights between the sexes must
be denied absolute[y: It is a mistake to say equal
rights instead of similar rights, for women have cer-
tain rights that men have not, and men have certain
rights that women have not. In regard to politics,

why should woman have equal rights? Politics

means the ruling of nations, and no one who under-




stands this would demand equal rights. Equal rights
would interfere with woman’s calling. It would
destroy her influence on mankind. The modern
women’s question is the outcome of the French Rev-

olution. (LFrom an address on * Woman’s Rights.”’)

Archbishop Moeller of Cincinnati, It is a move-

ment that does not appeal to us, because we feel that
it will bring women into a sphere of activities that
is not in accord with their retiring modesty,
maidenly dignity and refinement. We fear that suff-
rage women will cease to be the queens of the home.
Let the women devote themselves, as far as their

duties permit, to works of charity for which nature

has so well fitted them. It not infrequently happens

that owing to apathy and indifference, measures have
been carried that have not the proper endorsement.
We request the women not to fail to sign the anti-
suffrage list if they do not wish to, or do not believe
that they should, enroll themselves under the banner
of the suffragists. Pastors might urge the women
from the pulpit to declare themselves in regard to
this matter when the opportunity presents itself.

(Lrom a letler to the clergy of #is dzocese. )

Issued for Massachusetts Anti-Suffrage Committee

GEORGE R. CONROY,
31 Cleveland Road, Needham, Mass. 1 eize




The Social

(From the Boston

That
as Seen by a Cambridge Woman—The Free-
Love Paganism That Is Poisoning Our So-
ecial Life Through Our Current Literature

Is Involved in the Feminist Movement

[Lily Rice Foxcroft in the Congregationalist.]

It was St. Paul who laid down the Chris-
tian ideal for women; nothing invented of man
ever hnd a more stultifying effeet upon
character and morals of women and of

has
the
mien.

The quotation is not from some bla-
tant atheist, haranguing an insignificant
group of followers in an out-of-the-way
hall. It is from a defence of the English
militants and of the feminist movement,
which filled seven pages of the November
number of that most conservative of
American magazines, The Century. May
I use it as a starting-point from which
to explain frankly—but, I hope, without
exaggeration—the grounds on which is
based the deepening hostility of many
earnest women to woman suffrage?

These of us who were watching the
woman suffragze movement t{wenty-five
years ago, with misgivings are finding
our fears justified.” “More than voting”
is implied. A group of ardent leaders
are saying so boldly. Mrs. Winifred
Harper Cooley, in a two-page article on
“The Younger Suffragists,” in Harper's
Weekly of Sept. 27, scoffs good-natured-
ly at the suffragists who “claim the vote
as ‘wives' and ‘mothers,” as ‘homemak-
ers’ and ‘helpmeets,’” and at a publie
which applauds this attitude as *‘agree-
ably housewifely.” The older women,
she says, “have not kept ahead of the
times,” and she points with obvious ap-
proval to those others ““who consider the
vote the merest tool, a means to an end,
that end being a complete social revolu-
tion.”

‘In this revelution one of the first steps
is to be “the complete economic indepen-
dence of women,” Common as this
phrase has beeome, 1 am convinced that
many women musgt hear it without real-
izing its meaning. It means that not
only nnmarried women, but wives, shall
actually earn their own living, with the
very hriefest possible “intervals for ma-
ternity,” and shall feel their self-respeect
impaired if they do not. (A possible
alternative is to have motherhood sub-
sidized by the State, but of that we hear
comparatively little.) “Many women be-
lieve it is absurd for an able-bodied wo-
man to be supported by a man,” says
Mrs. Cooley. “Feminism,” savs Dora
Marsden, in a leaflet which the National
American Woman Suffrage Association
publishes, “would hold that it is neither
desirable nor necessary for women, when
they are mothers, to leave their chosen,
money-earning work for any length of
time. The fact that they do so largely
rests on tradition, which has to be worn
down.” Sayvs Charlotte Perkins Gilman:
“The woman should have as much to do
in the home as the man—no more. .
Who, then, will take care of the sick
baby? The nurse, of course. If the child
is not seriously ill, the nurse is as good
as the mother. If the child is seriously
ill, the nurse is better.”

The loss to childhood from such a
change in the home as would be involved
in the mother’s going out as a bread-
winner is obvious, The loss to manhood
is almost equally so. The bold and clear-
sighted writer of The Century, already
gquoted, admits this with perfect candor.
“If women are at a loss before the sight
of their new world, men are to stand
aghast before the erumbling walls of
their old one. The keystone is fallinz.
: One of man’s greatest spurs to
action is taken from him, with ne other
incentive equally compelling to take its
place.” This feminist sees that her doc-
trine is revolutionary, but she believes
the times demand a revolution. Most of
us are not so pessimistie.

Transcript, Jan. 23,

Revolution.

1914.)

What would be the effect on woman
herself of such “‘independence”? I de
not speak now of her physical, but of her
moral endurance. Make maternity most-
ly a matter of “intervals,” remove the
close companionship of the c¢hild, the
daily knitting of the tie between hus-
band and wife by the thousand simple
details of domestic life, and are we sure
that woman’s loyalty will stand the test?
ominous changes, already,
in- women's standards. I do not mean
conventional standards; I do nmot mean
women's drinking and smoking; I mean
more vital matters. A shrewd observer
of modern tendencies said to me the
other day, “The feminists would do
away with prostitution by making all
women unchaste.” They were harsh
words. But I had read the week before
a review-copy of a book which is mak-
ing its sale on the strength of its attack
on “white slavery,” and its heroine had
insisted on her ideal as “love—love in or
out of marriage.”

Two years ago The Congregationalist
characterized as “pagan” a brilliant
novel whose heroine had prophesied,
“The time will come when gingle women
like me who work as men work will have
the conraze to love and hear children if
they need—and men will respect them.”
Such views have made rapid headway
since. Will it be believed that an Eng-
lish magazine of fine literary quality, in
which the works of Galsworthy and Ar-
nold Bennett has often appeared, printed
this fall an article by a woman pleading
for a publie sentiment in favor of irres-
ular unions? “Women will go a step
further toward freedom than men have
dared to go,” says Mrs. Walter Gallichan,
“1 helieve that if there were somg open
recognition of these partnerships out-
side of marriage, not necessarily per-
manent, there would be many women
who would be willing to undertake such
unions gladly:; there would even be some
women, as I believe, who would prefer
them to the present system that binds
them permanently to ome partner for
life. Not “St. Paul's ideal,” certainly!

To many women these views seem so
shocking that they cannot believe them
to be widespread. I can only say that
such women are leading “sheltered
lives.” Said a conspicuous young femin-
ist in an interview given to a Boston
Sunday paper last vear, “It is both cruel
and foolish (eungenically and ethically)
to prevent people from trying more than
once to find their ideal comrade for race
propagation.” The fiction of the day is
full of the disgusting experiences of
young persons tryving to find their ideal
comrades. And an appalling number of
these books bear marks of brilliant tal-
ent, utterly unconseious of moral stand-
ards, “pagan” in the fullest sense—
“studies of adolescence,” many of them
are. Illicit relations are entered on in
the most casual way and dropped as cas-
ually, and yet glorified as making new
eras of “development.”

1 know, of course, the answer made by
thoughtful, conscientious suffragists who
believe as strongly as I do in the integ-
rity of the home, when facts like these
are brought to their attention. *“All suf-
fragists are not feminists. All feminism
is not of this extreme sort. Feminism
is nothing but a theory, anyway.”

Each of us must judge from her own
observation, but it shounld be observation,
not merely of the lives of one’s personal
acquaintance, but of current thought and
tendency. Many of us are convinced that
an inereasing and influential number of
suffragists are feminists, that a great
deal of feminism is of this extreme sort,
and that it ig a “theory” which, through
channels direct and indirect, is poisoning

| our literature and our social life.

There are

Issued by the Massachusetts Association Opposed to the Further Extension of
Suffrage to Women, 615 Kensington Building, Boston.
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Reprint from the June issue of

THE WOMAN’S PROTEST

By Gro. M. PuLLER

Former Statistician of the U. S. Government

If the suffrage party are leaders in the
movement that is killing intemperance, why
have none of the suffrage States become

| prohibition States?

the Washington Herald of February 1914, Miss Alice
Stone Blackwell objects to my comparing the number of
dealers—which are double per capita—in the six woman
suffrage States of California, Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, Idaho
and Washington with the number of liquor dealers in the remain
ing 42 States, because she says the six woman su e States are
mining States and are States in which the men outnumber the
women. Miss Blackwell, like Suffragists generally in their
extreme views, has only taken a superficial survey of the matter.
[n the six suffrage States above mentioned that had woman suf-
frage January 1, 1912, there were, December 15, 1909, 78.565
-earners engaged in the mining industries (Census 1910,

p. 561). Total number of men 21 years of age and over of the
above six suffrage States, 1,911,518 (act Census 1910, p. 107), or
about one man out of every 24 a miner. West Virginia had in
1909 78404 wage-earners in the mining industry, and had in
1910 338,349 men 21 years of age and over, or one man out of
about every four men in West Virginia was a wage-earner in
the mines. Alabama had about one man out of 16 engaged in
mining and Kansas had only a few less per cent. per capita en-
gaged in mining than the six suffrage States, and yvet West Vir-
ginia, with nearly six times the number of men per capita of men
over 21, and Alabama with one-third more per capita, and Kansas
with only a few less than the woman suffrage States, all three of
these really mining States, voted State-wide prohibition, with men
votes only. Wyoming, where women have voted about 45 ve has
never had local option or State-wide prohibition, and Wyoming
legalized gambling for about 40 years aiter women had the ballot,
[ am truly glad Miss Blackwell raised the question of fewer
women than men in suffrage States, and offers that to explain the
triumph of liquor where women vote, as I will cite some instances
where women outnumber men and stdl the “demon rum” is
legalized and also given special privileges. In Pasadena, Cal,
a dry city for many years (almost since it was established) be-
{fore women had the ballot, the sale of liquor was legalized about
one vear after women had the franchise. A letter under date
of June 12, 1913, from Director of U. S. Census, shows there
were in 1910 in Pasadena 9,262 males and 11,950 females 21 years
of age or over, or 2,688 more women than men over 21 (over
29 per cent.); certainly more than a fair chance for Suffragists
to have demonstrated their antipathy to the liquor traffic. At
Santa Monica, Cal, December 2, 1913 (see Los Angeles Times,
December 3, 1913, at an election on the liquor question, the
saloons won by nearly three woies to one not to sell under re-
strictions, but it was voted that liquer could be sold nights and
Sundays, and all night in cafés where cabaret entertaining pre-
vails and where women and girls could be debauched. Santa
Monica had 286 more women than men over 21 in 1910 (letter
from Director of Census, December 13, 1913), and I do not
believe such a condition of unrestricted liquor selling can be
found in any male suffrage State in the Union in a home city of
less than 8,000 people. In Colorado Springs, where the sale of
liquor was prohibited for many years, women voted a few years
ago on the question, and liquor selling was legalized, and Colo-
rado Springs has 813 more females over 21 than males. As to
half truths being the blackest of lies, quoted by Miss Blackwell,
I think it would be wise for her to investigate the statement in

her article about 90 per cent. of Wyoming being dry. If she means
90 per cent, of the people in Wyoming live where liquor:is not
sold legally, 10 per cent. of Wyoming’s area is not used for the
sale of liquor, nor has 10 per cent, of the area of any other State
ever been so used. I will ask Miss Blackwell to name one single
county in Wyoming that is now or ever has been voted dry; also
to point to any local option or other law that would prohibit any
incorporated village of 150 people (30 families) or more from
having saloons if .aey want them. Miss Blackwell says I should
compare what dry territory Colorado had before women voted
with what it has since they got the ballot (20 years ago). She
says three towns only were dry when men alone voted and now
12 counties are dry., What a record! 20 years of women voting
to vote 12 sparsely settled counties dry while two States ad-
joining Colorado, on the east, by men's votes, voted all the coun-
ties dry with State-wide prohibition. Ten male suffrage States
all told have voted State-wide prohibition and over one-half the
population in the United States, outside of the States where

women have voted on the liquor question, live in dry territory.
If 465 towns in California had voted dry in 1911 and 1912 they
must have been country villages, which vote dry

2

in any State,
for there are only 78 cities and towns of over 2,500 population
in California (Census 1910). Utah had 1,007 liquor dealers June
30, 1913—quite a showing if only one county was wet, as Miss
Blackwell quotes, when the whole State has only 373,351 inhab-
itants—more liquor dealers per capita in Utah than in the male
suffrage States. What little prohibition of the liquor traffic
has been accomplished in California, Colorado and Idaho has
been done in spite of woman suffrage, not because of it, for
the per cent, of people living in dry territory in woman suffrage
States is far less than in male suffrage States.

Chafin, former candidate for President on the Prohibition ticket,
said in a speech at Long Beach, Cal,, February 15, 1914, that the
support expected by Prohibitionists in California from women
had not yet developed (Los Angeles Times, February 16, 1914).
Woman suffrage in every State where it has been tried gives
prohibition a decided set back, because women as a rule vote
less generally than men when given the ballot. While the liquor
dealers, hotels, cafés, and all trades and business men that supply
them see that their women and their women friends vote solidly
for liquor selling, it being to their interest financially, while
women opposed to saloons vote less generally than men of their
opinions, on the liquor as well as other questions, as statistics
prove. Several of the liquor papers are beginning to see the
light and have said that nothing is to be feared by the liguor
interests from woman suffrage. If you want the saloons with
us as long as possible give women the ballot, as Representative
Dyer told the Retail Liguor Dealers’ Association in this city a
short time ago, that he would vote for woman suffrage whenever
he got a chance, and “Give me woman suffrage,” he said, “and I
will stop vou gentlemen from worrying about prohibition.”
Facts and figures are more reliable than mere statements, and if
Miss Blackwell will only look under the surface of things she
will not likely again say that I can hardly be expected to be
taken seriously on this question. For woman suffrage certainly
is in league with the liquor interests when it comes to practical

results,
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WOMAN SUFFRAGE IN PRACTICE

Mr. George Creel’s article entitled “What Have Women Done
With the Vote” in The Century Magazine for March, has attracted
a good deal of attention, and has been widely read, presumably, by
people who are weary of vague claims as to the moral and political
uplift to be expected from women’s participation in politics, and who
crave a definite setting forth of results actually accomplished.

Mr. Creel writes with enthusiasm, not to say exuberance. In
his opening sentence he describes as “amazing” the “prairie-fire
sweep of equal suffrage.” Now, it was in 1869 that Wyoming
adopted woman suffrage. It was exactly twenty-four years before
Colorado followed suit; then, after three years came Utah and
Idaho; after fourteen years more, Washington; in the next year,
California ; and in the next, Oregon, Kansas and Arizona. It takes a
vivid imagination to describe this rate of progress as “a prairie-fire
sweep.”

Nor TEn Butr NINE.

But Mr. Creel is not deficient in imagination. In his second
paragraph, he says that, since Wyoming gave women the vote, “nine
more States and a Territory have enfranchised their females” and,
in his third paragraph, he speaks of “the ten States and one Terri-
tory that have already answered in the affirmative.” Now, Mr.
Creel, of course, knows perfectly well that the number of States
which followed the example of Wyoming in “enfranchising their
females” is not nine but eight, and that the whole number of equal-
suffrage States is not ten but nine. He gets the number which he
uses by including Illinois ; and, repeatedly in his article he speaks of
Illinois as an “equal suffrage State.” But he knows that it is not;
and it seems more courteous to attribute his statement to an excess
of imagination than to wilful misrepresentation.

As 1o ILLINOIS.

So far is it from being true that Illinois is one of the States
which have answered in the affirmative that, as a matter of fact,
its electorate has not been given a chance to make any answer at all.
The Illinois suffragists knew perfectly well that it was futile to ask
the voters of the State to “enfranchise their females” through a con-
stitutional amendment. In April, 1912, they had tested the senti-
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ment of the voters at the Chicago primaries by a question on the
ballot as to the expediency of woman suffrage, with the result that
every ward in the city declared against suffrage, and the total vote
was 71,354 in favor to 135,410 opposed. In the fall of 1912, they
scoured the entire State to get enough signatures of voters to a
petition asking for the submission of the suifrage question to the
voters under the so-called “public policy” Act. Only 100,000 sig-
natures were needed; and Mrs. McCulloch, the suffrage leader,
publicly advertised:

“I will pay for services in obtaining genuine signatures of reg-
istered Illinois voters on our Woman Suffrage Policy Petition at
the rate of one dollar a hundred signatures until 20,000 additional
names are secured prior to Sept. 1, 1912.”

But, even with this pecuniary inducement, the effort failed.
Not 100,000 voters could be found in the entire State of Illinois
who were in favor of suffrage, and the movement was abandoned.
With these experiences fresh in mind, the suffragists realized the
hopelessness of submitting a suffrage amendment to the voters.
Instead, they pushed through the Legislature, by a secret lobby of
whose proceedings they have been boasting ever since, a limited
suffrage bill, applying only to statutory offices. And yet, Mr. Creel’s
buoyant fancy permits him to describe Illinois as “an equal suffrage
State.”

A TArpy “GUN.”

Readers of Mr. Creel’s article must have been surprised by his
statement that “1910 heard the first gun of Colorado’s winning
struggle for equal justice.” But Colorado adopted woman suffrage
in 1893. Why should there have been a delay of seventeen years
in the firing of the first gun for equal justice? Mr. Creel does not
explain; but he goes on to state that, at about that time, “hard
fighting wrenched the initiative and referendum from a venal legis-
lature ;" and as late as 1911, in Denver, “a corrupt council consigned
a petition containing 20,000 signatures to the waste-basket.” From
which it appears that, seventeen and eighteen years after Colorado
women were given the ballot, the legislature was “venal” and the
Denver council “corrupt.” It was during the period before this first
gun was fired that certain Denver women were found to have helped
organize repeating at the polls. And it was in the very year of the
firing of the gun that Judge Lindsey, in Everybody’s Magazine for
May, 1910, writing of the campaign which he had led in Denver
against the forces of municipal corruption which he described as
“the Beast” and “the System,” said:
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“At the beginning of the campaign, I went to practically all the
woman’s suffrage leaders who, at national meetings, had been telling
how much the women had done for the Juvenile Court in Denver;
and none of them dared help me. Women like Mrs. Mary C.
Bradford and Mrs. Lafferty, who was a member of the last Legis-
lature, took the platform against me and supported the System in its
attempt to “get” the Juvenile Court. . . . If any one believes
that woman’s suffrage is a panacea for all the evils of our political
life, he does not know what those evils are. The women are as free
of the power of the Beast as men are,—and no freer.”

Two SUFFRAGE EXAMPLES.

Mr. Creel remarks, at the outset of his inquiry, that “Colorado
and California suggest themselves as examples that may serve all
purposes of computation and comparison.” This relieves him of #
the necessity of explaining why Wyoming for many years legalized
gambling, and other matters which would interfere with the con-
tinuity of his exposition. As to California, he dwells at length upon
the recall of Judge Weller, points to improved moral conditions in
San Francisco, and enumerates some of the most striking of the
laws enacted by the last Legislature. It is too early yet, as Mr.
Creel doubtless would admit, to test the workings of this extraor-
dinary mass of legislation. Some of the laws are good; some are
half-baked; and some are certain to work mischief; but they can
better be appraised later. When a legislature has under consideration
nearly 4,000 bills and 149 constitutional amendments, an off-hand
judgment on its work is to be avoided. As to the moral effect of
women’s vote, Mr. Creel does not notice the fact that, at the Los
Angeles election of 1912, with women voting, the “wet” majority
was heavily increased ; nor does he mention the spectacle of women
campaigning from soap boxes at Redondo Beach in the interest of
the saloons ; nor the recent election at Santa Monica, where an over-
whelming majority of the women voted for “wet” Sundays. Mr.
Creel says “there can be no question that the voting woman is as
bitterly opposed to the saloon as she is to the brothel.” But there
are odds among voting women as there are among voting men; and
Mr. Creel should correct his judgment by considering the incidents
just mentioned, and by reading the utterances of the suffrage leaders
in the Wisconsin campaign of 1912, when they crowded the
W. C. T. U. one side and wooed the brewers. At the end of that
campaign, Mrs. Crystal Eastman Benedict, campaign manager for
the Political Equality League of Wisconsin said, in a statement in
the Milwaukee Wisconsin for November 6, 1912: “The brewers in
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Wisconsin gave us so far as we know, a perfectly square deal. They
said at the beginning that they were not going to fight woman suf-
frage and so far as we know, they held to that decision.” In Mich-
igan as well as in Wisconsin, the suffrage leaders took pains to sep-
arate themselves from the Women’s Christian Temperance Union.
A circular issued by the Michigan Equal Suffrage Association, and
published in the Detroit News of October 27, 1912, made the fol-
lowing definite disclaimer: “Our Association has had no connection
with the W. C. T. U,, and we are not responsible for what the
W. C. T. U. says or does. The temperance issue has nothing to do
with woman suffrage.” The significance of public utterances like
these, made by official leaders, has not been sufficiently appreciated.

A COMPARISON OF LAws.

Mr. Creel devotes considerable space to the enumeration ot
laws for the protection of women and children enacted in Colorado
and in some of the other suffrage states. These he describes as
“women’s laws,” leaving it to be inferred that they are the direct
result of women’s votes. Yet, in several conspicuous instances, for
example, the child labor law in Oregon and California, and the eight
hour law for women in California and Washington, the laws in
question were passed before women were given the vote. If women
contributed at all to their enactment, it must have been by exerting
that indirect influence of which suffragists are in the habit of
speaking so scornfully.

It cannot be denied, and no fair-minded person would wish to
deny, that many of the laws enumerated, especially those of Colo-
rado, are good laws. But a fact which Mr. Creel ignores is that the
enactment of these laws is only a part of a wide movement for the
better protection of women and children, for the amelioration of
labor conditions, for the removal of inequalities, and for the humane
treatment of the unfortunate,—a movement which is quite as active
in the male-suffrage States as in the equal-suffrage States. With
scarcely an exception, the Colorado laws which Mr. Creel enumer-
ates are duplicated in a number of male-suffrage States, several of
which enacted them long before that tardy “gun” went off in Colo-
rado. Colorado by no means leads the procession in improved legis-
lation, but in some important particulars lags in the rear. She will
have to progress a good deal and quite rapidly before she catches up
with Wisconsin, New York, Massachusetts and other male-suffrage
States. Colorado laws allow children of any age to be employed in
concerts or theatrical exhibitions, and they allow boys of any age
and girls of ten years or over to engage in street trades. Neither
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Colorado nor any other suffrage State prohibits night labor for
women ; but there are sixteen male-suffrage States where such labor
is prohibited or restricted.

During the suffrage campaign in Wisconsin, in 1912, the Mil-
waukee Free Press was challenged by Miss Ada James, President
of the Political Equality League of Wisconsin, to name any state
which had as many laws pertaining to the welfare of women and
children as Colorado. The Free Press took up the challenge and
printed in parallel columns a comparison of Colorado and Wisconsin
laws of this description. The Free Press accepted as accurate Miss
James’s epitome of Colorado legislation, with nineteen specifications,
and showed that, with two or three unimportant exceptions, Wis-
consin had laws closely corresponding to those cited from Colorado,
in some instances stronger and more protective; and that, besides,
Wisconsin had nineteen other laws to promote the welfare of women
and children, for which there were no parallels in Colorado. In
particular, the Free Press called attention to the law then just
enacted in Colorado, permitting girls over ten years to engage in
street trades, and contrasted it with the Wisconsin law which ex-
cluded girls under 18 from such trades. Speaking of this Colorado
law, Mrs. Florence Kelley, the well-known social worker, had said:
“Even in sinful New York, girls below the age of 16 years have for
many years been banished from street trades.”

A comparison of the laws of Colorado and Massachusetts
shows that both States have juvenile courts and parental schools,
both have generous laws for the care of dependent children, in both,
fathers and mothers are joint heirs of a child, and in both it is a
criminal offence to contribute to the delinquency of a child. Colorado
forbids the employment of children under 14 in smelter, etc.; but
Massachusetts goes further and forbids their employment in a
factory, workshop or mercantile establishment. It forbids the public
exhibition of children under 15, and does not allow children under
18 in places injurious to the health of minors. Among other laws
for the protection of women and children in force in Massachusetts
but wanting in Colorado are these: Railroad companies are for-
bidden to allow children under 10 years of age, selling papers, to
enter their cars; the property of a wife in business on her own
account cannot be attached as the property of her husband; a man
is liable for the debts of his wife, but a woman is not liable for the
debts of her husband, except to the amount of $100 for family nec-
cessaries ; the employment of women between 10 o’clock at night and
6 o’clock in the morning is forbidden; there is a penalty of $100 for
selling liquor to a child under 18; and the employment of minors
under 18 in barrooms is forbidden.
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SoMmE “MAN-MAabDE LAws.”

In States as far apart as New York and Texas, the legislatures
last year,—without the exercise of the slightest political power on
the part of women—made important additions to the laws for the
protection of women and children. The Texas legislature enacted
a severe Wife Abandonment Act; an act limiting the working hours
of women ; a Married Women’s Property Rights Act; an Act creat-
ing a training school for delinquent girls ; and an act broadening and
strengthening the previously-enacted Juvenile Court law. The
New York legislature enacted a law strengthening the law requiring
seats for female employees; a law prohibiting the manufacture in
tenements of articles of food, dolls and dolls’ clothing, and articles
of children and infants’ wearing apparel; a law prohibiting a child
under 14 from working in any factory; a law requiring every em-
ployer to allow every person employed in a factory or mercantile
establishment,—with a few specified exceptions—at least 24 con-
secutive hours of rest in seven days; a law providing that no female
minor shall work in any factory before 6 A.M. or after g P.M.; a law
prohibiting the employment of women or children about dangerous
machinery, prohibiting the employment of minors in trades injurious
to health and the employment of females in foundries; and a law
regulating the employment of children in street trades, raising from
ten to twelve years the minimum age of boys permitted to sell papers,
etc., on the streets, and forbidding children from selling papers after
eight o’clock in the evening instead of after ten o’clock as formerly.

It cannot be necessary to extend these comparisons farther to
prove that the suffrage states not only have no monopoly of pro-
gressive and humane legislation in the interest of women and chil-
dren; but that they have yet much to learn from the male-suffrage
states. It was not Colorado, but Massachusetts, which was the first
State to establish a minimum wage commission and to pass a ma-
ternity Act; and the first Children’s Code in the world was enacted,
not in Colorado, but in Ohio.

As 10 MORAL (QQUESTIONS.

Mr. Creel says: “According to the National Vigilance Asso-
ciation, every single equal-suffrage State has a ‘“good” statute
against white slaving or pandering.” He is in error at this point;
for, in the tabulation of the Vigilance Association, the white slave
laws of only six of the nine suffrage States are classed as “good.”
Those of the other three States,—Colorado, Kansas and Wyoming,
—are classed as only “fair.,” Twenty-four of the male suffrage
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States are given as high rank in the Vigilance Association list as the
six suffrage States of the first group.

Mr. Creel further claims that “The equal-suffrage States are
also far in advance of the rest of the country in the matter of age
of consent. California is the only commonwealth with twenty-one
years; Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Utah, Washington and Wyoming
have eighteen ; Arizona has seventeen ; and Oregon and Illinois have
sixteen.” But is there no limit beyond which the raising of the age
of consent cannot safely go? In trying to protect our girls, shall we
make the laws a menace to thoughtless, uninstructed and possibly
sorely-tempted boys? What of the case of a boy of sixteen who is
deliberately led astray by a sophisticated girl of eighteen or twenty-
one? It will be remembered that Judge Lindsey has been charged
with undue leniency in his treatment of such cases in the Juvenile
Court of Denver. The Survey of December 6, 1913, summarized as
follows a part of Judge Lindsey’s defence against this charge, as
made in a public statement:

“The law of Colorado defines rape as the entering into sexual
relations with any unmarried girl under 18, whether she gives her
consent or not, and this is true even if she deliberately solicits the
relation. In many of the cases brought before the Juvenile Court the
girl had been wild and had gotten into difficulty with a young boy of
about her own age who, according to her own statement, was no
more guilty than she. In not a few cases, the girl was a prostitute
who led astray a boy much more innocent than herself.”

As To ILLITERACY.

Mr. Creel thinks that “It is distinctly noteworthy that in the list
of the ten most illiterate States in the Union,—Louisiana, South
Carolina, Alabama, Mississippi, Georgia, North Carolina, Virginia,
Tennessee, Kentucky and West Virginia—there is not an equal suf-
frage State.” But he does not notice nor mention the fact that
every one of the ten States in this group is a Southern State, loaded
with negro illiteracy.

How GENERALLY Do WoMEN VOTE?

Mr. Creel remarks that the charge that women do not avail
themselves of the right to vote “must necessarily be approached
through typical instances” and he selects as such instances the Seattle
election which recalled Mayor Gill, the Los Angeles election of 1912,
and half a dozen small-town elections in Illinois. Only the first two
demand consideration, for on the average, less than 250 voters of
either sex voted in the small towns which Mr. Creel selected. But
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the Seattle election has always been claimed as preéminently a
women’s victory. Mr. Creel gives the vote of men and women by
wards. The total shows 43,489 men and 21,807 women. Now in the
state of Washington the ratio of the sexes in the population is 126
males to 100 females. Assuming that this ratio holds good in
Seattle, the number of women voting should have been 31,977 1n-
stead of 21,807. That is to say, in this much-vaunted election, if
the interest of women in the moral issues involved had been as great
as that of men, they should have polled over 10,000 more votes than
they did.*

_ An analysis of the returns of the Los Angeles election of 1912
yields a somewhat similar result. In California, the males outnumber
the females but slightly,—the ratio being 125.5 males to 123.5 fe-
males. Mr. Creel’s figures show 54,625 men and 37,399 women
voting. But, applying to Los Angeles the sex ratio of the State,
when 54,625 men voted,.there should have been,—if they took an
equal interest—43,525 women at the polls. The actual women’s
vote was more than 6,000 less than that. Presumably Mr. Creel
made the most favorable selections that were available, but this is
the way they work out.

As to the State of California, it would be interesting, if it were
possible, to ascertain exactly how many women availed themselves
of their new privileges at the Presidential election of 1912. Every-
thing favored a large women’s vote. It was their first opportunity ;
the election was an exciting one; and the Governor of the State was
a candidate for Vice President. Unfortunately, the votes of men
and women are not separated in the returns of the election. But
there is a process of comparison which throws some light upon the
question. It is a familiar principle, of almost universal application,
that a Presidential election calls out a heavier vote than is polled for
state officers in the off years. In California, the vote cast for presi-
dential electors in 1908 was 118,947 larger than that cast for Gover-
nor in 19o6. The vote cast for Governor in 1910 was 385,652. Sup-
pose that the special enthusiasm attending a Presidential election had
brought out a men’s vote as much larger than the Gubernatorial
vote of 1910 as the Presidential vote of 1908 was
larger than the Gubernatorial vote of 1906, The to-
tal  vote for President in 1912 would then have
been 504,600, without the votes of women. But the actual total was
673,527. This leaves 168,027 votes to be credited to women. But
there were 613,626 women entitled to register in 1912, This com-

. It Enteresting to notice, by the way, that the same Hiram C. Gill, whose recall in 1g11

was hailed as a great moral victory, was again elected Mayor of Seattle, on the 3rd of March,
1914, by a majority of 14 ooo.
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parison indicates that considerably less than one-third of the women
in California who were entitled to vote at the Presidential election
in 1912 did so. The absolute accuracy of such a comparison can-
not, of course, be insisted on, for it necessarily ignores varying con-
ditions ; but it certainly does not suggest any consuming zeal on the
part of the women of California to use their new privilege. A simi-
lar conclusion as to Chicago women may be drawn from the fact
that of those entitled to register and to vote, only a trifle more than 9
per cent participated in the February 1914, primaries.

Has THE VoTE COARSENED OR CHEAPENED WOMEN?

Mr. Creel puts this question and answers it in the negative,
citing the testimony of several well-known citizens of suffrage states.
It would be going far to answer the question in the affirmative, or
to say that, as a rule, or in most cases, the vote had had this effect.
But there are some concrete instances which suggest unpleasant pos-
sibilities. There, for example, were the four women members of
the Colorado legislature who voted for the race-track gambling bill.
The Woman’s Journal explained their course by saying that three of
the four “were nominated by the local boss-ridden Democratic
party” of Denver. But if women legislators are to be boss-ridden,
it is hard to see how they are much better than men. Then there
was the Woman’s Public Service League of Denver which, when
it was proposed by the Board of Aldermen to make it a mis-
demeanor to serve women patrons of cafes with intoxicating liquors,
sent in to the Board a formal protest “against any measure which
places restrictions upon the freedom of action of women which are
not placed upon the freedom of action of men.” A League of
women which thinks it is rendering a “public service” by claiming
for women the privilege of promiscuous drinking and intoxication
with men in saloons seems rather an anomaly, at least from the tem-
perance point of view. And again, there were the four Colorado
women legislators whom the Rev. Dr. Samuel Garvin of the First
Presbyterian Church in Colorado Springs, in a sermon preached
August 17, 1913, charged with voting against the so-called Search
and Seizure bill several years ago, “thus defeating it and making
local option legislation of the State of Colorado of virtually no

effect.”
WoMEN As OFFICE-SEEKERS.

Mr. Creel asks “Do women become inveterate office-seekers?”
and answers the question emphatically in the negative. That women,
as a whole, in the suffrage states, evince any more eagerness than
men to hold public office it would be unfair to charge. But there are
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not lacking instances of zeal in that direction which, while they may
have been prompted by the noblest motives, are curiously like male
manifestations of the sort. For example, the Denver Republican
of April 2, 1912 stated that the Democratic women, the Republican
women and the Citizens’ women all wanted the office of recorder, an
office which carried more patronage than any other office in city or
county, and reported a prominent woman as saying: “We want
an office with patronage. Of course a woman can’t do much as re-
corder, but she’ll have a lot of jobs to distribute. We women are
tired of being given offices that have no patronage attached. How
can a woman office-holder work up a personal following without pat-
ronage to give her workers? That we haven’t had it before is the
reason we are so weak in politics.” The Republican further stated
that the women would also like a supervisor or two and a member
of the election commission and would make a strong fight for the
office of secretary of state; and it concluded: ““We want offices
where there are enough spoils to reward our workers’ is the new
campaign cry of the suffragists of the state.” That the Denver Re-
publican did not misrepresent Colorado women in this statement is
indicated by an interview with Mrs. Harriet G. R. Wright, president
for years of the Colorado Equal Suffrage Association, which was
printed in the Chicago Record-Herald of July 13, 1913. In this
interview, Mrs. Wright advised the women of Illinois to “grab
everything that is offered while the grabbing is good” and recalled
regretfully that the Colorado women leaders made the mistake of
not being more insistent upon offices, and even thought it was
properly feminine to decline politely, with the result that now they
have to fight for every single concession. She added: “Let the
Illinois women be advised and insist on recognition in the partition
of offices from the start. Else they will find themselves spending a
weary time later trying to get the least of offices.” And that this
advice did not pass unheeded is indicated by the fact that while only
9 per cent. of the Chicago women entitled to register and vote par-
ticipated in the primary election of February 24, 1914, no less than
seven women got themselves nominated for aldermen.

WHo ARE THE ANTI-SUFFRAGISTS?

The suffragists are in the haibt of describing the women who
oppose them as allies of the saloon-keepers, the white slavers and
other agents of iniquity. With a delicate courtesy and admirable
self-restraint which perhaps foreshadow what may be looked for
from the political woman, Dr. Anna Howard Shaw, President of
the National Woman Suffrage Association, has described the anti-
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suffrage leaders as “vultures looking for carrion,” and as “protectors
of the liquor interests, food dopers, child-labor ex_plmters, white-
slavers and political bosses” and has said that they “only serve the
purpose that, by holding out their skirts, they act as a screen for the
liquor traffic, the gambler, the vicious, ansi those interested in dance
halls and places where young girls are ruined.”

It may be worth while to glance for a moment at some of the
women whom Dr. Shaw thus describes. Take the Massachusetts
Anti-Suffrage Association for example. Th_e President has been for
many years on the State Board of Charities, was one of the first
women overseers of the poor ever elected in the State, and_has been
for many years one of the managers of a large private hospital. Orl;e
of the vice-presidents was for many years Dean 'of a woman's
college; another is President of the 'Woman s E_du—
cational Association and Vice-President of the Woman’s Municipal
League ; another has been for many years a Director of the Massa-
chusetts Prison Association and a member of the Massachusetts
Child Labor Committee; another was for twenty years on the
Massachusetts Prison Commission, and is Director of a hospital. One
member of the Executive Committee has been on the school com-
mittee of her town twelve years, is trustee of a library, a manager of
the District Nursing Association, and has been prominent in village
improvement society work; another is Vice-President of a
Home for Aged Women, and one of the managers of a Home for
Crippled Children; another was for many years President _of‘the
Consumers’ League; another is on the State Lzbrar_y C0fnm1351on;
another is prominent in the Society for Improved Housing of the
Poor ; another is President of a Village Improvement Society and
Vice-President of a Hospital League; another has been chairman of
the Sanitation Department of the Woman’s Municipal League; an-
other is Director of the Massachusetts Milk Consumers’ Association,
Director of the Department of Public Health of the \-‘VOITIZ].!:I’S
Municipal League, and Chairman of its Committee on Infant Social
Service, which was the pioneer in introducing pre-natal work among
the poor; another is Treasurer of an Industrial School; another is
on the board of management of a Home for Workingwomen, a
Home for Incurables, a Woman’s Free Hospital and an Industrial
School for Crippled Children; and another is connected with the
work of the National Woman’s Civic Federation and the Boston
Widows’ Society, and is a Visitor for the Massachusetts General
Hospital.

These are the women who are directing the anti-suffrage work
in Massachusetts, and women of a similar type make up the official
boards of the sixteen State Anti-Suffrage Associations and the
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National Anti-Suffrage Association and thousands of the same type
are found in the rapidly-increasing membership of these Associa-
tions. They are disinterested, public-spirited women, who give their
time and strength freely to charities and philanthropies and meas-
ures for the public welfare without any thought of recognition or
political preferment. They oppose woman suffrage because they
believe it to be a menace both to women and to the State, and be-
cause they believe that the interests of women and children can be
better served by disinterested and non-partisan influence than by
thrusting women into the strife of politics and loading them with
men’s responsibilities.

WaAT SorT OF WOMEN ARE To BE CONSIDERED ?

In discussing the question of the wisdom or the unwisdom of
woman suffrage, the type of woman to be considered is not the
woman of leisure, restless to find some avenue for her activities ; nor
the spectacular woman,—the woman of cross-country hikes, of street
parades, of soap-box oratory; nor the young woman fresh from
college, who has not yet found herself nor had time to appraise fairly
the values of life; but the average, normal woman. Mr. Creel closes
his paper with a quotation from a well-known Colorado woman, who
professes to agree heartily with the opponents of equal suffrage who
declare that woman'’s place is the home, and who bases her own en-
thusiasm for suffrage on the conviction that it is in the interest of
the home. This would be a good note to close on,—if only it were
true. But it is not. The average woman of the home is busy,—
in the vast majority of cases happily busy—with the cares of the
home and the rearing of her children. She has no sympathy with
Mrs. Inez Milholland Boissevain’s commendation of “ten minute a
day housekeeping” nor with Mrs. Charlotte Perkins Gilman’s ad-
vocacy of state nurseries for children, and her argument that “if
the child is not seriously ill, the nurse is as good as the mother. If
the child is seriously ill, the nurse is better.” The average, normal
woman has the average, normal womanly instincts; and her time is
fully occupied and her strength fully taxed by the duties to which
they lead. If she has to make and maintain her own home by some
form of industry, her time is still fully occupied and her strength
often unduly taxed. In either case, it is no kindness to ask her to
assume a part of man’s work in addition to her own. Her interests,
so far as legislation can affect them, are increasingly well protected,
—far better protected, on the average, in male suffrage states than
in equal suffrage states. The suffrage is in no sense a right; it is
not primarily a privilege; it is first of all an obligation,—and not an
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obligation which can be met, as the suffragists lightly assert, by
dropping a piece of paper in a box on the way to market.

The great majority of American women do not want the ballot.
The suffragists themselves admit the fact,—sometimes by impli-
cation, when they strenuously resist every proposal to find out the
wishes of women through a referendum, and sometimes by direct
and unguarded statements; as when the Boston suffragists dis-
tributed flyers under the heading “Votes for Women” containing
this statement: “People say: The majority of women don’t want to
vote. The majority never wants a progressive measure.” In other
words, the majority must have the burdens of the suffrage thrust
upon them because a small and noisy minority thinks that suffrage is
“a progressive measure.”

After the overwhelming defeat of the proposed suffrage amend-
ment in Wisconsin in 1912, Mary Swain Wagner, founder of the
Political Equality League of that state, gave as an explanation of the
defeat “the appalling indifference of the women,” and added : “When
the women themselves showed so little eagerness to obtain the ballot,
it is not surprising that many men who really believed in equal suf-
rage, decided it was best for the women to wait awhile.” And Ellis
Meredith, returning to Colorado in September, 1912, after cam-
paigning in Ohio, asked to explain the overwhelming suffrage defeat
in that State, said, in an interview in the Denver News of September
g: “The first great underlying cause of the defeat was that the
women themselves were so many of them either very timid or in-
different. They didn’t make it evident enough that they cared.

The defeat lies chiefly at their doors.”

THE REAL ISsSUE.

In Massachusetts, the Woman Suffrage Association claims a
membership of 40,000. But the women of the State, of voting age,
number more than 1,100,000. Shall the principle of the control of
the majority prevail? Or shall the 40,000 thrust the unwelcome
burdens of the ballot upon the more than 1,000,000? That is the
real issuie in Massachusetts ; and the issue is the same in other male-
suffrage States in which a similar demand is made.




By NO MEANS “SURE TO COME”

(From Z%e Remonstrance, April, 1914)

TaaT is a hasty and unreflecting judgment which declares that
woman suffrage is “sure to come” and that it is therefore useless
to contend against it,

Woman suffrage is not “sure to come.” It can be restricted
within its present limits by the energetic and concerted action of
the men and women who are opposed to it. It is now on its way
to defeat at the polls in several of the most important States in the
Union.

IF'rom the boastfulness of the suffragists, it might be supposed
that the suffrage movement was sweeping everything before it. But
this is not true. The suffrage movement has not gained a foot of
territory through the vote of the male electorate, east of the Missis-
sippi River. Not one of the New England States, not one of the
Middle States, not one of the Southern States, not one of the Mid-
dle Western States has given full suffrage to women.

Nor is this all. Every State east of the Mississippi in which
the proposal to give the ballot to women has been submitted to the
veters has defeated it by an overwhelming majority.

What, then, is the present situation?  Simply, that in nine
States west of the Mississippi women have the full vote.
The combined population of these nine States is less than the com-
bined pepulation of New York city, Chicago and Philadelphia.
The combined population of seven of them is less than the popula-
tion of New York city alone. Are these nine mostly sparsely-settled
States—only three of which have a population of as many as a
million each—likely to force their policy upon the other thirty-
nine?

And what is the immediate prospect? No one will deny that
the East, not to mention the South, is more conservative than the
West. Suppose that New York votes upon this question next year.
Is it any more likely to be carried for suffrage than Ohio, which
defeated it by a majority of 87,4557 Suppose that the proposed
suffrage amendment is submitted to the voters of New Jersey next
vear. Are they any more likely to udu;r it Hmn the voters of Wis-
consin, who rejected it by a mu;maf\' of 91,479¢ Suppose that the
question goes to the voters of Pennsylvania next year. [sit probable
that they will act upon it any more fawvorably than those of Michi-
gan, who gave a majority of 96,144 against it?

Against the rash and ill-considered declaration that woman
suffrage is “sure to come,” The Remonstrance sets this simple
statement of facts and probabilities. And it bases upon them the
predicticn that the year 1915 is destined to witness the heaviest
defeats which the suffrage movement has vet experienced.

(Published by the Massachusetts Association Opposed to the Further Ex-
tension of Suffrage to Women, Room 615, Kensington Building, Boston.)




AN ANTI-SUFFRAGIST CREED

(Adapted from an article by the late Oétavia Hill, the noted English philanthropist.)

I believe that men and women help one another because
they are different, have different gifts and different spheres—
and that the world is made on the principle of mutual help.

I believe that a serious loss to our country would arise if
women entered into the arena of party struggle and political
life. So far from their raising the standard, I believe they
would lose the power of helping to keep it up by their in-
fluence on the men who know and respect them.

I believe that political power would militate against their
usefulness in the large field of public work in which so many
are now doing noble and helpful service.

I believe this service far more valuable than any voting
power would possibly be. You can double the number of
voters and achieve nothing, but you have used up, in achiev-
ing nothing, whatever thought and time your women voters
have given to such duties.

I believe that if women spend their time and heart and
thought in the care of the sick, the old, the young and the
erring; if they seek for and respect the out-of-sight, silent
work which really achieves something, a great blessing is
conferred on our country.

I believe there is enough of struggle for place and power,
enough of watching what is popular and will win votes,
enough of effort to secure majorities. If woman would

temper this wild struggle let her seek to do her own work
steadily and earnestly, looking rather to the out-of-sight, neg-
lected sphere, and she will, to my mind, be filling the place
to which by God's appointment she is called.

I believe that there are thousands of silent women who
agree with me in earnestly hoping no Woman Suffrage
measure will pass.

Issued by the Massachusetts Association Opposed to the Further
Extension of Suffrage to Women.

Pamphlets and leaflets may be obtained from the Secretary, Room
615, Kensington Building, 687 Boylston Street, Boston, Mass.

May, 1914.
g
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Section of Woman Suffrage Parade, Washington, D. C., March 3, 1913

“We Welcome Every Socialistic Vote”

—ANNA HOWARD SHAW, President National American Woman Sulfrage Asscciation,
at Harrisburg, Pa., March 18, 1913

Section of Woman Sulffrage Parade, Washington, D. C., May 9, 1914

WATCH THIS ALLIANCE —— Woman Suffrage and Socialism

WOMEN'S ANTI-SUFFRAGE ASSOCIATION OF MASSACHUSETTS
815 KENSINGTON BUILDING, BOSTON




SOME OF THE WOMEN IN MINNESOTA OPPOSED
TO WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

MINNESOTA ASSOCIATION OP-
POSED TO WOMAN SUF-
FRAGE.

216 Lowry Annex, St. Paul, Minn.

General Secretary, Miss Rita Kelley,
N. W, Cedar 1071,

President—

Mrs. J. B. Gilfillan, Minneapolis
Recording Secretary—

Mrs. W. W, Sykes, Minneapolis
Treasurer-

Mrs. Hiram F. Stevens, St. Paul

Vice Presidents—

Mrs. Walter Richardson, St. Paul
Mrs, Alfred Pillsbury, Minneapolis
's. ldmund Pennington, Minneap-

II C. Stringer, St. Paul
Honorary President—
Mrs. Johnson W. Straight, St. Paul
Honorary Vice President—
Mrs. Daniel R. Noyes, St. Paul
Executive Committee—
Minneapolis:
J. 8. Bell
5. G, H. Christian
Mrs. H. C. Clarke
Mrs. H. Harcourt Horn
Mrs. L. K, Hull
Mrs. C. J. Martin
Mrs. J. H. MacMillan
Mrs. J. R, Marfield
Mrs. 0. C., Wyman
Mrs. John Washburn
Mrs. C. C. Webber
St. Paul:
Mrs. Jessica DeWolf
Miss Mary Davis
Miss Caroline Fairchild
s, Emerson Hadley
A. H, Lindeke
J. E. Ricketts
's. C. L. Spencer
's. B. P, Wright

THE ST. PAUL ASSOCIATION OP-
POSED TO WOMAN SUF-
FRAGE.

President-
Mrs., Edward C. Stringer
Vice Presidents—

Mrs. Geo. R. Metecalf
Mrs. Geo. L, Lennox
Mrs. M. D. Munn
Mrs. Chas. L. Spencer
Miss Clara Hill

Mrs. Henry E. Randall

Secretary—

Mrs. Walter Richardson
Assistant Secretary—

Miss Margaret Davis
Treasurer—

Mrs. Kenneth Clark
Standing Committees—

Membership:
Mrs. Wm. Davis

Publicity:
Mrs. J. G. Pyle

Legislative:
Mrs, G. Stamm

Literature:
Miss Caroline Fairchild

THE MINNEAPOLIS ASSOCIATION
OPPOSED TO THE FURTHER
EXTENSION OF SUFFRAGE
TO WOMEN,

Meyer's Arcade, Minneapolis, Minn,

President—
Mrs. Edmund Pennington
Honorary Presidents—
Mrs. Harlow Gale
Mrs. T. B, Walker
Vice Presidents—

Mrs. E. L. Carpenter
Mrs. Geo. H. Christian
Mrs. C. M. Hanson
Mrs. Oscar Owre
Mrs. Alfred Pillsbury
Treasurer—
Mrs. V. H. Van Slyke
Corresponding Secretary—
Miss Tessie Jones
Standing Committees—
BEducational:
Mrs. G. €. Christian
seneral Extensgion:
Mrs. J. J. Flather
State Extension Work:
Mrs. C. P. Stembel
City Extension Work:
Mrs. L. 8. Donaldson
Circulation:
Mrs, W. H. Lee
Legislative:
Mrs. J. B. Gilfillan
Membership:
Mrs. W. W. Sykes
Publicity:
Mrs, W. Washburn




To the Members of the Senate and House of Representatives of the State of
Minnesota :

The First Quarterly Statement of the Minnesota Associations Opposed to
the Further Extension of Suffrage to Women,

Gentlemen :

The State Associations Opposed to the Further Extension of Suffrage to
Women are organized to edueate the people of Minnesota on the question of
suffrage, and to register the opposition to the further extension of suffrage to
women by enrollment of members,

No person, male or female, is admitted to membership under the age of 21.
Membership is voluntary and largely signatory, not proselyting.

The St. Paul association has a membership of 1,300, of whom 800 are wage
earners.

The Minneapolis association, organized in August, 1914, has a membership
of over 700. More than one-third of this enrollment is wage earning.

The state is being organized by congressional distriets.

State extension and edueational work through the publicity of the country
piess and through the distribution of pamphlets, ete., reveal two facts:

First—The unwillingness of the women of Minnesota to have the ballot
thrust upon them, when they neither know nor understand the conditions
involved.

Second—When they do understand, the majority of the women of Minne-
sota do not want the ballot.

Kindly look up the laws of Minnesota governing Child Labor, Hours and
Protection for Woman's Labor, Factory Laws, Health Laws, Mothers’ Pensions,
Juvenile Court, Equal Guardianship Laws, High Saloon License, Restricted
Salcon Districts, Property Right and Inheritance Laws.

Are not the laws of Minnesota superior, in most instances, to those in
suffrage states?

[n what instances do the laws of Minnesota diseriminate against women?

The founders of the United States insured the stability of the government
against coercion of one state by another, and of states by the national govern-
ment.

Are the legislators of Minnesota to be coerced by a minority of women into
imposing the burden of the franchise upon the majority of women, who do not
want it ?

Is it just to disregard public opinion?

The state associations are young, but they are voieing a growing public
opinion.

Though only three years old, the National association has a membership
of 150,000.

Twenty-six states have associations in the National association.

According to suffrage figures, only three adult women in every 100 have
identified themselves with suffrage associations; but, the suffrage propaganda
has been before the country for 64 years.

“Democracy, justice, safety, stability in government, and consideration
for womanhood, childhood and the home all demand of you the prompt rejee-
tion of any constitutional amendment to enfranchise women.”’

Headquarters of the State and St. Paul Associations Opposed to Woman
Suffrage, 216 Lowry Annex.

Headquarters of the Minneapolis Association Opposed to the Further Ex-
tension of Suffrage to Women, 331 Meyers Arcade.




Woman Suffrage Going, Not Coming,

Woman Suﬁrage has never carried in any state where the peop]e were alive to its true nature.

In those states which have adopted it, ()n|y 44 men out of every 100 voted on the issue.

Ohio defeated Woman Suffrage in 1912 and again in 1914—in 1912 by a majority of 87,455,
and in 1914 by a majority of 182,905.

This increase of 95,450 in the majority against Woman Suffrage in two years was due to

education.

Michigan defeated Woman Suffrage in November, 1912, and again in April, 1913—the first time
by a majority of &!y 760, the second time by a majority of 96,144.

In six months the people of Michigan became so aroused to the menace of Woman guﬁé'age that

they changed an adverse verdict of only 760 votes to an adverse verdict of 96,144 votes.

Woman Suffrage was defeated in Wisconsin in 1912 by a majority of 91,478, and in 1914 it was
defeated in North Dakota by a majority of 9,139, in Nebraska by 10,104, and in Missouri
by 140,206.

The combined majorities for suffrage in Nevada and Montana in 1914 totaled less than 7,400.
The combined majorities against suffrage in Ohio, North and South Dakota, Nebraska and
Missouri in 1914 totaled 354,268.

These figures prove conclusively that the people are against Woman Suffrage—that it is going,

not coming.

ST. PAUL ASSOCIATION OPPOSED TO WOMAN SUFFRAGE.




Woman Suffrage a

The following letter from DMrs. Fred-
erick H. Colburn, press chairman of the
San Francisco District of the Federa-
tion of Women's Clubs, and wife of the
gecretary of the California Bankers' Asso-
ciation, printed in the New York “Times"
of Oct. 15, brings interesting testimony
as to how woman suffrage is working in
(alifornia, She says:

“The last Legislature did less for the
benefit of women than any previous Legis-
lature has done in the last twenty yvears.

“The legal status of women has not
been improved in California by their en-
franchisement. Under the old regime @
married woman ecould by homesteading
exempt property to the amount of $5000
from any debt owed by the husband.
This gave the widow and children enough
to meet their immediate wants. Now, in
case of death, if there is indebtedness the
wife and children lose everything. In
the newly established equality, the wife is
liable for all debts; she can be made to
pay the household expenses and can be
sued for alimony!

“One of the highest honors possible
{o bestow at an election has been given
to a man whose private life is such that
he was refused a nomination for a lesser
office and practically driven out of poli-
tics by male voters a few years ago. He
is now a prime favorite among the women
who helped to elect him, and not one of
them makes any pretext to ignorance of
hig record.

“There has been one judicial recall
in San Francisco by women voters. In-
stead of the Judge deposed we Wwere
given a Magistrate with very geant
and of such a weak

knowledge of the law
character that he would never appeal to
any but women voters.

“Were it not for continual agitation,
interest in suffrage would die out among
the masses of our women. As it is, the
registration shows a continued decrease,
and this in spite of the fact that ques-
tions of vital local interest are before
the people for adjustment at the present
time.”

‘alifornia gave women the voite in
1911. For the fiscal year ending June 30,
1911, the State expenditures were $18,691.-
877. Far the fiscal year ended June 30,
1915, they were $36,520,993. A part of
this increase is accounted for by high-
way bonds. According to the Los Angeles
Times, “at least $10,000,000 is political
plunder.” In 1911 the direct taxes for
county purposes were $31,188,120. For
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1914, they
were $42,293,021, “The cost of the county
government in California,” says the same
journal, is “about five times the average
cost of county government in other
American States.”

“Our California statutes have been so
manipulated that the State Legislature
fixes the number of employes of every
county and their salaries; and the coun-
ties, which have no voice in fixing those
payrolls, must foot the bills. Taxation
without representation was tyranny in
the American Colonies in 1776; it is a
habit in California in 1915.”

Miss Helen Todd who is campaigning
for suffrage in Massachusetts says that

Issued

Failure in California

California women “have seen to the pres-
ervation and extension of the eight-hour
law for working women.” She fails to
mention that the majority of the working
women in California are engaged in the
canning industries, and that the eight-
hour law is not applicable to them.

Suffragists tell us woman's vote is
needed to improve moral conditions in
our cities. So far is it from accomplish-
ing this in San Francigco that moral con-
ditions have grown much worse since
women have had the vote. “The Survey”
of which Jane Addams is assistant editor,
reprints the report of the American So-
cial Hygiene Association issued in Sep-
tember on conditions in San Francsico. It
Says:

“|n spite of announcements of officials
to the contrary, San Francisco remains
one of the few large cities of this coun-
try where prostitution is frankly and
openly tolerated. Here also little or no
effective supervision and regulation of
dance halls, rooming houses, cafes and
other public places where prostitutes ply
their trade is provided. The natural and
inevitable result has been that 8an
Francisco has become the Mecca for the
underworld, and that for every such addi-
tion to her population the problem is ren-
dered that much more difficult.”

These are the conditions in a city
where women vote! Mr. Johnson says
that the Y. W. C. A, the W. C. T. U,, and
other organizations of the kind have
tried to improve these conditions, but
have failed, as they have received little
or no support from the city officials.
This fact is directly in opposition to the
suffrage theory that women must have
the vote in order that city and state
officials shall pay heed to their wishes.
But the thousands of dissolute women in
9an Francisco also have the vote, and
will vote as the party in power dictates!
This fact is directly in opposition to the
between the Democrats, Republicans,
Progressives and Socialists, and is there-
fore of much less importance than the
big vote which can be controlled. Dr.
Helen Sumner, sent by the suffragists to
study conditions in Denver several years
ago, states that “The vote of these women
to whom the police protection is essential
is regarded as one of the perquisites of
the party in power.”

Under woman sufirage the legal status
of woman has fallen—she is losing the
privileges which civilization had taught
men to give her.

A man of such bad private character
that he was refused nomination for a
small office before women voted is given
a higher office after women vote.

The mass of women are uninterested
in politics, and registration is constantly
decreasing, leaving the unscrupulous fe-
male politicians the representatives
of their sex.

Taxes have increased enormously.

Moral conditions are appallingly bad.

('alifornia defeated prohibition last
vear by nearly 200,000. San Francisco
has 3500 saloons. Boston has less than
1000,

Do vou like the picture? Do you want
Massachusetts to “cateh -up” with Cali-
fornia?

as

by the

WOMEN’'S ANTI-SUFFRAGE ASSOCIATION OF MASSACHUSETTS
687 Boylston Street, Room 615, Boston.

Mrs. John Baleh, President.

Mrs. Charles P. Strong, Secretary.
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= BEFORE—— =
THE ELECTIONS COMMITTEE
OF SENATE OF MINNESOTA

(H951557)

BY=—
MRs. J. B. GILFILLA




Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen of the Committee :—

OMEN opposed to Universal Suifrage refused to or-

ganize, in behalf of their convictions, until coerced

by patriotism. It became apparent many women, i1

every walk of life, did not wish political obligations
or responsibility.

The National Association opposed to Woman’s Suffrage,
organized three years ago. Since then there has been an ay-
erage of one state association formed every eight weeks. The
membership is 150,000 women of voting age; 50,000 women a
year affiliating in the protest against “votes for women.” The
momentum of their cause has come from the great number of
thoughtful women giving allegiance to it, and the entire ab-
sence of sensationalism. They are non-militant both in at-
titude and action. Anti-suffrage women have “felt the nobl-
est motive is the public good.” So, we ask no organizations
to express preference in political opinions. We are convinced
such an expression is detrimental to philanthropic work de-
pendent upon private subscription for support and may bring
discord into any humanitarian organization. Students of the
subject know the large minority opposed to suffrage in many
associations said to favor it. Out of 12 organizations quoted
as for suffrage in the circular “A Reply,” one-third have al-
ready said the use of their names was a mistake. Anti-suf-
fragists do not come before the public with lists of affiliated
associations. In this we have been greatly misunderstood.
The absence of this affiliation is not from necessity, but ex-
presses our profound belief that political divisions among
women, may take from the United States her great first place
in humanitarian movements and activities. We are satisfied
to present our cause without the bulwark of associations. We
come before you, a band of adult women believing, in a re-
public, woman’s obligation to the state rests as much in her
duties toward it as her rights from it.

Universal suffrage has never been tried in a great republic
with unlimited immigration. Has it passed beyond the ex-
perimental stage in the United States? Four years,—two
general elections, is not long enough to test the permanency
of a constitutional amendment. Wyoming, Idaho, Utah and
Colorado are the only states where women have voted longer
than four years. It is said there can be no comparison be-
tween these, and manhood-suffrage states, because economic
interests are different. They cannot well he compared with
the states which defeated woman’s suffrage this year. They
are certainly no criterion for Wisconsin, Michigan and Ohio,




where universal suffrage has also been defeated—OQhio add-
ing this year 100,000 to her majority against it two years
ago. Suffragists feel it was the liquor question that did it,
but the majority against suffrage in 1914 was 120,000 more
than the majority for liquor. However, certain comparisons
must be admitted.

Minnesota has adopted 20 of the model provisions of the
uniform child labor laws. Colorado, where women have voted
21 years, has but seven, Minnesota appropriates $51,000 a year
to enforce these laws, and Colorado $10,000; less proporfion-
ately, than the manhood-suffrage state. Wyoming and Utah
have no actual compulsory school attendance laws, each state
requiring only 20 weeks a year and Wyoming admitting a
poverty exemption; Colorado renders her compulsory educa-
tion law almost null by five exemptions. No universal suf-
frage state had forbidden night work for women to January,
1914. Wyoming and Colorado are not among the 11 states
forbidding minors under 21 in bar-rooms. Wyoming did not
pass her anti-gambling law until women had the vote 35
years. The eight-hour law for women in Colorado does not
provide against night work or for a six-day week. If
woman’s franchise will solve the labor question, why has
Colorado twice in ten years called for the assistance of federal
troops? Judge Lindsay says, “In politics women cannot free
us, because they are not free themselves. In a typical Ameri-
can community they are as helpless as the rest of us.” In
other words, they are under the demands and obligations of
political life. Not one state having full woman’s suffrage has
a great city or any congested population. We do not fear the
effect of woman’s suffrage on the acreage of our country. Its
dangers lie in centers of population, where the absence of
homogeneity, both in nationality and ideal, creates a menace
to our republic.

The one condition of general concern, represented by the
Universal Suffrage states is Mormonism: five of the states
where women vote are under Mormon control. If then only
one-sixth of the adult women of the United States live in uni-
versal suffrage states, and in only four of these states they
have voted at more than two general elections,—if laws inde-
pendent of tense economic conditions in these states show no
great humanitarian improvement, but perhaps the reverse,
are we justified, gentlemen of the committee, in believing
“votes for women” are still experimental in the United States ?
Since law “is the result of human wisdom acting on human
experience for the benefit of the public,” we ask you, gentle-
men, not to subject Minnesota to this experiment.

+

We are told women out at work need the ballot, first, for
protection and then to raise wages. There are 2414 million
adult women in the United States and 2034 million of them
are or have been married. There are three and one-half times
as many women among us earning their living in that “an-
cient and most honorable pursuit” of making a home, as are
in gainful occupations.

Our suffrage friends say work has gone out of the home.
Anti-suffragists—wonder if there is a mistake, and instead
it is women who have gone out of the home. Every anti-suf-
frage woman who, from patriotic conviction, is giving time
to this amendment, knows the work takes her too much from
home and the family in the home know it, also. Almost in
proportionate ratio, to ready-made clothing, canned goods,
baker’s bread and cooked food coming into the home, the
cost of living has *‘gone up.” Refrigerator cars and cold stor-
age require women to have a knowledge of dietetics and
cooking unknown before they had to deal with green food
ripening on the way. The health of the household depends
now upon this knowledge. To anti-suffragists, the scientific
house-wife and mother seem, more and more, the demand of
the day. We have no sympathy with the band of women, af-
filiated with suffrage, who declare servitude and injustice
are expressed in the words, home, husband and duty. We
have no sympathy with the doctrine of trial marriage, public
rearing of children and mothers who prefer to be wage-
earners; tenets of these same women. We believe the hope
of our land lies in the mother-love and the father-love over
the home and in the home, permeating the development and
requirements of childhood and youth.

Of the 524 million adult women in gainful occupations,
only 2 millions are in pursuits requiring any special prepara-
tion, and 75 per cent of these are in so-called woman'’s work,—
teachers and trained nurses. Three and one-half million of
these women, who are of voting age, are employed in domes-
tic service, agricultural work and mechanical pursuits. This
has been the order of occupation in so-called unskilled labor
of women for thirty years in the United States. These
women surely need the protection of wise laws, rather than
the opportunity to make laws. Should “women at work” be a
leading argument for universal franchise, while only one-
fourth of them can be considered a dependable benefit to the
electorate?

Anti-suffragists feel, if wages could be raised by voting,
men would long ago have taken advantage of it. Will voting
help women to be more skillful in work? Does efficiency
depend upon sex, or upon personal determination and per-

J




manency? As transient workers women are at a disadvant-
age. Forty-five per cent of those in gainful occupations cease
to be wage-earners at twenty-five. The confusion in the
work question relates to the girls and boys under voting
age. They cry out for your care and ours.

Anti-suffragists are opposed to women in political life; op-
posed to women in politics. This is often interpreted to
mean, opposed to women in public life, which is a profound
mistake. We believe in women in all the usual phases of
public life, except political life. Wherever woman’s influ-
ence, counsel, or work, is needed by the community, there you
will find her, so far with little thought of political beliefs. Is
there any humanitarian work where anti-suffragists are not
found? The pedestals they are said to stand upon move them
into all the demands of the community. At the moment,
they have as anti-suffragists, joined the homeopathic school of
medicine, hoping that like will destroy like, and we will all be
well again, back in the undivided way, for we believe the only
cure for ballot-box fever, is the anti-toxin of non-political influ-
ence. Our suffrage friends feel their demand expresses the ad-
vance-guard of democratic ideal. If so, it must be “of the
people, by the people, for the people.” In this relation its his-
tory is instructive. At the first appeal was to state legislatures,

not for a referendum of the opinion to that part of the popula-
tion affected, but for a constitutional amendment. The state
constitution,—safe-guarded,—that the “sober second thought
of the people may be law,” made the work slow, and an appeal
to the federal congress followed. The fact that the “qualifica-

?

tion of voters” is not a delegated right, did not prevent much
time being spent to obtain an expression of opinion. Now the
effort is being made to recall the legislative suffrage amend-
ment, and have the matter decided by the New York Constitu-
tional Convention. Fach step seems farther away from the
democratic maxim “by the people,” Anti-suffragists have
persistently, and we believe consistently, said there were two
just ways to decide this matter. One, that women be allowed
to cast a referendum vote, expressing their opinion on this
added responsibility. That only 4 per cent of the women of
Massachusetts in 1895 voted at such a referendum, was due,
entirely, to the fact that their constitution, and our own,
have the same election requirements and the easiest method
of defeat, was not voting. Second, that legislators know the
desire of at least one-half the women of the state before
submitting this amendment. Our suffrage friends say, if
women do not enjoy the franchise, they can disfranchise
themselves, by which they mean men and women can dis-
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franchise women,—since there are more men than women in
every state in the union except five. This would probably be
as impossible as men assure us it is to change the conditions
of male suffrage.

Why not urge submitting the amendment, if we believe the
majority of the women in Minnesota are opposed to franchise?
First, anti-suffragists are in this work under protest. For it,
they take time needed by their homes, and the humanitarian
demands of the community. You know, gentlemen of the
committee, how slow we have been to act in this matter. As
I said in the beginning, we were coerced by patriotism, which
forbids that it go by default. We intend to carry our cam-
paign of education into every legislative district in Minnesota.
This means hard, long work for us, and you, gentlemen, un-
derstand its difficulties. In the greater part of the state the
question has never been agitated. If you will give us time,
we will know the desire of the women in this matter. If
even half of them want the franchise, we are willing to join
with suffragists to bring it about, believing in a democracy
the wish of the majority is law. We say this, confident that
the suffragists will join with us, against woman’s franchise,
if they convince themselves the women in Minnesota do not
wish it. Second, if, as gentlemen representing the larger dis-
tricts of the commonwealth, you cannot see the wisdom of
giving us more time for the sake of a more assured opinion,
we have a second request, will you do this work? It is im-
possible, without more opportunity than has yet been given
for the people at large to inform themselves. Hence, as it
stands now, in voting on this matter you must represent them
in fact; since none of you have heard from the majority of
your constituency, this can only be done by voting as you be-
lieve. Is it according to the spirit of our constitution to send
to the people for their decision, a question contrary to your
belief? Are they justified in expecting your vote here to rep-
resent your opinion on the question? As the forefathers
interpreted the constitution, they are. Again, is there equity
or reason in sending an amendment to the people unless you
feel there is a possibility of its acceptance? To do this, be-
lieving it will be defeated, must come to many as contrary to
the fundamental facts of a republic. Just now you are being
asked to appropriate $43,000 to defray the publishing ex-
penses of amendments submitted last year, only one of which
received any favor.

Is there any way to judge the opinion of women at large
in this country on the suffrage question? Suffragists gave
654,000 as the number in their organization December, 1914,
after sixty-four years of propaganda. This is not one-thirty-
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first of the married women in the United States, less than one-
eighth of the adult women at work; it is only one-sixth of
the women having franchise in the United States, and only
2.7 per cent of the women over 21 years of age. You gentle-
men know, whether it be true, “Women usually ask for any-
thing they want very much.” Again, November elections
show, the defeat of woman’s suffrage at that time was in di-
rect ratio to the number of women in the population. Nevada
has 179 men to 100 women ; Ohio has 104 men to 100 women.
Where there was the highest percentage of women “votes for
women”’ was most overwhelmingly defeated.

Because of these things we ask, before an amendment be
submitfed to bring the women of Minnesota into the political
arena, either to neglect or assume the obligations thus put
upon them, both men and women all over the state under-
stand what is being done.

Ann Morgan said last week, “The cry for freedom in the
Twentieth century is no longer for political rights, but for
individual and industrial opportunity. The suffrage is merely
an unimportant incident in woman’s recognition of her group
responsibilities. Her ideal is to prepare the way, so the next
generation may act with a clearer vision and a deeper under-
standing of the inner spirit of democracy.” Anti-suffragists
fear the effect of woman’s vote is showing itself detrimental
to men in public life, and cite the retiring governor of Oregon
and the governor of Colorado, as possible examples. They feel
strong men are as important as strong women for the safety
of the state, each in their own sphere of work. This great
commonwealth could never have reached the position it has
except for virile, far-sighted men. Anti-suffragists wish the
government to be in the hands of such men; men to whom the
trinity of life still is their home, their religion and their coun-
try ; who are paternal, spiritual and patriotic.

As an anti-suffragist, 1 hope the women of the future in
the United States and in our state of the northern star, may
lose none of the qualities of women of the past, and add to
them only the advantages that have come under the evolution
of modern thought and education. That she may be a woman
outside of politics and political machinations:

“A woman who looketh well to the ways of
her household, and eateth not the bread of
idleness—who stretcheth out her hand to
the poor and to the needy, and in whose
tongue is the law of kindness. So shall the
heart of her husband safely trust in her, and
her children shall rise up and call her
blessed.”
8
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Gentlemen ;-

We who ask you to refrain from placing on the women of
this state the duty of the suffrage, come, as we believe, in the
name of a majority of the women of Minnesota. It is a majority
which consists, we feel, not simply in numbers; for if we were to
omit from such a concensus the ignorant and inert, we believe
that of thinking, educated, practical women we should still rep-
resent a large majority.

We do not ask you to oppose this measure merely because we
object to further service, public or private. This is a time in the
world’s history when no human being with a brain and a con-
science dare to refuse any service to mankind, even though it
involve the laying down of life. The women who speak to you
through us are anxious to serve, not only those of their own
households but all whom their efforts can reach. They do not
shrink from sacrifice. This very protest proves that; for, to
make it, they must put themselves in the ungracious attitude of
urging the defeat of a moy ement many of whose supporters are
certainly sincere and conscientious.

Our reasons for asking your assistance are threefold: We
find the proposed amendment to the constitution of the state,
giving the suffrage to women, to be unnecessary. inex xpedient
and harmful. iy

It is unnecessary, first, because the laws which in the past
discriminated against women have been so changed that legal
advantage is nearly always on the side of the women. Ihmc
changes have been effected without woman suffrage, although
woman’s influence has played a large part in bringing them
about. Moreover, the laws relating e~peuai1v to women and
children are already better in non- suffrage than in suffrage states.

[t is unnecessary, secondly, because what we need in the
ballot is not greater quantity, but improved quality. We be-
lieve that some women would be better voters than some men,
but that the total vote of women would show about the same
degree of judgment and conscience as that of men; and we see
no reason for doubling the vote unless we can also purify and
improve 1t.

[t is unnecessary in the specific matters on which argument
on its behalf is grounded, such as women’s w: ages, taxation, pro-
hibition,—because current histor v proves that 1hcw are not, and

candid consideration shows that they could not he, affected
either for better or for worse by woman stffrage. Colorado car-
ried prfllnhllum after 21 years of universal suffrage, though she
has only 5% more men than women in the voting poplﬂ(ttnm
Minnesota has 18% more of her population under “no license”
than Utah, where women have voted 18 years. This question
seems dcpmdent upon personality and locality interest rather
than woman’s ballot.

Wages are governed by economic forces and are

independent of th(, ballot. Taxes are raised and lowered

by the wvotes of non-taxpayers as well as those of tax-

payers, and the taxpaying woman would find her ballot a
useless weapon when it came to the matter of her own property.

Woman suffrage is inexpedient because her present influence,
in many cases very considerable, would be impaired if it became

positive influence. Men listen with interest to an intelligent
woman’s comment on political affairs, while if they felt behind it
the animus of party sentiment they would discount it as candid-
ly as they do the opinion of a prejudiced man. Not only this,
but the woman herself thinks more freely and clearly without
the consciousness of party bias than she could do with it.

It is inexpedient because it sets two people to do the work of
one; because the basis of government is Force, and women
should not be set to making laws which they cannot enforce;
and because women, so far as tested, do not use the vote in great
or increasing numbers where it has been granted.

In all fairness we ask you at least to refuse to put this con-
stitutional amendment, affecting all of us so vitally, before the
legal voters of the state until the women have had an opportun-
ity, by means of a referendum to women, to declare whether or
not a majority of them desire it.

Woman suffrage, finally, if it became general and were taken
up seriously and used by women, would, we believe, be a menace
to family and community life. The least successful wife and
mother would be not more, but less efficient for having her time
and mind occupied by public affairs; the most inharmonious
home would hardly be made happier by the introduction of a
new possibility of discord.

On the other hand, we believe that a majority of the women
who are devoting their lives to their homes, their churches, their
cities and even to the unfortunate and bereft of the greater world
outside, are with us when we say :—

a e !ﬁ()];lt\ of ti*g v gmenfwhe z{nc ;leautn o 1!1(‘11‘{ lives to ‘tlfeir
h¢m 4] { 111:?1%1? fthcn i‘lfws ;nﬂ ey 'gn "td tz gﬂ'rdi};ﬁtc

_‘.i & (I
fis when! we

apid §b tHe do {'11&'1?' W érlé foftside ﬂre Wit

cAy

Men, keep the vote in your own hands. We have much to do,
and other tools with which to work. But use it for the good of
all, for the integrity of our country, for the uplift of mankind.
Use it so wisely, so honestly, that those of our sex who have
sometimes felt that they could use it better will be satisfied to
leave it in your hands.

Issued by Minnesota Association opposed to Woman
Suffrage.
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THE BOWDLE SPEECH

As de}ivered in the House of Representatives in Washington, D. C., January 12, 1915.

Excerpts printed from the author’s manuscript before being expurgated for the Congressional Record.

[Introductory Note: From the anti-
suffrage side of the debate on the Mon-
dell resolution in the House of Repre-
sentatives on Tuesday, January 12,
1915, Representative Stanley Dowdle,
of Cineinnati, Ohio, made a speech
which was loudly applauded and en-
joyed by the majority of the House.
When his time had expired, and he
asked for an additional ten minutes,
there were cries of “Give it to him,
give it to him!”, and by unanimous
consent of the House the extension was
When Mr. Bowdle had fin-

ished, members rose from their seats

granted.

to greet and congratulate him with
handshake and spoken approval.

For printing in the Congressional
Record, Mr. Bowdle furnished an ex-
The Con-

gressional Committee of the National

purgated copy of his speech.

American Woman Suffrage Associa-
tion was able, however, to obtain a
manuscript copy of the speech as deliv-
ered on the floor of the House, and to
consult, besides, the stenographic re-
port taken down by the official reporter.
The Committee has reproduced here-
with the larger part of the speech in
its original language, for the purpose
of informing the public what manner of
thing was permitted and applauded by
the majority of the National Congress,
during the serious consideration of a
public question and in the presence of

women auditors.

ANTOINETTE FUNK,

Vice Chairman Congressional
Committee, National American
Woman Suffrage Association.]

Mr. Speaker, I rise to voice the position of
an unnumbered multitude of good women of
America relative to the suffrage Movement.
A multitude of women whose voices are not
heard in the street: who do not seek the
rostrum of political debate: who, though life
is not exactly what some of them would have,
do not defame their husbands and brothers
because they have been unable to declare the
Kingdom of Heaven to be at hand: women who
are not ashamed of their sex-lot, though it dis-
qualifies them from many functions allowed to
men. These I represent.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, the women of this smart
capitol are beautiful—indeed, their beauty is
positively disturbing to business: their feet
are beautiful; their ankles are bheautiful—but
here I must pause (prolonged laughter)—all
this I do assert on that kind of evidence re-
quired by Greenleaf’s first rules (applause and
laughter)—but they are not interested in af-
fairs of state; they are not interested in poli-
tics; insofar as I can judge, they are getting
their information on these subjects from the
source commanded by St. Paul, for which I do
heartily commend them. (Laughter.)

Who knows, maybe we shall live to see a
Mrs. at the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue
as President of the United States. Who knows,
a Mr, may hook up and unhook the nation’s
Chief. (Laughter.)

Mr. Speaker: the functions of women are of
a character that disqualifies them from acting
as jurors or judges. If I were to defend 2 man
on a capital eharge, and a woman were to offer
herself as a juror, there are some very intimate
questions that I should insist on putting to
her as to her then condition and were she over
forty-eight, I should want to know something
about her change of life. And that man or
woman does not live who would want to sub-
mit his or her personal property rights to a
judge ox juror who was with child.

It is the great distinctive function which is
at the basis of that consideration which men
instinetively show to women in so many ways;
even to the point of suspending the criminal
laws in their favor.

There are a thousand duties to which you
cannot summon women who are gestating or
rearing children. And every vigorous woman,
even though unmarried, may be invited into
that legal relation which brings those powers
into play.

Women have a great function. Her func-
tions are not man’s functions. Men and wo-
men are different. They are different in every
atom. Right here is where women set up a
grouch. Many women resent the limitations
of sex. But they quarrel with God, when he
has the final word. I might as well weep be-
cause I cannot gestate a child.

This world is not just what each of us would
have it. But, Mr. Speaker, blessed is that man
who recognizes the fact cheerfully. Were I
given the remaking of this world, I don't know
just what I should do. Ingersoll said he would
make it not rain so hard in the Sea: but com-
ing from Ohio, where we have had terrible
floods, I should make it not rain so hard on the
land. Of course, the Suffragists would recom-
mend some changes. One said to me that she
would make papa bear the children. (Laugh-
ter.) And this, Mr. Speaker, only bears out
the claim that this movement, like the whole
modern feminine movement, is a simple expres-
sion of sex resentment. Only the other day
some sociological person examined the roster
of a certain Woman’s Club of a western city,
and out of seventy-two women members, all
married and able, not a child had been born
within the year.

I would respectfully suggest to the patriotic
ladies that when next they meet, instead of
denouncing the distinguished member from
New York, Mr. Levy, because of the condition
of the back gate of Monticello, they resolve on
an investigation of this race suicide question:
that they give some attention to the feminine
clothing question and the millinery question.

Edmund Burke used to say that every law
of the British Empire had for its ultimate ob-
jeet the getting of twelve honest men in the
jury box .I think he overstated it, for there
is something that precedes even the adminis-
tration of justice—it is marriage. The ulti-
mate object of every law of every civilized
country is to get one man in love with one
woman. Unless that is the object the Nation
must come to an end. Mr. Speaker, a civiliza-
tion cannot be erected that favors celibacy. If
it could, the arrangement would be quite tem-
porary. There might be some justice in giving
unmarried women the ballot, but every unmar-
ried woman is ready to marry, and she should
sacrifice something (if it be a sacrifice) to that
institution whieh all the world hopes she will
finally enter. It is best for the unmarried
that our laws should favor the married. The
unmarried need no special laws. And the un-
married know this, and hence unmarried suf-
fragettes claim that their special value at the
polls and in the legislative Halls will be to re-
duce infant mortality. They need not concern
themselves. The married will care for the
children of this world. Should suffrage be-
come a fact, the Old Man will parade the floor
as usual in his night-shirt. (Laughter and ap-
plause.) _

All history, Mr Speaker, is nothing but the
record of an affair with a woman. Happy is
that man whose affair is honorable.

I saw smoke curling up from a cottage chim-
ney in a mountain glen. I followed it, and
entered the house—it was an affair with a wo-

( Continued on other side)




man. I looked into the dimpled face of a babe
[ saw a
myriad of black-grimed men emerge from the
mine’s mouth with lamps and dinner pails, and
they smiled and went each his way, and I won-
dered why they worked amid such dangers,
but I followed and found—it was an affair
with a woman.
locomotive hurling up
towards the city.

—it told of an affair with a woman.

I was in the cab of an express
through
[ wondered at his willingness

darkness

to endure the dangers, as block signals and
switches and cars shot by: but I saw his face
for a moment by the steam gauge light and he
smiled, as we approached the division end—
and I knew it was simply an affair with a wo-
man. I was with the inventor in an upper room
at night, where he had slaved for years on the
turbine prineiple, and I marvelled at his con-
staney, but he showed me her picture, and, Mr.
Speaker, it was an affair with a woman., And
the words of Swedenborg came to me, “though
men know it not, love is the life of this world.”

Women, have they a mission? Yes, it is to
rule in the world of love and affection—in the
home. It is not to rulein the state. They have
a funetion to perform which precludes the lat-
fer sort of rule. Man is King of this universe.
Woman is Queen. The Queen rules when the
King is dead—or becomes a Mollycoddle, and
the American man is not that yet.

The great need of America today is more
marriage. But many men are afraid to attempt
to support the modern woman. And this suf-
frage question is making the women less at-
tractive to men. Who would care to marry a
pronounced suffragist? (Laughter.)

America

Yes, the need is more marriage.

s¢ds-a new Baptism of the old-time masculin-
ity; and the baptism should be by immersion.
We need the old type of feminine woman.

I know that marriage is by the economic con-
dition unduly postponed or prevented alto-
gether, and I deplore this; but I have never
yet heard that the way to treat a disease was
to make it worse.

Mr. Speaker: Many things are to be changed
by feminine suffrage. One of them is the
“double standard,” so-called. Mrs. Pankhurs
lately in this city assured us that this change
is the first thing upon the suffrage programme.
I should like to have her exhibit to me the
statuze she would pass on this subject. Its
wording would be interesting. But pray—and
let us be frank—who is it that treats fallen
women most harshly? Is it not woman herself?
Her bill would have to be entitled “An Act to
Reform Women’s views of Women.” And who
is it that treats a delinquent man with the
most consideration? Is it not women?

But are not women’s instinets right in this
somewhat easier treatment accorded the young
man? Here he is, equipped by nature with
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powerful passions, out daily in the broad and
tempting world, subjected to temptations which
rarely encompass young women: shall he not
be accorded this charitable treatment? What
would Mrs, Pankhurst do with him? Let this
famous lady try to put some legislative stigma
upon him, (say on his forehead,) and the first
persons to protest would be the young man’s
mother and sisters.

I deplore the immoralities of this age. I
know how the energies of thousands of young
men are dissipated. I would to God that every
young man knew the true dignity of pure man-
hood. I would that every young man had writ-
ten over the lintels of his heart the Tth Chap-
ter of Proverbs as my Mother bade me write
it. But this thing is unreachable by law. Self
restraint is mot begotten by statute.

And we all weep too much over prostitutes.
Reform for them is easy. Any one of them in
any American city, desiring to reform, ecan
wash the paint off, clean up, go to the next
town and get honest house work. Laziness and
vanity are largely responsible for their chosen
vocation, We are too lugubrious anyhow over
evil people, lazy people, and criminals generally.
Our stamina seems to be breaking down in this
matter. It would be better were we sadder over
the plight of some honest people. My sym-
pathies are with the hard-working and honest.

Word has gone forth that nothing unflatter-
ing shall be said of women. But if women want
to jump into polities they must not be astonish-
ed to have their pedestals jarred by an occasion-
al truth. Hold on to your halo, when you enter
politics, is a good motto. Women surely ean't
burn property and assault and insult State
Ministers without hearing something about
themselves.

Having declared man to be a tyrant, they
must not get embarrassed when sternly asked
to name the day and date when he became so,
for our mothers did not regard him so.

Mr. Speaker: there is in America today a
forgotten institution known as the “0Old Man.”
I know him—you know him. Our mothers knew
him and honored him, and he honored them.
But he is now forgotten and often derided.
Suffragists insult him. I looked upon his frozen
features as he conquered the Antarctic Zone,
women burned up five millions of
his property at home, made by him with back-
breaking labor. I have seen his face in the
deadly flames of molten metal, where a mis-
movement meant death, I have been with him
in the bowels of steamers and have seen him
wipe the sealding sweat from his face as he
fed hellish furnaces. I have been with him
working on great engines, in work taxing
nerves and strength, where a mistake of a

while

thousandth of &n inch meant ruin. I have heen

with him in the grease and slime of repairs
to great engineering apparatus. I have t
ten up with him in the frosty darkness of the
morning to go to the great shops of the cities,
while leis [ have eaten
him his spare eak . I have been

multitudes of him around t
world at noon dinir

forges of
from buckets, yvet al

cheerful. I have seen hin h loco-
motives, with his flesh fryi

his hand still gripping

last question was fo tl

message was to a woman.

This, Mr. Speaker, man ‘“the Tyrant)
This is the being of whom Miss Shaw said the
other day, “all we ask of man is that he stand
out of our sunshine.” This is t ng who
is no longer able to represent women, who in-
deed misrepresents them, though he furnis
the world its meal ticket. (Laughter.)

This is the last attempt of the “Old Man"
to save his pants. (Laughter and applause.)

Mr. Speaker: the women of this land, who
do not want the suffrage, are entitled to be
heard on this floor and at the ballot box.
Their case has seldem been adequately stated.
Fear among men, I regret to say, has us

prevented its statement—fear of alienating
I have stated their ease without fear
My personal regret is that a statement of the
rase wears the aspeet of host 7 L0 Women
and the suffrage. But no thoughtful person
will say that this is so, for I have taken the
position ocecupied by Mr. Roosevelt ch i
that those whose s

Voles.

1tus is to be c

themselves vote upon the question. d

ally. In taking this position I am aware that
many antisuffragists do not concur, believing
that men alone should settle this question;
but in a democracy it should be evident to any
man that society could not long withstand even
a twenty-five percent demand for the ballot.
A ten percent today is quite sufficient to em-
barrass legislators and arouse their fears.

Mr. Speaker: I love masculine men and
feminine women—not women of the rostrum,
not senatorial ladies who cross their limbs in
political wigwams. I love those women whose
funetions arve so beautifully deseribed 1in
Byron's tragedy of Sardanapalus:

“The first of human life is drawn from
woman’s breast,

Qur first small words are taught us at her
knee,

And our last sighs are too often breathed
out in a woman’s hearing, when others
have fled the ignoble

Task of watching beside him who Iled
them.”
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Madam President and Members of the Civic Club:

(13
In obedience to your summons I am hercl to answer to you for .tl;u:

faith that is in me.” The subject upon \\'ludﬂ: you have askc;l Tn(;w;:

speak, “The vote as a help or hindmm:c }0 the clyic 11.3(:{‘111?153%5 0 ‘(r\l\lcl.:em;

and why I oppose equal suffrage,” eliminates from it cc:lﬁm E:Elb ;_I

which are sometimes made in favor of votes f?r wormen. .l‘or ex‘:u?l}}) e1 =t

will not answer the argument of woman suffrage as a .r1ght, \-\-1’11"._ 111 mts
been answered by our Supreme Court and further emphasized by Mr. Root,
s ‘E‘iil'\;:ﬁ:l opposed to the granting of suffrage to women, I)c—:cau?e .I' b(fh_e‘;(i‘
that it would be a loss to women, to all women al?d to every “-on'.mnv, :u'(

because I believe it would be an injury to the State, and to e;-t:r}.fn;;:;
and every woman in the State. It. would b{: uscless’ to :1.rg‘u:3 li:lsltl o
right of suffrage were a natural right. If it wcr,c a 113111‘1-3; lr’h : -
women should have it though the he:wens. fall. y ;th.lf. Fhuc e fz;ny 0 L
thing settled in the long discussion of this subject, it is tlTat sii Ir:tge lh
not a natural right, but is simply a means of government: and t'l;., sole
question to be discussed is whether government by the suffrage o Imen
and women will be better government than by t.hc suffrage ho..f I‘l’l(‘;I‘lt.a oucf.
The question is, therefore, a question of c:\:pedwncly,. :-mdr tbn,tqmsli::]tign
expediency upon this subject is not a question of ly\lf'lnlji-), lu a\, inn__lent

of liberty, a question of the prcsca"t\-'af,mn of free constitutional gove :

7 cace and prosperity.

o Ia';:t;ts‘rii;‘;jg::tagiminatgs ;1?50 II):e question.of taxation andb z"cpre&:?n’ta-
tion which, to such a body of women as this, it would hardly (i ntec.ess;:'l{
to give an answer, as all intelligent men and _wtﬂ)men k'no.w(rt 1.21"mt il
Government there is no relation between taxation and voting excep

g ;:tlx:;llso eliminates the discussion of woman suffrage a‘s—a rrrllatlt:r oi
justice, a plea that has been largely removed by the fran!i ad\nz\\ C{-hTCll;,
made by our suffrage friends that lh(? women of America, anl es:pf‘ea.lm ,}
those 01f Pennsylvania, are not su{‘f(:rmgl unjust trezj_tn'ae.nt nn’(]_:?r 1t3. aws
and in its courts. It is purely a question F)f spcuahzmg? }erfle 1sﬁ 1-10
inferiority or injustice in a law office .that gives one mcr;ﬂ.)cr]{) 1t 1]2 ‘ rm
the Court work and another CDTPOI‘fl'[lOIl }VOI:I{ and‘anot 1er Real ,st‘a.tei
So the State relieves women of ccrlam'duhes it requires of men and giv e;
them certain privileges it does not give to men. It is all a mlatfer o
order and efficiency, and for an organization lll\‘(.? yours the Rt:‘!h](_‘{_t you
propose is one worthy of you, for it presents 'the (ll.scussw_m of this qucsltroln
entirely as a matter of expediency. A discussion p}:rely on aitmlst?c
lines. ;mmely. “How can women best serve the State?” Shall they con-
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tinue to setve as in the past—in the home, in Society, and through such
organizations as this, or shall they enter the field of politics and serve the
State at the primaries, at the polls, in the Courts, the jury box, the bench
and the halls of the Legislature. I hear Mrs. Belmont aspires to be
President of the United States. This is the question you have asked me
to consider, for the vote represents all this.

The topic you have submitted to me is further narrowed by the per-
sonal note you have given it, “Why J oppose equal suffrage.”

In answer to my letter urging that the sub
one more able than I to speak on it, the answer came that this was to be
a family affair, the discussion of differences of opinion among members.
[ am here, therefore, not to make an address on woman suffage that might
be done by an expert, but simply to answer your question, “Why I am
opposed to equal suffrage?” In doing this T must ask you to keep clearly
in your minds what I have just said, that the ballot and the suffrage mean
something far more than putting a piece of paper in a ballot box. And,
second, that we are not discussing woman suffr
land or Finland with their small populations

ject be discussed by some

age in New Zealand, Ice-
and different political con-
ditions, but the granting of suffrage to the women of the State of Penn.
sylvania with all its problems in the year 191"

We are asked to try an experiment which has never been tried by
any country that has endured the shock of a great war like our Civil War
or the present war raging in Europe, or has had to meet the industrial
and political conditions which exist with us. It would seem unnecessary
to recall these things to your attention but for the fact that we are con-
stantly receiving notices that women can scrub. and cook, and nurse the
sick, but cannot cast a ballot. Not continuing the subject to the jury box,
the primaries, and the halls of the Legislatures.

Moreover, we Americans, who have called the nations of the Earth
to witness our civilization and the freedom and respect given to American
women by American men, are now called to look for our models to these
little insignificant nations and out-of-the-way places of the Earth. I, for
one, am not willing to concede their superiority.¥

*Finland got Woman Suffrage in 1906. Tt has a population three-eighths that of
Pennsylvania. There are about three per cent, more women than men in the whole
country; thirteen per cent. more women than men in the cities, so that women with the
vote have a fair show in Finland. Tn the census of 1910, seven per cent. of the births
were out of wedlock, Over two per cent. of the population were paupers requiring state
aid. Finland has eighty-six thousand in the poor houses, insane asylums, etc., against
Pennsylvania’s nine thousand, though we have nearly three times as many people.

Australia has a public debt of three hundred million dollars more than the United
States. Pennsylvania has almost twice as many people as Australia. Tt costs one hun-
dred and two million a year to govern four million people under double suffrage in
Australia. Tt costs less than thirty-three million a year to govern eight million people
in Pennsylvania, forty-three per cent. of which goes to education and humanit.

arian
enterprises.




First, let me say that in this discussion it is up to the other side to
show that the granting of the franchise to women would be a help to the
State. If the result is merely negative, the doubling of the electorate with
its increased expense to the taxpayers is certainly not justified, and we
Anti-Suffragists go beyond this and say that woman's entrance into political
life would be a distinct hindrance to her civic usefulness. In the intro-
duction to the fourth volume of the History of Woman Suffrage, 1902
edition, Miss Susan B. Anthony is quoted as saying:

“If the first organized demand for the rights of women—made at
the memorable convention of Seneca Falls, N. Y., in 1848 —had omitted
the one for the franchise, those who made it would have lived to see all
granted. It asked for woman the right to have personal freedom, to
acquire an education, to earn a living, to claim her wages, to own prop-
erty, to make contracts, to bring suit, to testify in court, to obtain divorce
on just grounds, to possess her children, to claim a fair share in the
accumulations during marriage. An examination of Chapter XXIV will
show that in many of the States all these privileges are now accorded, and
in not one are all refused. For the past half century there has been a
steady advance in the direction of equal rights of woman. In many in-
stances these have been granted in response to the direct efforts of women
themselves.”

Now, of course, many of these great important rights of women were

not denied, even before the memorable convention of 1848. In 1824 Mary
Lyon, who founded Mount Holyoke in 1837, studied at Ambherst, under
Professor Eaton, to “become qualified for giving experimental instruction
in chemistry.” This certainly does not bear out the suffrage slogan, that
before the agitation for women’s rights they were “not permitted to learn
the alphabet,” does it?

Almost all professions and avenues of work are now open to women.
The only difficulty in the way is that suffragists will not employ women
lawyers, doctors, brokers and business advisors.

If women then have gained all these things without the ballot, why
does any woman, married or single, wage-earner or taxpayer, need it?
Mrs. Wiggs of the cabbage patch could not have done more if she had
had the ballot. A wage-earning woman said to me—“The working woman
has enough burdens to bear and enough temptations put in her way with-
out adding another, To the wage-earner, above all others, the ballot would
be a hindrance.”

But it is said, and has been said by so distinguished a woman as
Miss Jane Addams, in the Ladies’ Home Journal for January, 1910, that
the objects for which women should be given the ballot are—pure milk,
fresh vegetables, school and factory inspection, keeping children off the
streets, and cleaning up the town generally. Miss Addams says, “If con-
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scientious women were convinced that it were a civic duty to be informed
in regard to their grave industrial affairs, and to express the conclusions
they had reached by depositing a piece of paper in a ballot box, one cannot
imagine that they would shirk simply because the action ran counter to
old tradition.”

“If these excellent things, good food and sanitation could be secured
by merely depositing a piece of paper in a ballot box, no sane woman
would hesitate a moment.”* The fact of the matter is that women have
municipal and school franchise in many States with the opportunity to do
all these things, and, moreover, they have the full franchise in Utah and
Idaho, but have failed to put a stop to polygamy, all of which goes to show
that these things cannot be corrected by the ballot.

The really great governmental questions, however, are not pure food
and cleaning streets, the correction of which lies largely now in the hands
of women, but in problems of finance, national defense, foreign relations
and other questions of a like nature. The desire for woman suffrage on the
part of many women is due, I am sure, to their deeply rooted belief, how-
ever little they may realize it, that you can reform Society by passing
laws. We have already enough laws on our statute books to make our
country a Heaven on Earth, if they were enforced.

Some years ago that great statesman, Richard Olney, in an article in
the Atlantic Monthly, said emphatically that it is Public Opinion that rules
in a free country like ours. Public Opinion brings about the enactment of
laws and their enforcement, and if enacted without the backing of Public
Opinion they are a dead letter.

Here is woman's great power. She can, and very largely does, create
and influence public opinion.. First, in the home; second, in society; :amr.l
third, in organizations like this Civic Club and our State Federation.
When 1 look back over the work that has been done in our State du.rirlg
the last fifteen years through the women’s clubs, which is organized
woman’s influence, I cannot but wonder that there should be any women
suffragists. There may be some here who recall our first State Federa-
tion meeting in Bradford, and there are some, I am sure, who were present
at our second meeting in Harrisburg, when your President, Mrs. Steven-
son, brought to us the experience, good judgment and inspiration we
needed for the beginning of our civic work, and when Miss Myra Dock
said I discovered her, and she made the first of her brilliant speeches on
the subject of forestry which led to her association with the F’enflsy!vania
Forestry Commission and the good work it has done. It was, indeed, a
pleasuré and a satisfaction before I went out of of’ﬁf.e for me to hear Dr.
Rothrock say to us that the good laws and the sentiment aroused to pre-

**“The Ladies’ Battle,” Mollie Elliot Seawell.
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serve our Pennsylvania forests had been due to the work of the woman’s
clubs of Pennsylvania.

What impressed me most this winter in Harrisburg was the fact that
women have lost their power through entrance into political life. They
are no longer disinterested and working for the common good, whether it
be forestry or child labor; these things have become secondary and the
legislators are quick to recognize it.

In the beginning of our Anti-Suffrage work we had an address by a
lady from Idaho, who told us how the men who had been in favor of
woman suffrage in the beginning had changed their opinion, and how
women in her State had lost their power and usefulness in public life.
She said that before women had the ballot they could go to the Legislature
and have a hearing by all parties, Republicans, Democrats, Socialists,
Populists. Now, if she wants a child labor bill introduced and she takes
it to the Democrats and asks for their support, she is told she is a Re-
publican and must go to them. She has become partisan and has ceased
to be a disinterested woman; at least in the eyes of the men. She, with
others, have said that giving votes to women in these Western States has
made little difference in the results of the elections, but every difference in

the women. Bishop Thomas, of Wyoming, is quoted in an interview in the
New York Sun of last October as saying, “The effect of the franchise upon
the women is deplorable,” and a newspaper man who was in Chicago at the

last election said to me, “Women’s votes made little or no difference in the
election, but it made you sick to see the women celebrating with the men
after the election. A young woman,” he added, “who had been very active
at the polls on election day, was accosted some days later on the street by a
very disreputable looking man. ‘Come to lunch with me, Sis,’ he said. She
threatened to have him arrested for speaking to her when he did not know
her. His reply was, “You know me very well, you spoke to me at the polls
and if you can speak to me when you did not know me on that day I can
speak to you to-day.’ Of course, she had no ground of complaint to the
police.”

The greatest hindrance to woman’s civic usefulness, to my mind, is
the effect political life would have upon the woman herself. If you pollute
a stream at its source you cannot drink pure water as it flows across
your land. One must judge of a movement and the effect it is likely
to have upon the State not by a few of its members and their views, but
by its publications, the literature it endorses and the speakers it puts upon
its platforms. And who are these suffrage representatives? Max East-
man, whose blasphemies and indecencies should bar him from any Christian
home or gathering, Socialists and Feminists like Charlotte Perkins Gil-
man, Inez Milholland Boissevain and Beatrice Forbes-Robertson-Hale.
Mrs. Hale calls herself a middle-of-the-way Feminist, but she advocates
easier divorce and other Feminist doctrines such as public nurseries for
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children whose mothers do not want to care for them. She says in her
book “What Women Want,” a book frankly pagan, “Sometimes the choice
(between the home and the public nursery) will be indicated by necessity,
sometimes by convenience, and again by temperament. But not to have
the choice is to be a slave.” Again, speaking of the emancipation of women
she says, “Economic independence, the lack of religious and parental
control, and a knowledge of life unattainable even by men until the age of
science, make it possible for modern women to discover their real natures
untrammelled by traditional moulds.”*

The National Suffrage Association and the National College Equal
Suffrage League both publish and circulate the writings of Charlotte Perkins
Gilman under such titles as “Motherhood Personal and Social,” and “The
Larger Feminism.” These and many other books and pamphlets of a like
character have received stars of praise from one to six indicating the
editors’ approval of them. Mrs. Hale tells us in her book, as does
Mrs. Boissevain, that these sentiments belong to the higher morality
and the higher ideals of marriage and womanhood.f When, therefore,
an association says it stands for the higher ideals of morality but
does not repudiate this teaching, but endorses it, as I have said, we see
what it means and must judge that however little some of the women
who belong to the association like it, they are in the minority and have
no control of the movement. This effect upon women and the State also
gives one answer to the plea made by suffragists: “You need not vote,
if you do not want to, but let us vote and go into politics.” A plea which
upon another ground Miss Addams was rebuked for making at a hearing
in Washington by the chairman of the committee, who told her the greatest

*"Hitherto conventional morality has been imposed upon women by public acknowl-
edgement nature forced them to make of their act. To-day, in the educated class at
least, women almost equally with men can, if they choose, escape the consequences of
their conduct. The result is that in future we shall have from women not an enforced

but a spontaneous morality, which cannot fail to be of spiritual benefit to the race.”
* * * * *

“Occasionally one meets a woman who believes that the so-called ‘experiences’ com-
mon to men are desirable for women in the interest of self-development, but such a
woman is a rare exception. Toward her the attitude of typical Feminists would be
that they are not the keepers of their neighbor’s consciences, and can have nothing to
say to the woman who thinks her nature demands a variety of sex-experience, save to
conjure her not to be a pirate—not to attain her adventures at the expense of any
man, any child, or any other woman."—*What Women Want,” by Beatrice Forbes-
Robertson-Hale.

+“Every great Feminist, even the most radical, has been a moralist, from Plato and
Mill to Julia Ward Howe, Josephine Butler, Florence Nightingale, Olive Schreiner,
Jane Addams, Charlotte Gilman and Ellen Key. The Feminist movement since its
inception a hundred years ago has consistently fought vice and immorality in every
form, whether the dual standard, the C. D. Acts, the white slave traffic, or the excesses
of sartorial fashions."—“What Women Want.,” (See Appendix, page 11.)
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danger to a government like ours was the stay-at-home vote, and so serious
has this become that Governor Brumbaugh in this session of the Legisla-
ture proposed a fine for those who did not respond to the duty laid upon
them by the State and cast their ballot at elections.

We have been called obstructionists. So in a sense we are, not the
“Dog in the Manger” kind, but obstructionists like the dykes in Holland
that keep out the sea from the country, and like the brave Belgians who
obstructed the march of a powerful foe. We are obstructionists to the
progress of Socialism, Feminism, Mormonism and woman suffrage.

I am opposed to woman suffrage and believe it not only a hindrance but
a menace to good government. First, because I am an American and believe
in the principles of representative government upon which our nation was
founded, where the family, not the individual, is the unit, and in which
the rule of the majority constitutes the consent of the governed.

I am opposed to woman suffrage also, because I am a Christian, though
an unworthy one, and believe in the dignity of meekness, the splendor of
humility and the duty of obedience. Lacordiar said to his countrymen:
“You have written upon the monuments of your city the words Liberty,
FFraternity, Equality; above Liberty write Duty; above Fraternity write
Humility, and above Equality write Service; above the immemorial creed
of your Rights inscribe the divine creed of your Duties.*

The greatest power in the world is the power of influence and dis-
interested service. This is the prerogative of woman whether she be Mrs.

Wiggs of the cabbage patch or Queen Victoria on the throne. It is a
spiritual power sneered at by the ‘world, but it is the power that has moved
mountains. It rests upon character which is not negative, but positive and

electric.

*In the History of Woman Suffrage (edited by Elizabeth Cady Stanton), Maria
Weston Chapman, called in the History “One of the grand women of Boston,” says
on page 82, Volume I:

“This doctrine of Jesus, as preached by Paul,
If embraced in its spirit, will ruin us all.”

Dr. Anna Howard Shaw, and most of the Suffrage leaders, have expressed similar
sentiments. Some have put their opposition to the teachings of the Christ and His
oreat apostle, even more strongly. One wonders whether it was because the rhyme
would not admit of including St. Peter that he was left out, or, whether the Suffragists
do not know that St. Peter said “Wives be in subjection to your own husbands,” and
goes on to say the adorning of the good wife is “A meek and quiet spirit which in the
sight of God is of great price.” (I Peter iii.)

Certain it is, however, the modern woman, who like the first woman, wants to “be
as God” (independent), despises the poor in spirit, the meek and the sorrowful.
Blessed are the independents, the powerful, the successful, says the emancipated woman.
“We want our rights. We want direct power; not indirect influence.”

Great thinkers like Thomas Carlyle have always seen that Christian morals are
dependent upon the Christian creed, and the prophets of all generations have called
attention to this, but mankind is not made up of great thinkers, and there are only
a few that ever have listened to the true prophets. (See Appendix.)
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One of the greatest thinkers of the last century, Cardinal Newman,
says in his “Grammar of Assent” it is doubtful if any one has ever been
convinced purely by evidence. Argument and evidence must find some
response in the individual or as a greater than he has said, “He that hath
ears to hear let him hear.” What the speakers on both sides of this ques-
tion have said will convince you in proportion as they find in you a response
to the ideals they have presented for your consideration. Mrs. Hale, speak-
ing in Pittsburgh several years ago, said the difference vetween the Suffra-
gists and the Anti-Suffragists is a difference of ideals. We are both working
for the common good.

So I answer your question. I believe the ballot to be a hindrance to
women in the performance of their civic responsibilities. I believe it to
be a menace to women and to society for the reasons I have given you,
and T say to you in the words of the great Martin Luther: “Here stand T,
I can do no otherwise, so help me God.”

N.B. To answer some questions regarding statements made in this address foot-
notes and an Appendix have been added. D. N. C. B.
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APPENDIX.

“Much of modern literature—drama, poetry, and fiction alike—seems
o be obsessed with these two notions: First, that the spirit of man is free,
and has at last come to know it; and, second, that the Christian ethic means
the denial of this freedom, and the enslavement of the spirit to an external
and cramping authority. Rightly or wrongly, many men and women of
high attainments are filled with these notions, and make this ethical diverg-
ence a ground of their hostility to Christianity. In truth, what has emerged
more than anything else in the controversies of the last fifteen years 15
the fact of the ethical distinctness of Christianity. It was denied during
what we may call the Huxleian epoch. Any Christian who ventured to
assert that the ethics of Christians were dependent on their faith and could
not maintain themselves apart from it, was regarded as narrow-minded.
On the whole, it was taken for granted that approximately the same ethical
values would prevail; here and there Christian might differ from non-
Christians, but there would be no real or fundamental divergence. As Mr.
Neville Talbot puts it with convincing eloquence in his introductory essay
on ‘The Modern Situation in Foundations.” For the most part the minds
of liberals in early and middle Victorian times were rich in an optimism
drawn from a capital of uncriticised assumptions. They were busy with
emancipation from the entail of the past; their battle-cry was ‘Liberty.’
[f pain was involved in the escape from old beliefs and institutions, it was
greatly mitigated for them by the conviction that the essentials of true
religion and morality were unaffected by it. An energy in emancipation
was given to them by—as it were—their ‘stance’ upon a rock of belief, if
not in God, at least in goodness as inherent in the natural order of things,

Such optimism lay behind their almost pathetic belief in education
as the way of all salvation. It quickened their impatience with ecclesiastical
dogmas and sanctions. It gave heart to men in their struggle with ‘Hebrew
old clothes” Tt allowed that expansion of ethical fervour which, as in
George Elliot, seemed but to increase with the loosening of her grasp upon
distinctively Christian doctrine. It reappeared in others in the assumption
of the benevolence of nature to the individual. Here, indeed, for the
heroes of political emancipation, the upholders of aconomic orthodoxy, and
the believers of unrestrained competition and the doctrine of laisser-faire,
was the very fulcrum to the lever of nineteenth century liberty. Individual
man, it was thought, needed only to be freed from artificial and traditional
restraints, and to be set in a nature similarly liberated, for it to provide to
each his meat in due season, and for him to fare as well as he deserved.

We can gauge the strength of this optimistic reliance upon nature
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if we observe its reaction upon Darwinism. Though the doctrine of the
‘struggle for existence’ cut at the roots of the belief in the benevolence of
nature to the individual, many were quick to infer from the observation of
a continuous upward development in the past added grounds for their
general faith in progress for the future. ‘Progress,” indeed, was the bottom
layer of Victorian assumptions, It still survives among a superior minority
that has disencumbered itself of any other convictions.*

All this is changed. Nietzsche has helped many to see that the
Christian system of life was something distinct and sui generis, and caused
them to ask themselves how far it had their allegiance as an ideal—apart
from all matters of doctrine. Naturally many were honest enough to
discern that the Christian scheme of life is precisely what life does not
mean for them. Modern drama, which begins with Ibsen,.asks very much
the same questions, even more significantly. Take, for instance, such
propagandist literature of the sex question as Eleanor Key's ‘Love and
Marriage,” with the ideal of adultery made impossible through freedom
of divorce, or Mrs. W. M. Gallichan’s “The Truth About Woman,” with
its reiterated flouting of the ideal of chastity. Tt is idle to ignore these
things, or to speak as though our novelists were ruled by the conventions of
a past age.” “The Fellowship of the Mystery” being the Bishop Paddock Lectures
delivered at the General Theological Seminary, New York, during Lent, 1913, by John
Neville Figgis, Litt. D., Hon. D.D. of the Community of the Resurrection—Honorary
Fellow of St. Catharine’s College, Cambridge.

Professor Flint, in his book on Socialism, has shown how profoundly
insincere are the criticisms of present-day morality in which Socialistic
writers and speakers, for the most part, delight to indulge, having regard
to the fact that their method for improving morality is to abolish all occa-
sion for its exercise. (The Case Against Socialism.)

*Foundations (Macmillan & Co., 1912), pp. 5, 6.
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AM opposed to the granting of suffrage to women, because I
believe that it would be a loss to women, to all women and

to every woman; and because I believe it would be an injury to
the State, and to every man and every woman in the State. It would
be useless to argue this if the right of suffrage were a natural
right. If it were a natural right, then women should have it
though the heavens fall. But if there be any one thing settled in
the long discussion of this subject, it is that suffrage is not a
natural right, but is simply a means of government; and the sole
question to be discussed is whether government by the suffrage of
men and women will be better government than by the suffrage of

men alone. The question is, therefore, a question of expediency,

and the question of expediéncy upon this subject is not a question
of tyranny, as the gentleman from Cattaraugus has said, but a
question of liberty, a question of the preservation of free con-
stitutional government, of law, order, peace and prosperity. Into
my judgment, sir, there enters no element of the inferiority of
woman.  There could not, sir, for, T rejoice in the tradition and
in the memory and the possession of a home where woman
reigns with acknowledged superiority in all the nobler, and the
higher attributes that by common, by universal, consent, deter-
mine rank among the highest of the children of God. No, sir.
[t 1s not that woman is inferior to man, but it is that woman is
different from man; that in the distribution of powers, of capac-
ities, of qualities, our Maker has created man adapted to the
performance of certain functions in the economy of nature and
society, and women adapted to the performance of other func-
tions, One question to be determined in the discussion of this
subject is whether the nature of woman is such that her taking
upon her the performance of the functions implied in suffrage
will leave her in the possession and the exercise of her highest
powers or will be an abandonment of those powers on her en-
tering upon a field in which, because of her differences from
man, she is distinctly inferior. Mr. President, I have said that
I thought suffrage would be a loss for women. I think so be-
cause suffrage implies not merely the casting of the ballot, the
gentle and peaceful fall of the snow-flake; but suffrage, if it means
anything, means entering upon the field of political life, and
politics is modified war:  In. politics there is struggle, strife,
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contention, bitterness, heart-burning, excitement, agitation, every-
thing which 1§ adverse to the true character of woman. Woman
rules to-day by the sweet and noble influences of her character,
Put woman into the arena of conflict and she abandons’ these
great weapons which control the world, and she takes into her
hands, feeble and nerveless for strife, weapons with which she
is unfamiliar and which she is unable to wield:. Woman. in strife
beecomes hard; harsh; unlovable, repulsive ; as far removed from
that gentle creature to whom we all ewe allegiance and to whom
we confess submission, as the heaven is removed from the earth.
Government, Mr. President; is protection. ' The whole science of
government is the science of protecting life and liberty and the
pursuit ‘of happiness, of iprotecting our person, oun property, our
homes, Joun: wives land: our children, against® foreign aggression,
against civil- dissension, against -mobs and: riots rearing their
fearful heads within this peaceful land during the veryi sessions
of this:Convention: | Against crime and disorder, and all the army
of evil, civil society wages-its war, ‘and government is the method
of protection, protection of uslall. | The trouble, Mr. President,
is' not ' in' 'the :principlés-which underlie .government. Men and
women alike acknowledge! them; and wonld enforce them, honor
and truth, and!justice and liberty; the difficulty is te find, out
liow to protect them. ' The difficulty is to frame the measure,
to direct the battle, to tell where and how the blows are to be
stricks and when the defenses are to belerected,

My President; in the divine: distribution of powers, the duty
arid the ' fightiof protection rests with the male. It is so through-
out nature. It!is so with -men; and I, for one; will| never
consent to part-with/theodiving’ right of protecting my wife, my
diivehter, ¢ie '‘women whom I love and. the women whom I
Fespect, exercising ‘the bitthright of 'man, and place that high
dity in the tweak and nerveless hands of those designed by God
(& be protected rather than to engage in; the stern warfare of
g‘:)'.'c-'.'n‘nu_'nt_ In my judgment, sir, this whole moyvement arises
froin a false conception of the duty and of the:right men and
woreir both, - We all of us, sir, see the pettiness of our lives.
We all see how poor a:thing:is the best that we can do. We all
at times long to share!the fortunes;of others, to leave our tire-
some round of duty and to engage in their affairs.. What others

mav - do secins to/us nobler,- more! important,, more conspicuous

than the little things of our own lives... It is a great mistake, sir,
it is a fatal mistake that these excellent women make when they
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men are superior to theirs and seek
to usurp them. The true government is in the family. The true
the household. The highest exercise of power is
forms the conscience, influences the will, controls the

throne 15 1n
1

that wh
impulses of men, and there to-day woman is supreme and woman
rules the world. Mr. President, the time will never come when
this line of demarcation between the ictions of the two sexes
will be broken down. I believe it to be false philosophy ; I believe
that it is an attempt to turn backward upon the line of social
development, and that if the step ever be taken, we go centuries
backward on the maréh towards a higher, a nobler and a purer
civilization, which must be found not in the confusion, but in the
higher differentiation of the sexes. But, Mr, President, why do we
discuss this subject? This Convention has already acted upon
it. A committee, as fairly constituted as ever was committee,
has acted upon it, a committee which had among its members
four who were selected by the women who lead this movement,
which had a much smaller number of gentlemen who were known
to be opposed to it, the great body of which was composed of
men whose ideas and feelings upon the subject were utterly un-
known, has acted upon it, and reported to the Convention. The
Convention has, by a unanimous vote, decided that it will not
strike the word “male” from the Constitution. Now we are
met, sir, by a proposition tha¢ instead of performing the duty

rfpram 3 vd of exercising the warrant
given to us by the peop! ¥ amend the Constitution,
we shall have recourse in a weak .. 'ro evasion, and then

thi

s to make in this Convention. We are asked to do it.
to do it from good nature, to do it because my friend from
New York, M
it will please this lady and that lady, who have been impor-

r. Lauterback, is a good fellow; to do it because
tuning members afout this hall for months; to do it, heaven
knows for how many reasons, but all reasons of good nature,
of kindliness, of complaisance, opposed to the simple performance

L

f the duty which we came here to discharge under the sanction
's. Mr. President, I hope that this Convention will

haree the duty of determining who shall vote; discharge it
with manliness and decision of character, which, after all,
e women of America, God bless them, admire and respect

ing else on this earth.
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(Reprinted from the Daily News)

The ]lw]\ News asks the question: Should all women be
given the right to vote the same as the men? And courteously
;:L‘rm'\'lr; to the Minneapolis Association Opposed to the Further

Extension of the Franchise space in which to make a brief state-
ment of why it answers in the negative.

WOMEN ADEQUATELY REPRESENTED.

The government Ut this country is a representative democ-
racy. 1he male citizens elect the lw slators to represent the peo-
ple and make their ]uws. Is this unfair to the women of the
country and does it leave them unrepresented? Not in our opin-
ion, We hold that it is not the representation of each individual
that a representative government seeks to secure in w:lcr to be
truly democratic, but the representation, in so far as they relate
to government, of the ideas and interests of every community and
every class. When every kind of man, from the unskilled laborer
to the president of the university, may vote, either interests
of every kind of woman are represented or else the interests of
men and women are not, broadly speaking, identical, The heart
of the matter lies in this: Are women a class apart or are they
part of every class? Would the wives of the farmers vote for
the most part as the farmers vote or otherwise? Twenty out f_:j'
the twenty-four and one-half million of adult American womer
are, or have been married. Do these women one and all Z‘u[LEl-.l
with their men folks or against them? In the opinion of the
Anti-Suffragist women are not a class apart; they are a part of
every class and so met -ged in and identified with every class that
there is no woman except the crank whose views are not repre-
sented and whose interests are not safe-guarded almost automat-
ically so far as government is concerned. A woman is not in our
view represented merely by the men of her own family,—many
a household of women has no men folks,—but by men of like
mind and like interests in every strata of society. The woman
who asserts that her opinions are not "“]v'i;suﬂcd may mean that
no particular man votes at her bidding. But if her opinions are
of worth, they will win their own way and obtain their own con-
stituency. If there is a woman whose views make no appeal to
any type of male voter, that woman would be in a hopeless minor-
ity if she could vote; in fact, she would not he likely to find a
plé!l!ﬂ -m she could endorse or a candidate she could support. In
all this we must remember that there is always a deal of differ-
ence between voting for sheer ideas and voting for p‘niv nomi-
nees. The Anti-Suffragists believe that the men and the women
of America have common interests; that those interests spring
from and center in the home, that since manhood suffrage 1s uni-
versal, democracy is effectually secured and women are ade-
quately represented.




WOMEN'S CIVIC RESPONSIBILITY.

But even so, is it fair to leave the burden of political activity
solely to the men? Not unless women render an equivalent to
society at large. The object of government is to secure fair con-
ditions and the end of fair conditions is the development of the

st type of life in the community and in the individual. And to

I women contribute a preponderating share in the home

ol and through philanthropic, church and club activi-

. of character-building is, in fact, largely in their

they build well the foundations of character in each
generation, women earn the right to rest upon that character. A
racial instinct lies beneath the general division of duty between
child-rearing and !;innc—in:ilu;‘.g on the one hand, and the man-
agement of business and government on the other. But though
women are content to d Llcq.m certain 1'{‘cp:'n‘.ai'|ﬁli'i,[us, they do not
wash their hands of the i1ssue. They play their part in public
affairs—such women as live nobly and intelligently—by their
immense influence upon lauhlu opinion. Behind all effective leg-
islation must lie a body of informed public opinion. Women
react upon government through this power riul means just in pro-
portion as they are alert and intelligent. Corrupt and ignorant
women do not offset the influence of earnest and good women
ipon public opinion, but, with universal franchise, every vote cast

n ignorant or corrupt woman would offset the vote of
woman of high character. Surely, neither womanhood nor the
state profit by that bargain.

WOMEN'S NON-PARTISAN POWER.

It may be asked, would not woman’s influence be all the
greater if she possessed the ballot? We do not believe so. We
think it is very much more potent because she is non-partisan.
She is now able to approach any public measure with an unpreju-
diced mind because she is not bound by { party lines. She has no
political trade to negotiate, no party pledges to fulfill, no candi-
date to support, no appointment to seek,—in short, no axe to

We believe, for example, that today the women of Minne-

are almost wunanimously L‘nmgmr pressure to bear on

the side of temperance. Were the ballot in their hands, women
would break ranks and divide according to the old party align-
ments. No one cause can enlist the women of Minnesota when
the women of Minnesota have become just more Democrats, more
Republicans, more Progressives or Socialists. It is a great asset
for the state to have one-half its citizenship, representing all
1oes of society, free from the limitations of partisanship and
able to concentrate on the ethical side of public questions. But it
is an asset that can be obtained on a democratic basis only by fol-
lowing the line of sex cutting through every layer of society alike.

Ste
1
i

WOMEN'S UNDIVIDED INFLUBNCE.

The me'nl ded non-partisan influence of good and intellig
women, an 2nce growing stronger as women grow broz
has been notably illustrated in the history of Women’s Fed
Clubs. Dissension over the franchise already threatens the unity
of these clubs. If the franchise be imposed we believe that this
unity will be lost and that the power of the clubs will slowly dis-
mtegrate.

The withdrawal of the Ebell Club of San Francisco z':-‘mn
the California State Federation of Women’s Clubs is a concrete
example. The Ebell Club, the largest women® ’s ¢club in (:Lair:.)rnm.
withdrew from the "ﬂidl Federation in June, 1915, as a protest
against “the political methods and trickery” introduced by club
women politicians seeki mg‘ to exploit club influence for {)r)l.iic:al
ends.

The endorsement of suffrage by wvarious
women’s clubs is often cited, but is anything more s
that the most ageressive individuals in the clubs have ma
club machinery successfully? For example, take the Woman’s
Club of Minneapolis. It has a member Llnp of over h\aJ represet
tative women, it is affiliated with the Minnesota State Federa-
tion; consequently, it has been committed i Iis
the endorsement of suffrage. The fact is, that {L.ﬂ mem
never been polled upon this question, nor has any de

een instructed by it, nor would any one of its officers pre
f_u {.‘-?:n,h:w.“{ ure what the outcome of such a poll might be. I’ln_‘:
observe that we Anti-Suffragists cite no churches, clubs or phil-
anthropic bodies endorsers of our recently organized opp
tion. We :Liz.--min from that form of p"r}p‘tc:nnth for fear—in the
1appy state of public opinion—of alienating
upport upon which such organizations must depend. Appar
the ?*%1 1gists have more confidence in the magnanimity of
gists !
WOMEN'S PARTY ALIGNMENT.
s of the women’s vote in Chicago is interesting,
v0 women leaders of character and expers
a ‘\l 111' h motives, like Jane Addams, have been especially
Do the women stand by these leaders when it comes t
Not at all. The women leaders espoused the Progre:
in return for its espousal of woman’s suffrage, but 1
votes were counted in November, 1914, it appeared that only two
per cent more women than men voted for the Progressive tizlet.
The analysis reads as follows:

Democratic voters, men 44 per cent, women 43 per cent.

Republican voters, men 40 per cent, womer 39 per cent.

Progressive voters, men lﬁ per cent, women 18 per cent
showing that the women ali gned themselves with the three parties
in _]uwi about the same 1)1“1"’)'1‘&;‘* as the men. The mayorality
election in April, 1915, showed the same result. What a price to
pay for just a little more of the same old thing!




Octavia Hill, who died in 1912, was the mother of housing
reform in England and its ]'r.unccr all over the world. She said:
“Political power would militate :.i;;‘:Li_':s‘L usefulness in the large
field of {m' ic work, in which so many are now doing noble and
ll]]am[ service. This service is far more valuable than any vot-
ing !cmu could possibly be. There is enough of strugele for
place and power, enough n]" watching what is popular and will
obtain votes, enough of efforts to secure majorities. If woman
would temper this wild struggle, let her seek to do her work
steadily and earnestly.” Mrs. Bacon, who secured the good
housing law in Indiana last spring, said that she never dared
listen to the whispers of lliil‘ti&‘-;l'tﬁ!ii]) because to bring about the
reform she held so dear nothing would av: il but the joint efforts
of the best men of all parties, and this she won because she was
herself of no party.

WOMAN SUFFRAGE AND TEMPRERANCE,

rue it is alleged that over 1,000 saloons were closed in Illi-
nois in the spring of 1914 by women’s votes. But at the same
time over 400 saloons were closed in Minnesota. Illinois has
nearly 3,000,000 more inhabitants than Minnesota. So, under
the male suffrage, Minnesota did rather better than Illinois. At
the same election, in the capital city of Illinois, more women
voted “wet” than voted “dry,” and Springfield, I‘I went “wet,”
while Lansing, the capital of Michigan, went “dry.” And please
note too the case of Montana and Nevada and Calfornia. Mon-
tana and Nevada are the two states that went—by a rather

rer majority it is true—for suffrage in November, 1914 at the
time when North and South 1)1\\:};.‘1. Nebraska, Missouri and Ohio
rejected 1t decisively. Yet these two states are called the “wet-
test” states in the West, and they have the largest number of
saloons in proportion to theii '!‘.lir_:‘.lit:‘l'n:': of any states in the
Union. As for California, where women 1 ad the ballot for
four years, she simply snowed prehibition under last fall. With
this recent showing, we submit that \1"'1 age can hardly claim to

loved for the enemies she has made, '
WOMEN'S INTELLECTUAL STATUS

Occasionally one hears of American women claiming “the
same right to the education of the ballot that men have had.”
Why shoul[[ we? If we women are equals of the men now, why
covet the one field in which they deploy alone? It has been
asserted by the suffragists that girls are getting more than half
the benefit n‘ the grade and i:sqh schot \1» if that is true, remem-
ber it is partl i;(‘{::m« boys often go early to work for the benefit
of the .111111_\-' , and surely the co 'Lh‘k s and the universities are
open to \\'()-m’n So are those great popu lar educators, the news-
apers,—editorial page as well as the society column,—so are indi-
vidual careers of widest vz ty as well as innumerable avenues
of culture and self-development that custom and necessity often

close to men. s W 1(‘:111\ ‘sll” undeveloped and if so, dare we
ask to cut our intellectus : n the government of this great
republic? We Anti-Suffrag are at once too proud and too
humble to admit a: i

Can it be considered an admission of inferiority to women
not to desire the ballot? Again we answer no. In all humility
we women assert our equality with men, but we maintain that
equality is not identity. In t“:-c- interest of efficiency, we plead for
a division of labor. If the chise is to mean anything, it means
an additional burden for .=]l conscientious women. If they do not
take it seriously, better not take it at all. Women are the mothers,
home-makers and purchasing agents of the country now. They
carry more than half the burden of churches and philanthropy.
[f they want the ballot too, the men will undoubtedly grant it,

ut the men will not assume any of women’s peculiar obligations
in exchange. Women are wonderful creatures, but their state of
health fluctuates as men’s doesn’t, and their nerves aren’t so
steady. Since they are thus handicapped for blessed ends no
man can achieve, they may freely claim exemption from part of
the civic burden. We Anti-Suffragists assert that the true rela-
tion between the sexes is maintained by complimental life, by
specialization in work, along with community in interest. Many
of our Minnesota h(mwx exhibit this highly c“r‘nl'\‘f‘il type of life
now. But if one prefers the opposite type, with women under
the whole load, it may ‘Ll"‘f} be found within our state upon the

Indian reservations!
HOW ABOUT WOMEN AND CHILDREN IN INDUSTRY?

We have spoken of women in the home. Is it possible that
we are forgetting the lirge number of working women? No, but
laws are not very elastic, so they must be cut to cover the typical
case. The typical American woman is the wife and the home-
maker, True, there are several millions of women in industry;
not the eight millions sometimes cited, but about four millions
over twenty-one years of age. Women in industry is a persistent,
yet an impermanent factor. She is eligible for work outside the
home at sixteen in Minnesota, and she leaves it for the most part
at marriage, and she marries for the most part by twenty-five.
The wages of working women are dependent upon ability, char-
acter and permanency. A minimum wage law may protect the
least skilled, but the greater number of women wor kers like men
workers stand or fall upon the law of supply and demand. The
next factor in importance appears to be strength in org: anization.
Unemployment is an industrial condition,—a most serious one
and most worthy of study,—but no honest person can assert that
either men or women can vote themselves better jobs or higher
wages. In fact, the American Federation of Labor at its annual




meeting last November committed itself to a policy of securing
better conditions by more dependence upon organization and less
upon legislation. Its president, apropos of an eight-hour law,
remar Lu.. ‘Tt has taken too long to free labor from the shackles
of government to desire to put them on again.” The Anti-Suf-
fragists hold by the facts in the case, and the facts are that thes
conditions and wages of working women are no better in suffrage
than in neighboring non-suffrage states. It is with the women as
it is with the children, a for the conditions with regard to
child labor we quote as conclusive the verdict of the National
Child Labor committee, _-.1 in a letter written by the ]:uh'l"v‘ ition
secretary in Septemb 914. She writes: “The committee has
never been able to find any direct relation between suffrage and
non-suffrage and good and poor child labor laws. The chaotic
lack of uniformity is not so much an argument for or against
suffrage as it is an argument for a Federal Child Labor Law, and
we believe that women can help to secure such a law whatever
their views about suii

ALLIES OF WOMAN SUFFRAGE,

that in Utah Mormonism is supreme. In Idaho and W yomil
holds the balance of power. In Nevada, Arizona, C olorado, Mon-
tana, and even in W w]n woton, Oregon and California its influence
is very great. The Mormon chu is solid for suffrage. S

So far suffrage has spread to 10 western states, but obs

the Socialist party, and the Socialists are strong in the mining
states. Here are two powerful allies not to be overlooked in
spread of suffrage. Whether they are disinterested allies we leave
the reader to determine.

IN CONCLUSION.

Finally, are Anti-Suffragists satisfied to rest in cot nditions as
they are? By no means. The lm;...m predicament appeals to us,
as to all thoughtf 111 people, b 3f past wrongs leave us
cold. Past wrongs have beer ed romen without the
ballot, though irst ceneration of suffragists did not dream it
possible. At fm}' -ate, here we women of Minnesota
tected in person and property by the law, 'E'rc';‘ to cntm‘ :‘m_\' cares
for which we have capacity, eligible for com
sions without number, and possessed of every ]:11\'11& e of citi
ship except the ballot. !he ballot appears to us not a 1)11\.“‘(
but an oblication. We think we have shown a right to claim
exemption from it, and we believe that to forfeit this exemption
would be a wasteful and inexpedient thing. We perceive many
problems for which we do feel a Speci: '] resp onsibili ty. Soci i1
and economic wastes must be stopped; higher social standards
must be set; the sanctity of the home and marriage must be safe-
guarded: the social conscience of the community must be kept.

Such problems we do believe are peculiarly our job as
women. We, therefore, claim immunity from political parti-
sanship in order to devote to them our best intelligence, our best
endeavor,. We have a chance to impress our individuality
glirectly upon home and children, upon the artistic and institu-
tional life of our community and as far beyond that as our indi-
vidual knowledge and character will reach. If, i the face of all
this we are not making good, we feel that the fault lies not with

the Constitution of the State of Minnesota, but in our own char-

acier.
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would not be likely to find a platform she could endorse or a can-
didate she could support. In all this we must remember that
there is always a deal of difference between voting for sheer ideas

ey, ,

(Reprinted from the Daly News)

The Daily News asks the question: Should all women be
given ihe right to vote the same as the men? And courteously
accerds to the Minneapolis Association Opposed to the Further
Extension of the Franchise space in which to make a brief state-
ment of wihiy it answers in the negative.

X

WOMEN ADEQUATELY REPRESENTED.

9 HE government of this country is a representative de-
mocracy. The male citizens elect the legislators to rep-
resent the people and make their laws. Is this unfair to
the women of the country and does it leave them un-
represented ? Notinouropinion. We hold that it is not

the representation of each individual that a representative govern-
ment seeks to secure in order to be truly democratic, but the rep-

resentation, in so far as they relate to government, of the ideas
and interests of every community and every class. When every
kind of man, from the unskilled laborer to the president of the
university, may vote, either the interests of every kind of woman
are represented or else the interests of men and women are not,
broadly speaking, identical. The heart of the matter lies in this:
Are women a class apart or are they part of every class? Would
the wives of the farmers vote for the most part as the farmers
vote or otherwise? Twenty out of the twenty-four and one-half
million of adult American women are, or have been married. Do
thiese women one and all stand with their men folks or against
them? In the opinion of the Anti-Suffragist, women are not a
class apart; they are a part of every class and so merged in and
identified with every class that there is no woman except the crank
whose views are not represented and whose interests are not safe-
guarded almost automatically so far as government is concerned.
A woman is not in our view represented merely by the men of her
own family,—many a household of women has no men folks,—
but by men of like mind and like interests in every strata of so-
ciety. The woman who asserts that her opinions are not repre-
sented may mean that no particular man votes at her bidding.
But if her opinions are of worth, they will win their own way
and obtain their own constituency. If there is a woman whose
views make no appeal to any type of male voter, that woman
would be in a hopeless minority if she could vote; in fact, she

and voting for party nominees. The Anti-Suffragists believe that
the men and the women of America have common interests; that
those interests spring from and center in the home, that since
manhood suffrage is universal, democracy is effectually secured
and women are adequately represented.

WOMEN'S CIVIC RESPONSIBILITY

But even so, is it fair to leave the burden of political activity
solely to the men? Not unless women render an equivalent to
society at large. The object of government is to secure fair con-
ditions and the end of fair conditions is the development of the
best type of life in the community and in the individual. And to
this end women contribute a preponderating share in the home
and the school and through philanthropic, church and club activi-
ties. The task of character-building is, in fact, largely in their
hands. If they build well the foundations of character in each
generation, women earn the right to rest upon that character. A
racial instinct lies beneath the general division of duty between
child-rearing and home-making on the one hand, and the man-
agement of business and government on the other. But though
women are content to delegate certain responsibilities, they do not
wash their hands of the issue. They play their part in public
affairs—such women as live nobly and intelligently—by their
immense influence upon public opinion. Behind all effective leg-
islation must lie a body of informed public opinion. Women
react upon government through this powerful means just in pro-
portion as they are alert and intelligent. Corrupt and ignorant
women do not offset the influence of earnest and good women
upon public opinion, but, with universal franchise, every vote cast
by an ignorant or corrupt woman would offset the vote of a
woman of high character. Surely, neither womanhood nor the
state profit by that bargain.

WOMEN'S NON-PARTISAN POWER

It may be asked, would not woman’s influence be all the
oreater if she possessed the ballot? We do not believe so. We
think it is very much more potent because she is non-partisan.
She is now able to approach any public measure with an unpreju-
diced mind because she is not bound by party lines. She has no
political trade to negotiate, no party pledges to fulfill, no candi-
date to support, no appointment to seek,—in short, no axe to
grind. We believe, for example, that today the women of Minne-
sota are almost unanimously bringing pressure to bear on
the side of temperance. Were the hallot in their hands, women
would break ranks and divide according to the old party align-




ments. No one cause can enlist the women of Minnesota when
the women of Minnesota have become just more Democrats, more
Republicans, more Progressives or Socialists. It is a great asset
for the state to have one-half its citizenship, representing all
stages of society, free from the limitations of partisanship and
able to concentrate on the ethical side of public questions. But it
is an asset that can be obtained on a democratic basis only by fol-
lowing the line of sex cutting through every layer of society alike,

WOMEN'S UNDIVIDED INFLUENCE

The undivided non-partisan influence of good and intelligent
women, an influence growing stronger as women grow broader,
has been notably illustrated in the history of Women’'s Federated
Clubs. Dissension over the franchise already threatens the unity
of these clubs. If the franchise be imposed we believe that this
unity will be lost and that the power of the clubs will slowly dis-
integrate,

The withdrawal of the Ebell Club of San Francisco from
the California State Federation of Women’s Clubs is a concrete
example. The Ebell Club, the largest women’s club in California,
withdrew from the State Federation in June, 1915, as a protest
against “the political methods and trickery” introduced by club
women politicians seeking to exploit club influence for political
ends.

The endorsement of suffrage by various federations of
women'’s clubs is often cited, but is anything more signified than
that the most aggressive individuals in the clubs have manipulated
club machinery successfully? For example, take the Woman’s
Club of Minneapolis. It has a membership of over 600 represen-
tative women ; it is affiliated with the Minnesota State Federa-
tion; consequently, it has been committed in a technical sense to
the endorsement of suffrage. The fact is, that its membership has
never been polled upon this question, nor has any delegate ever
been instructed by it, nor would any one of its officers presume
to conjecture what the outcome of such a poll might be. Please
observe that we Anti-Suffragists cite no churches, clubs or phil-
anthropic bodies as endorsers of our recently organized opposi-
tion. We abstain from that form of propaganda for fear—in the
present unhappy state of public opinion—of alienating part of
the support upon which such organizations must depend. Appar-
ently, the Suffragists have more confidence in the magnanimity of
the Anti-Suffragists!

WOMEN'S PARTY ALIGNMENT
An analysis of the women's vote in Chicago is interesting,

because in Chicago women leaders of character and experience
and high motives, like Jane Addams, have been especially active.

Do the women stand by these leaders when it comes to a vote?
Not at all. The women leaders espoused the Progressive party
in return for its espousal of woman’s suffrage, but when the
votes were counted in November, 1914, it appeared that only two
per cent more women than men voted for the Progressive ticket.
The analysis reads as follows:

Democratic voters, men 44 per cent, women 43 per cent.
Republican voters, men 40 per cent, women 39 per cent.
Progressive voters, men 16 per cent, women 18 per cent.

showing that the women aligned themselves with the three parties
in just about the same proportions as the men. The mayorality
election in April, 1915, showed the same result. What a price to
pay for just a little more of the same old thing!

Octavia Hill, who died in 1912, was the mother of housing
reform in England, and its pioneer all over the world. She said:
“Political power would militate against usefulness in the large
field of public work, in which so many are now doing noble and
helpful service. This service is far more valuable than any vot-
ing power could possibly be. There is enough of struggle for
place and power, enough of watching what is popular and will
obtain votes, enough of efforts to secure majorities. If woman
would temper this wild struggle, let her seek to do her work
steadily and earnestly.” Mrs. Bacon, who secured the good
housing law in Indiana last spring, said that she never dared
listen to the whispers of partisanship because to bring about the
reform she held so dear nothing would avail but the joint efforts
of the best men of all parties, and this she won because she was
herself of no party.

WOMAN SUFFRAGE AND TEMFPERANCE

True it is alleged that over 1,000 saloons were closed in Illi-
nois in the spring of 1914 by women’s votes. But at the same
time over 400 saloons were closed in Minnesota. Illinois has
nearly 3,000,000 more inhabitants than Minnesota. So, under
the male suffrage, Minnesota did rather better than Illinois. At
the same election, in the capital city of Illinois, more women
voted “wet” than voted “dry,” and Springfield, Ill., went “wet,”
while Lansing, the capital of Michigan, went “dry.” And please
note too the case of Montana and Nevada and California. Mon-
tana and Nevada are the two states that went—by a rather
meager majority it is true—for suffrage in November, 1914, at the
time when North and South Dakota, Nebraska, Missouri and
Ohio rejected it decisively. Yet these two states are called the
“wettest’ states in the West, and they have the largest number of
saloons in proportion to their inhabitants of any states in the
Union. As for California, where women have had the ballot for




four years, she simply snowed prohibition under last fall. With
this recent showing, we submit that suffrage can hardly claim to
be loved for the enemies she has made.

WOMEN'S INTELLECTUAL STATUS

Occasionally one hears of American women claiming “the
same right to the education of the ballot that men have had.”
Why should we? If we women are equals of the men now, why
covet the one field in which they deploy alone? It has been
asserted by the suffragists that girls are getting more than half
the benefit of the grade and high schools (if that is true, remem-
ber it is partly because boys often go early to work for the benefit
of the family), and surely the colleges and the universities are
open to women. So are those great popular educators, the news-
papers,—editorial page as well as the society column,—so are in-
dividual careers of widest variety as well as innumerable avenues
of culture and self-development that custom and necessity often
close to men. Are we really still undeveloped and if so, dare we
sk to cut our intellectual teeth on the government of this great
republic? We Anti-Suffragists are at once too proud and too
humble to admit any such necessity.

EQUALITY—NOT IDENT ITY

Can it be considered an admission of inferiority to women
ot to desire the ballot? Again we answer no. In all humility
we women assert our equality with men, but we maintain that
equality is not identity. In the interest of efficiency, we plead for
a division of labor. 1f the franchise is to mean anything, it means
an additional burden for all conscientious women. If they do not
take it seriously, better not take it at all. Women are the mothers,
home-makers and purchasing agents of the country now. They
carry more than half the burden of churches and philanthropy.
If they want the ballot too, the men will undoubtedly grant it,
but the men will not assume any of women's peculiar obligations
in exchange. Women are wonderful creatures, but their state of
health fluctuates as men’s doesn’t, and their nerves aren’t so
steady. Since they are thus handicapped for blessed ends no
man can achieve, they may freely claim exemption from part of
the civic burden. We Anti-Suffragists assert that the true rela-
tion between the sexes is maintained by complimental life, by
specialization in work, along with community in interest. Many
of our Minnesota homes exhibit this highly evolved type of life
now. But if one prefers the opposite type, with women under
the whole load, it may also be found within our state upon the

Indian reservations!

HOW ABOUT WOMEN AND CHILDREN IN INDUSTRY ?

We have spoken of women in the home. Is it possible that
we are forgetting the large number of working women? No, but
laws are not very elastic, so they must be cut to cover the tyi)ical
case. The typical American woman is the wife and the home-
maker. 'I_rue, there are several millions of women in industry:
not the eight millions sometimes cited, but about four milliohé
over twenty-one years of age. Woman in industry is a persistent
yet an impermanent factor. She is eligible for work outside the
home at sixteen in Minnesota, and she leaves it for the most part
at marriage, and she marries for the most part by twenty-five
I'he wages of working women are dependent upon ability " char-
acter and permanency. A minimum wage law may protéct the
least skilled, but the greater number of women workers, like men
workers, stand or fall upon the law of supply and demand. The
next factor in importance appears to be strength in organization
Unemployment is an industrial condition,—a most serious oné
:1{1(1 most worthy of study,—but no honest person can asser‘l that
either men or women can vote themselves better jobs or higher
wages. In fact, the American Federation of Labor at its annual
meeting last November, committed itself to a policy of securing
better conditions by more dependence upon organization and less
upon legislation. TIts president, apropos of an eight-hour law
remarked, “It has taken too long to free labor from the shackle;
of government to desire to put them on again.” The Anti-Suf-
fragists hold by the facts in the case, and the facts are that the
conditions and wages of working women are no better in suffrage
than in neighboring non-suffrage states. It is with the women Zq
it is with the children, and as for the conditions with regard to
child labor we quote as conclusive the verdict of the National
Child Labor committee, given in a letter written by the publication
secretary in September, 1914, She writes: “The committee has
never been able to find any direct relation between suffrage ar;c\i
non-suffrage and good and poor child labor laws. The chaotic
lack of uniformity is not so much an argument for or against
suffrage as it is an argument for a Federal Child Labor Law and
we believe that women can help to secure such a law whatever
their views about suffrage.”

ALLIES OF WOMAN SUFFRAGE

So far suffrage has spread to ten western states, but observe
that in Utah Mormonism is supreme. In Idaho and Wyoming it
holds the balance of power. In Nevada, Arizona, Colorado Mon-
tana, and even in Washington, Oregon and California its influence
is very great. The Mormon church is solid for suffrage. So is
the Socialist party, and the Socialists are strong in the mining




states. Here are two powerful allies not to be overlooked in the
spread of suffrage. Whether they are disinterested allies we leave
the reader to determine.

IN CONCLUSION

Finally, are Anti-Suffragists satisfied to rest in conditions as
they are? By no means. The human predicament appeals to us,
as to all thoughtful people, but recitals of past wrongs leave us
cold. Past wrongs have been righted for women without the
ballot, though the first generation of suffragists did not dream it
possible. At any rate, here we women of Minnesota are,—pro-
tected in person and property by the law, free to enter any career
for which we have capacity, eligible for committees and commis-
sions without number, and possessed of every privilege of citizen-
ship except the ballot. The ballot appears to us not a privilege
but an obligation. We think we have shown a right to claim
exemption from it, and we believe that to forfeit this exemption
would be a wasteful and inexpedient thing. We perceive many
problems for which we do feel a special responsibility. Social
and economic wastes must be stopped; higher social standards
must be set; the sanctity of the home and marriage must be safe-
cuarded : the social conscience of the community must be kept.

Such problems we do believe are peculiarly our job as
women. We, therefore, claim immunity from political parti-
sanship in order to devote to them our best intelligence, our best
endeavor. We have a chance to impress our individuality
directly upon home and children, upon the artistic and institu-
tional life of our community and as far beyond that as our indi-
vidual knowledge and character will reach. If, in the face of all
this we are not making good, we feel that the fault lies not with
the Constitution of the State of Minnesota, but in our own char-
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A Fair Share for Women

by
Mrs Elbert L. Carpenter

Minneapolis Association Opposed
to the Further Extension of
Suffrage to Women




(Reprinted from the Daily News)

The Daily News asks the question: Should all women be given

the right to vote the same as the men? And courteously accords to
the Minneapolis. Association Opposed to the Further Extension of
the Franchise space in which to make a brief statement of why it an-
swers in the negative.

The government of this country is a representative democracy.
The male citizens elect the legislators to represent the people and
make their laws. Is this unfair to the women of the country and does
it leave them unrepresented? Not in our opinion. We hold that it is
not the representation of each individual that a representative govern-
ment seeks to secure in order to be truly democratic, but the represen-
tation, in so far as they relate to government, of the ideas and interests
of every community and every class. When every kind of man, from
the unskilled laborer to the president of the university, may vote, either
the interests of every kind of woman are represented or else the inter-
ests of men and women are not, broadly speaking, identical. The
heart of the matter lies in this: Are women a class apart or are they
part of every class? Would the wives of the farmers vote for the most
part as the farmers vote or otherwise? Twenty out of the twenty-four
and one-half million of adult American women are, or have been married.
Do these women by and large stand with their men folks or against
them? In the opinion of the Anti-Suffragist women are not a class
apart; they are a part of every class and so merged in and identified
vith every class that there is no woman except the crank whose views
are not represented and whose interests are not safe-guarded almost
automatically so far as government is concerned. A woman is not in
our view represented merely by the men of her own family,—many a
household of women has no men folks—but by men of like mind and
like interests in every strata of society. The woman who asserts that
her opinions are not represented may mean that no particular man votes
at her bidding. But if her opinions are of worth, they will win their
own way and obtain their own constituency. If there is a woman whose
views make no appeal to any type of male voter, that woman would be
in a hopeless minority if she could vote; in fact, she would not be likely
to find a platform she could endorse or a candidate she could support.
In all this we must remember that there is always a deal of difference
between voting for sheer ideas and voting on party nominees, The Anti-
Suffragists believe that the men and the women of America have com-
mon interests; that those interests spring from and center in the home,
that since manhood suffrage is universal, democracy is effectually

secured and women are adequately represented.




But even so, is it fair to leave the burden of political activity solely

to the men? Not unless women render an equivalent to society at 11[1({;1(,.-

The object of government is to secure fair conditions and the end of fair
conditions is the development of the best type of life in the community
and in the individual. And to this end women contribute a preponder-
ating share in the home and the school and through philanthropic,
church and club activities. The task of character-building is, in fact,
largely in their hands. If they build well the foundations of character
in each generation, women earn the right to rest upon that character.
A racial instinct lies beneath the general division of duty between child-
rearing and home-making on the one hand, and the management of
business and government on the other. But though women are content
to delegate certain responsibilities, they do not wash their hands of the
issue. They play their part in public affairs—such women as live nobly
and intelligently—by their Iﬂlﬂlellht influence upon public opinion. Be-
hind all effective legislation must lie a body of informed public opinion.
Women react upon government through this powerful means just in
proportion as they are alert and intelligent. Corrupt and ignorant
women do not offset the influence of earnest and good women upon
public opinion, but, with universal franchise, every vote cast by an
ignorant or corrupt woman would offset the vote of a woman of high
character. Surely, neither womanhood nor the state profit by that
bargain.

It may be asked, would not woman’s influence be all the greater if
she possessed the ballot? We do not believe so. We think it is very
much more potent because she is non-partisan. She is now able to
approach any public measure with an unprejudiced mind because she
is not bound to party lines. She has no political trade to negotiate, no
party pledges to fulfill, no candidate to support, no appointment to seek,
—in short, no axe to grind. We believe, for example, that today the
women of Minnesota are almost unanimously bringing pressure to bear
on the side of temperance. Were the ballot in their hands, women
would break ranks and divide according to the old party alignments.
No one cause can enlist the women of Minnesota when the women of
Minnesota have become just more Democrats, more Republicans, more
Progressives or Socialists. It is a great asset for the state to have one-
half its citizenship, representing all stages of society, free from the
limitations of partizanship and able to concentrate on the ethical side
of public questions. But it is an asset that can be obtained on a demo-
cratic basis only by following the line of sex cutting through every
layer of society alike. The undivided non-partisan influence of good
and intelligent women, an influence growing stronger as women grow

broader, has been notably illustrated in the history of Women’s Fed-
erated Clubs. The dissension over the franchise already threatens the
unity of these clubs. If the franchise be imposed we believe that this
unity will be lost and that the power of the clubs will slowly dlulniegrate

For example in the matter of the endorsement of suffrage by vari-
ous federations of women’s clubs, is often cited, but is anything more
signified than that the most aggressive individual in the clubs have
manipulated club machinery s-uuc:::ﬂully-. For example, take the
Woman’s Club of Minneapolis. It has a membership of over 600 rep-
resentative women, it is affiliated with the Minnesota State Federation;
consequently, it has been committed in a technical sense to the endorse-
ment of suffrage. The fact is, that its membership has never been polled
upon this question, nor has any delegate ever been instructed by it, nor
would any one of its officers presume to conjecture what the outcome
of stuch a poll might be. Please observe that we Anti-Suffragists cite
no churches, clubs or philanthropic bodies as endorsers of our recently
organized opposition. We abstain from that form of propaganda for
fear—in the present unhappy state of public opinion—of alienating part
of the support upon which such organizations must depend. Apparently,
the Suffragists have more mnﬁdem(, in the magnanimity of the Anti-
Suffragist contributing constituencies. An analysis of the women 's vote
in Chicago last November is interesting, because in Chicago women
leaders of character and experience and high motives, like Jane Addams,
have been especially active. Did the women stand by these leaders when
it came to a vote? Not at all. The women leaders espoused the Pro-
gressive party in return for its espousal of woman’s suffrage, but when
the votes were counted it appeared that only two per cent more women
than men voted for the Progressive ticket. The analysis reads as fol-
lows:

Democratic voters, men 44 per cent, women 43 per cent.

Republican voters, men 40 per cent, women 39 per cent.

Progressive voters, men 16 per cent, women 18 per cent.
showing that the women aligned themselves with the three parties in
just about the same proportions as the men. What a price to pay for
just a little more of the same old thing.

True it is alleged that over 1,000 saloons were closed in Illinois
in the spring of 1914 by women'’s votes. But at the same time over 400
saloons were closed in Minnesota. Illinois has nearly 3,000,000 more
inhabitants than Minnesota. So, under the male suffrage, Minnesota
did rather better than Illinois. At the same election, in the capital city
of Illinois, more women voted “wet” than voted “dry,” and Spring-
field. I1l., went “wet,” while Lansing, the capital of Michigan, went




“dry.” And please note too the case of Montana and Nevada and Cali-
fornia. Montana and Nevada are the two states that went—by a rather
meager majority it is true—for suffrage in November at the time when
North and South Dakota, Nebraska, Missouri and Ohio rejected it
decisively. Yet these two states are called the “wettest” states in the
West, and they have the largest number of saloons in proportion to their
inhabitants of any states in the Union. As for California, where women
have had the ballot for four years, she simply snowed prohibition under
last fall. 'With this recent showing, we submit that suffrage can hardly
claim to be loved for the enemies she has made: . g

Octavia Hill, who died in 1912, was the mother of housing reform
in England and its pioneer all over the world. She said: “Political
power would militate against usefulness in the large field of public
work, in which so many are now doing noble and helpful service. This
service is far more valuable than any voting power could possibly be.
There is enough of struggle for place and power, enough of ‘.\':ttL:.iiiTl;{
what is popular and will obtain votes, enough of effort to secure ma-
jorities. If woman would temper this wild struggle, let her seek to do
her work steadily and earnestly.” Mrs. Bacon, who secured the good
housing law in Indiana last spring, said that she never dared listen
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the whispers of partisanship because to bring about the reform she held
so dear nothing would avail but the joint efforts of the best men of all
parties, and this she won because she was herself of no party.

Occasionally one hears of American women claiming “the same
right to the education of the ballot that men have had.” Why should
we? If we women are equals of the men now, why covet the one field
in which they deploy alone? It has been asserted by the suffragists
that girls are getting more than half the benefit of the grade and high
schools (if that is true, remember it is partly because boys often go
early to work for the benefit of the family), and surely the t:'n_‘n]lc;:'cs and
the universities are open to women. So are those great popular educa-
tors, the newspapers,—editorial page as well as the society column,—
so are innumerable avenues of culture and seli-development that custom
and necessity often close to men. Are we really still undeveloped and
if so, dare we ask to cut our intellectual teeth on the government of this
great republic? We Anti-Suffragists are at once too proud and too
humble to consent to that.

Iy &

Can it be considered an admission of inferiority to women not to
desire the ballot? Again we answer no. In all humility we women
assert our equality with men, but we maintain that equality is not
identity. In the interest of efficiency, we plead for a division of labor.

If the franchise is to mean anything, it means an additional burden for
all conscientious women. If they do not take it seriously, better not take
it at all. Women are the mothers, home-makers and purchasing agents
of the country now. They carry more than half the burden of churches
and philanthropy. If they want the ballot too, the men will undoubtedly
grant it, but the men will not assume any of women’s peculiar obliga-
tions in exchange. Women are wonderful creatures, but their state of
health fluctuates as men’s doesn’t, and their nerves aren’t so steady.
Since they are thus handicapped for blessed ends no man can achieve,
they may freely claim exemption from parts of the civic burden. We
Anti-Suffragists assert that the true relation between the sexes is main-
tained by complimental life, by specialization in work, along with com-
munity in interest. Many of our Minnesota homes exhibit this highly
evolved type of life now. But if one prefers the opposite type, it may
also be found within our state upon the Indian reservation.

So far suffrage has spread to 10 western states, but observe that
in Utah Mormonism is supreme. In Idaho and Wyoming it holds the
balance of power. In Nevada, Arizona, Colorado, Montana, and even
in Washington, Oregon and California its influence is very great. The
Mormon church is solid for suffrage. So is the Socialist party, and the
Socialists are strong in the mining states. Here are two powerful allies
not to be overlooked in the spread of suffrage. Whether they are dis-
interested allies we leave the reader to determine.

We have spoken of women in the home. Is it possible that we are
forgetting the large number of working women? No, but laws are not
very elastic, so they must be cut to cover the typical case. The typical
American woman is the wife and the home-maker. True, there are
several millions of women in industry ; not the eight millions sometimes
cited, but about four millions over twenty-one years of age. Women
in industry is a persistent, yet an impermanent factor. She is eligible
for work outside the home at sixteen, in Minnesota, and she leaves it
for the most part at marriage, and she marries for the most part by
twenty-five. The wages of working women are dependent upon ability,
character and permanency. A minimum wage law may protect the least
skilled, but the greater number of women workers like men workers
stand or fall upon the law of supply and demand. The next factor in
importance appears to be strength in organization. Unemployment is
an industrial condition,—a most serious one and most worthy of study,
—but no honest person can assert that either men or women can vote
themselves better jobs or higher wages. In fact, the American Federa-
tion of Labor at its annual meeting last November committed itself to
a policy of securing better conditions by more dependence upon organ-




ization and less upon legislation. Its president, apropos of an eight-
hour law, remarked, “It has taken too long to I'rcc labor from the shackles
of government to desire to put them on again.” The Anti-Suffragists
hold by the facts in the case, and the facts are that the conditions and
wages of working women are no better in suffrage than in neighboring
non-suffrage states. It is with the women as it is with the children,
and as for the conditions with regard to child labor we quote as con-
clusive the verdict of the National Child Labor committee, given in a
letter written by the publication secretary last September. She writes :
“The committee has never been able to find any direct relation between
suffrage and non-suffrage and good and poor child labor laws. The
chaotic lack of uniformity is not so much an argument for or against
suffrage as it is an argument for a Federal Child Labor Law, and we
believe that women can help to secure such a law whatever their views
about suffrage.”

Finally, are Anti-Suffragists satisfied to rest in conditions as they
are? By no means. The human predicament appeals to us, as to all
thoughful people, but recitals of past wrongs leave us cold. Past wrongs
have been righted for women without the ballot, though the first genera-
tion of suffragists did not dream it possible. At any rate, here we women
of Minnesota are,—protected in person and property by the law, free to
enter any career for which we have capacity, eligible for committees
and commissions without number, and possessed of every privilege of
citizenship except the ballot. The ballot appears to us not a privilege
but an obligation. We think we have shown a right to claim exemption
from it. and we believe that to forfeit this exemption would be a waste-
ful and inexpedient thing. We perceive many problems for which we
do feel a special responsibility. Many social and economic wastes to be
stopped ; higher social standard to be set: the sanctity of the home and
marriage to be safe-guarded.

Such problems we do believe are peculiarly our job as women. We,
therefore, wish to devote to them our best intelligence, our best endeavor.
We have a chance to impress our individuality directly upon home and
children and upon the artistic and institutional life of our community
and as far beyond that as our knowledge and character will reach. 1f,
in the face of all this we are not making good, we feel that the fault
lies not with the Constitution of the State of Minnesota, but in our own

character.
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WOMAN SUFFRAGE A MENACE TO SOCIAL REFORM

Intelligent women who are interested in public affairs have now

a large influence in bringing about advanced social legislation. Woman
suffrage destroys this non-partisan power of women and gives them
nothing worth having in its place. This doctrine has been main-
tained by anti-suffragists for many years, and its truth is constantly
confirmed by events in suffrage states. Women outside politics can
bring their influence to bear upon men of all political parties. The
loss of this non-partisan influence is a serious one. Social workers
and club women in large numbers seem to be blind to this danger.
They have apparently accepted the misinformation which suffrage
speakers generously supply as to how suffrage will work, instead of
studying the happenings in suffrage states and learning for themselves
how it does work. Many excellent laws now on our statute books are
there largely owing to the non-partisan influence of club women and
social workers who have worked unitedly to put them there. These
women seemingly do not realize that their power will be gone when
they- are divided into political parties. Many of them are apparently
too ignorant of politics to understand that as voters it is only the men
for whom they will vote that they can influence.
: A despatch from Topeka, Kansas, describing the recent campaign
in that state says that three years ago the Kansas Federation of
Women’s Clubs lined up solidly for suffrage, and won it—and that
they have not been lined up solidly for anything since! Instead of
throwing their influence as a unit for good legislation, as women’s
clubs are wont to do in male suffrage states, these women are divided
i:}to Republicans, Democrats, Progressives and Socialists, and the fric-
tion among them is greater than ever before.

At the time Jane Addams joined the Progressive party it was
very striking that such ardent suffragists as Ida Husted Ha}per and
Edward Devine, editor of “The Survey,” should have protested pub-
licly in the strongest terms against her action. They realized per-
fectly that political partisanship narrows a woman’s sphere of influ-
ence, and that Miss Addams as a member of the Progressive party
could exercise no influence upon Democrats and Republicans. She
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had before been able to reach men of all parties, but now her field
had suddenly become immensely restricted in its scope. And while
Mrs. Harper and Mr. Devine were perfectly willing, even eager, that
other women should enter politics and ally themselves with political
parties, Miss Addams was too valuable to the causes they had at
heart—namely, suffrage and social service—for them to view with
equanimity such a narrowing of her field of influence.

In an article on the “Legislative Influence of Unenfranchised
Women,” by Mary R. Beard, which appeared in the “Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science” for November,
1914, Mrs. Beard, although an ardent suffragist, admits that women
without the vote have been a strong influence toward good legislation.
She says:

“National as well as state legislation has been affected by women,
if the testimony of men like Harvey W. Wiley is accepted. In his
campaign for pure food laws, he stated repeatedly that his strongest
support came from women’s organizations. That support was not
passive and moral, merely expressed to him privately, but these women
inundated congress with letters, telegrams, petitions pleading for the
passage of the laws in question. These communications were pre-
sented to congress by their recipients who often urged as their reason
for supporting pure food laws the appeals of women whose interests
in food should not be ignored.

“The Consumers’ League of New York helped the national food
committee to defeat a mischievous amendment to the Gould bill, which
requires that all package goods should be labelled as to the amount
of their contents.

“Mrs. Albion Fellowes Bacon, of Indiana, practically single-
handed, secured the first tenement house laws of value for Evansville
and Indianapolis. She did this before the National Housing Associa-
tion, of which she is now a director, was formed. The recent im-
provements in the Indiana housing legislation are due apparently to
her continued leadership and to the public opinion which she has
helped to create. In her case it was personal initiative and moral
persuasion.

“Another example of personal influence on legislation exerted by
women is that of Frances Perkins, of New York, in her fight for the
fifty-hour bill for the women workers of her state. Unlike Mrs. Ba-
con, Miss Perkins represented a society—the Consumers’ League—
which asked for this measure, and she was supported in her demand
by the Women’s Trade Union League and other organizations. The
measure would have been defeated, as is widely known and acknowl-
edged in New York, had it not been for the personal sagacity and
watchfulness of Miss Perkins.

(3)




“The social service committee of the ‘American Club Woman’
states that in the first year of its existence it has done important and
effective work. It was largely responsible for the passage of an ordi-
nance by city councils regulating dance halls.

“Similar activities, both positive and negative, can be discovered
in the records of practically every woman’s association not organized
for purely literary purposes.”

We all know that this is true. Mrs. Beard also says:

“The woman’s influence lies not in physical force, but in the oc-
casional subservience of the mind of man to the actual presence of
a moral force.”

The influence of this moral force is so strong and has come to
be so well recognized that certain types of politicians and commercial
interests rebel against it. They wish to destroy it, and as the best
means to that end they.advocate—woman suffrage! That is not at all
in line with what one is told at suffrage meetings. We are told that
women need the ballot in order that they may improve the conditions
in the home, that they may help the working girl, and put through
good legislation. But the rank and file of suffragists are being de-
ceived in these matters, for suffrage works, and will work directly
the other way. The New York World has committed a great indis-
cretion and has let this cat out of the bag. The World recently came
out for suffrage and gave its reasons. One of them is that a few
women, representing perhaps ten per cent of the sex, have under pres-
ent conditions too much’ influence. These women, the World says,
“have maintained at times a reign of terror over legislative bodies, in
consequence of which half the country is now bedeviled by some form
or other of harem government, and legislators are forever making
ridiculous concessions to women agitators.” These “women agitators”
are, of course, the club women, social workers and others interested
in social welfare. In order to make it unnecessary for legislators to
make “ridiculous concessions” to this type of woman, the World ad-
vocates—what? Giving the vote to all women! It has certainly hit
upon the most effective expedient, and it is because the vote will do
exactly what the World claims for it, that anti-suffragists are so op-
posed to it. The World admits that most of the reasons urged in
favor of suffrage are fantastic and unreal, that women are not purer
and more noble than men, and that they are not so wise as men in
general affairs. It admits that they will not purify politics—indeed,
that they will confuse and disorganize government, without reforming
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it but nevertheless it believes in woman suffrage because it will de-
stroy the power of the ten per cent of women whose influence is now
so strong!

The question for intelligent women to decide is whether or not
they want this influence destroyed. If they wish to give up the moral
influence which a body of women, educated, public-spirited, non-
partisan, can wield—an influence so strong that legislators feel
obliged to make what the World calls “ridiculous concessions” to it—
if in its stead they wish to depend on political influence gained
through the ballot, which can be applied only to one party, which can
be entirely offset by the votes of women who are ignorant, boss-
controlled, and whose votes are purchasable,—if they prefer that,
they will get their wish if woman suffrage wins in the east. That is
exactly how it is working out in the suffrage states. In Wyoming
the politicians were clever enough to foresee this. Woman suffrage
was granted by one of the most corrupt legislatures Wyoming ever
had. These men knew that at that time good women were few in
that sparsely settled state, and they knew that they could “manage
the others.”

Nevada is offering us a most perfect example of the good woman’s
loss of influence by entering politics. The easy divorce laws of that
state, in force until three years ago, were a national scandal. This
was realized by certain women of the state, who in consequence
brought their moral influence to bear upon the legislature for the re-
peal of these laws. Their efforts were successful and the laws were
repealed. Woman suffrage was granted in Nevada last fall, and one
of the very first acts of the legislature was to re-enact the easy divorce
laws! These women again protested, but with no success. They
were now voters, and the legislature knew perfectly well that plenty
of women’s votes could be secured to offset those of the protesting
women. The moral influence of this minority of Nevada women who
cared for social betterment was gone since the vote had been given
to all women.

In her admirable anti-suffrage address before the Maine legisla-
ture at the recent hearing on suffrage, Mrs. J. F. A. Merrill said:

“What do men do when they want to bring about a reform?

“They do as the men of Portland did a short time ago, when a
number of citizens became convinced that the moral conditions in
Portland were not what they should be. And what did they do? Did
they vote about it? Did they form party organizations? Noj; they
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resorted as nearly as they could, to what is known as ‘women’s meth-
ods,” and formed a non-partisan citizens’ committee, just as detached
as possible from politics. And why did they resort to women’s meth-
ods? Simply because they had all had the vote since coming of age,
and they all knew how useless it is as a means of accomplishing
real reform work.

“Gentlemen, in every community there are a handful of women
who can be relied upon to carry on church and philanthropic and re-
form work; but we all know that the vast majority are indifferent,
and that they neither help nor hinder. And then there is a third class
of women—the wrongminded. They do not hinder reform work now,
because they cannot.

“But, gentlemen, when you give the ballot to all women your
handful of earnest women in each community, who are willing to give
their time and thought to reform work, will have only their handful
of ballots to cast for reform measures; your great mass of indifferent
women will be indifferent still, and will omit to cast their ballots, and
your very considerable number of wrongminded women will have had
a weapon put into their hands which they will not omit to use against
your reform measures, because it is of importance to them to see to
it that their way of life is not interfered with.

“So for the sake of reform which women have done in the past,
and ought to be able to do in the future, we beg of you not to tie
their hands and hamper them by giving suffrage to women!”

That is the matter in a nutshell—and proofs of the correctness
of this statement are constantly multiplying. In an attempt to prove
that woman suffrage will not lead women to neglect their homes, a

writer signing herself “Annie Laurie” says in the San Francisco Ex-
aminer:

“I've been in Denver when a good man was being maligned and
almost robbed by political enemies, and he needed the vote of every
good woman in town to keep the good work he had done from being
stultified. And do you think you could get a single woman out to
vote for that man if she wanted to go to a ‘tea’ or to stay at home
and knit socks for the new baby?

“You could not.”

This is just what anti-suffragists maintain—that the great body
of home-making women will not vote.

In Massachusetts women have had the school vote for twenty
years. It was given them because of the claim made by suffragists
that questions relating to the education of their children were of par-
ticular interest to women and that they should therefore be allowed
to vote on them.  For the last seventeen years an average of only
2.1% of the women eligible have voted in Massachusetts.

(6)

The Woman Citizen, a suffrage publication of California, in its
July issue, bears testimony on this question as follows:

“There are today many women in California and other states of
the union who, being enfranchised, are too indifferent to vote.

“We are loath to believe that these women—thousands of them
in the United States—are aware of the wrong they are doing, We do
not think they know they are shirking a fundamental duty of citizen-
ship.

“Too many ballots are cast in the cause of dishonesty and corrup-
tion. Honest and law-abiding citizens must exert their united strength
at the polls to uphold honesty and good government.

“There are too many women today who are privileged to vote, yet
refrain from doing so either because they do not believe a woman
should go to the polls, or because for some inexcusable reason they
have neglected to register., They regard their franchise as an invita-
tion to a bridge party, something they can accept or reject as their
fancy dictates.”

There is no lack of testimony that the wrong-minded women do

vote. On November 4, the day after election, the San Francisco Ex-
aminer said: “McDonough Brothers had several automobiles busy all
day long hauling Barbary coast dance hall girls and the inmates of
houses on Commercial street to the different booths, and always the
women were supplied with a marked sample ballot.”

They were outvoting the women reformers!

What is the result? What is happening to moral conditions in
San Francisco since women vote? The American Social Hygiene As-
sociation pointed out last spring that there had been an increase in
the number of questionable dance halls, and the “Survey” of April 10
stated that danger signals were being flashed all over the country to
young people bound for the exposition, as there was much unemploy-
ment, and the city’s moral condition gave cause for anxiety.

A later report got out by Bascom Johnson, counsel of the Social
Hygiene Association, who was sent to San Francisco for further in-
vestigation, appears in full in the September issue of “Social Hy-
giene.” It is far more serious than previous reports. Within the
exposition are several concessions, maintained despite protests specifi-
cally against them, which are deplorably vicious. In the city itself
conditions are appalling, the policemen being there apparently to pre-
vent anything from interfering with the orderly and profitable traffic
in vice.

Summing up his report, Mr. Johnston says, “in spite of announce-
ments of officials to the contrary, San Francisco remains one of the
few large cities of this country where prostitution is frankly and
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openly tolerated. The natural and inevitable result has been that
San Francisco has become the Mecca of the under-world, and that for
every such addition to her population the problem is rendered that
much more difficult.”

These are the conditions in a city where women vote! Mr. John-
son says that the Y. W, C. A, the W. C. T. U. and other organiza-
tions of the kind have tried to improve these conditions, but have
failed, as they have received “little or no support from the city offi-
cials” This fact is directly in opposition to the suffrage theory that
women must have the vote in order that city and state officials shall
pay heed to their wishes. If California were still under male suf-
frage—if the thousands of dissolute women in San Francisco who
will vote as the party in power dictates did not have the vote—the
moral influence of the ladies of the Y. W. C. A. and the W. C. T. U.
would be much more likely to be a factor in the situation. If these
ladies vote at all, their vote is divided between the Democrats, Repub-
licans, Progressives and Socialists, and is therefore of much less im-
portance than the big vote which can be controlled. Dr. Helen
Sumner, sent by the suffragists to study conditions in Denver several
years ago, states that “the vote of these women to whom the police
protection is essential is regarded as one of the perquisites of the party
in power.”

With these facts in mind it is very clear that the statement con-
stantly made by suffragists that after women are enfranchised they
need not vote if they do not want to, is shallow and unprincipled, and
the woman who makes it proves herself an unsafe person to be en-
franchised. The stay-at-home vote is a great and serious menace.

Voting differs from the higher education and other so-called
“woman’s rights.” They are privileges only. Whether a girl goes to
college or does not go to college is a personal matter, and her decision
works no danger to other girls or to the community. The college is
there, and she can go or not, as her taste and circumstances decide.
But voting is a totally different matter. Enfranchisement confers a
privilege and an obligation, the obligation being inseparable from the
privilege. Since the shirking of this obligation means a serious men-
ace to the community, the unwillingness of a large majority of women
to accept the obligation is a factor of the utmost importance in the
situation.

The San Francisco Chronicle says, “Results show that in this
state women refuse to accept the obligation which at their request, or
upon their apparent acquiescence, has been imposed upon them, or
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to discharge the resulting duties. The question, then, for the people
of other states to decide in the light of experience of the western
states is whether it is in the public interest to impose on women
imperative duties which the great majority of them refuse to dis-
charge after they have been imposed upon them.”

Another danger connected with woman suffrage is this—the char-
acter of the women chosen for the positions of responsibility will
change.

The Woman's Journal of March 20, 1915, speaking of Mayor
Harrison, of Chicago, says: “If he had occasion to appoint a welfare
worker for women and children, he did not appoint a woman who had
experience for the work and could do it well, but picked out a woman
who would be a cog in his political machine.” Naturally! It is
when women are outside politics that they are appointed on their
merits. When they have the vote those are naturally chosen who are
cogs in the political machine.

The suffragists never tire of quoting Julia Lathrop. As she holds
an important position as head of the Federal Children’s Bureau, they
consider her views on suffrage, since her views coincide with theirs,
as most valuable and important. What is important is the fact that
if Miss Lathrop were allied with a political party she would not be
holding the position which is supposed to give her views such weight.
It was only because she was a woman and a non-partisan that she
retained her position at the change of administration, when the Re-
publicans went out and the Democrats came in. Every man at the
head of a similar bureau lost his job!

Miss Jane Addams, in her last speech in Boston, claimed that by
means of the ballot women in Chicago have accomplished several re-
forms. These were:

1. Covered markets had been secured where food might be kept
clean.

2. A court for boys of 17 and under 25 has been established.

3. Public wash-houses have been established.

4, The garbage dumps have been abolished.

The record of accomplishments of Chicago women voters as pre-
sented by Miss Addams is not impressive, for the reforms she cites
have been accomplished in other cities without votes for women.

What the women accomplished in Chicago before they got the
vote makes a much more impressive showing. It is to them, says the
Chicago Tribune, that Chicago owes the kindergarten in the public
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school, the juvenile court and detention home, the small park and
playground movement, the vacation school, the school extension, the
establishment of a forestry department of the city government, the
city welfare exhibit, the development of the Saturday half-holiday,
the establishment of public comfort stations, the work of the Legal
Aid Society, and the reformation of the Illinois Industrial School.
This is a long and brilliant list of women’s achievements, not to be
matched by the voting women of any state. Chicago women were
working together when these things were accomplished—now they are
fighting each other in rival political parties.

Henry M. Hyde, a reporter for the Chicago Tribune, which has
long supported the woman suffrage movement, wrote over his own
signature his impressions of last spring’s election in Chicago, and the
part women played in it. He says:

“The first mayoralty campaign in which women voters partici-
pated failed to develop the refining and elevating influence which the
sex was expected to exert. When one sees a woman of dignified pres-
ence and cultivated appearance greeted with torrents of hisses and
insults from the frenzied lips of both men and women; when one sees
her finally driven from the platform with no chance of speaking a
word, one is tempted to retire to some quiet spot for a moment and
meditate on what it all means.

“When one watches a venerable lady trying to quell the tumult by
waving a flag and almost dancing to the same rhythm, while 1,200
shrieking men and women order her to ‘sit down and chase herself,
one remembers his own grandmother, and makes a feeble effort to
blush. One is almost tempted to pick that discarded and discredited
old relic once known as masculine chivalry out of the scrap heap, and
see how many people would recognize it.”

These references are to a woman'’s political mass meeting, which

was described in a Chicago despatch to the Boston Herald as follows:

“A demonstration approaching a riot marked a woman’s political
meeting here today, and was ended only when the managers of the
theatre where the meeting was held dropped the steel curtain, and a
spectator sent a riot call for the police.”

Does this sort of thing tend to increase woman’s influence in up-
lifting and benefiting her community?

A suffrage writer said recently that the son who grows up to
find his mother a voter will have a broadened respect for womanhood.
With these scenes in Chicago in mind, do you think he will? Sup-
pose she has just voted for Bath-House John, the notorious candidate
who got a majority of the women’s votes of his ward, or in favor of
saloons, as thousands of women have done—will he have added re-
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spect for her? This same writer says: “It might be a new and stimu-
lating experience for a man to have to explain to his wife just why
he was voting on the side of a corrupt boss, in favor of the liquor
traffic or against the suppression of child labor.” But if she had just
done those things herself—and in Chicago the women voted just as
the men did—why should the experience be a stimulating one?

Jane Addams, while on her foreign mission of “Peace—with suf-
frage” said in London, on May 12:

“I am a strong supporter of woman suffrage, and, although I hope
to see the women of England enfranchised, I see around me endless

opportunities for social work which could be usefully performed
while the vote is being won.”

The interesting point about this is that English women have for
many years had the vote on all matters pertaining to housing, care of
the poor, sanitation, education, liquor regulations, police, care of the
insane, care of children, etc. Probably Miss Addams does not know
this. They have failed completely to do with the vote what even
Miss Addams, confirmed and prejudiced suffragist that she is, admits
that they could do perfectly well without the vote. This is certainly
a striking admission on her part.

Why have they failed so lamentably? Mrs. Pethick Lawrence
tells us. She says:

“I never saw so many women working for social betterment as
I have seen in the American cities I have visited. In England women
have turned their attention to politics and have accomplished nothing
like so much in civic reform.”

Anti-suffragists ask women not to turn their attention to politics
and neglect civic reform; not to make this appalling mistake, which
will set back the social progress of our cities for many years; not to
make powerless, through woman suffrage, as the New York World
wants to do, the women who are now working for social betterment.

The suffragists apparently do not care what evils follow, pro-
vided they get their way.

The Rev. Anna Shaw, president of the National Suffrage Asso-
ciation, says:

“T believe in woman suffrage whether all women vote or no
women vote; whether all women vote right or all women vote wrong;
whether all women will love their husbands after they vote or forsake

them; whether they will neglect their children or never have any
children.”
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In introducing this astounding statement, Dr. Shaw declared: "I
believe I speak for the thousands of women belonging to the national
association.”

Perhaps she does. At least no one of them has been heard to
deny it; but fortunately she does not speak for the 24,000,000 women
of voting age in the United States who are not members of the Na-
tional Suffrage association. Many of these 'do care for public wel-
fare, for social well-being, and for human happiness, all of which
would be destroyed if all women voted wrong, if they deserted their
husbands, and neglected their children. Anti-suffragists protest
against having political power put into the hands of women with no
higher ideals than those of Dr. Shaw and her followers. They neither
wish to be ruled by such women nor do they wish to have to wage an
eternal fight not to be ruled by them, and one thing or the other will
be necessary if the ballot is forced upon women. In California the
men are begging the home-making type of women to come out and
fight the political women, whom they already recognize as a danger
and a nuisance. =

Men who believe in fair play will refuse to force political life
upon all the women of their states because a small fraction think they
want it. Those who care for the political welfare of their states will
decline to adopt this innovation, which assuredly cannot stand the
tests of rational criticism and of experience. If they value in the
slightest degree the assistance which educated, public-spirited women
are able to give in securing enlightened legislation, they will certainly
not favor votes for women; for what woman suffrage does is to take
the power out of the hands of these women, who without the vote
exert a strong moral influence toward good legislation, and put the
power gained through an increase of the electorate into the hands of
the bosses who can control the largest woman’s vote.

“Practical politicians” are learning this lesson rapidly. The New
York Commercial calls attention to the fact that in our cities the
female vote is more easily manipulated than the male. This fact does
not escape the bosses, and they are rapidly coming into line for woman
suffrage. While woman suffrage was largely an untried theory suf-
fragists could maintain with some plausibility that woman’s vote would
be cast for moral and humane legislation, and would purify politics;
but with the actual conditions in Chicago, San Francisco, Reno, Den-
ver and Seattle what they are, this theory no longer holds water, and
it is becoming increasingly evident that the way to do away with the
moral influence of women in public life is to give the vote to all
womer. (12)
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Our Reasons

In opposing the forcing of suffrage upon a majority of women who

“do not regard it as a duty and do not want it as a privilege,”” our reasons

are chiefly these;

Ist. It is demanded by a small minority of women, and those women
suffer no practical injustice which the ballot can remedy.

Znd. Women are now able to appeal, for any object, to any state gov-
ernor, committee, or party, in any matter of reform, education or
charity, because they stand wholly outside of politics and can have
no ulterior motive. They have no favors to give and none to ask.
If they have the ballot, they must work through political methods
precisely as men do.

Political equality will deprive women of privileges at present ac-
corded them by laws written and unwritten.

We believe that suffrage is a question not of right, but of policy and
expediency.

Universal male suffrage is so far from satisfactory or successful that
ymany of the best class of men refuse to avail themselves of the
right. We are opposed to doubling an unsatisfaetory process and
duplicating its follies.

Women have accomplished so muech in the last fifty years without
the suffrage that their indefinite advancement without it is assured.
To give them the vote is to bind them hand and foot with political
chains.

7th. *“The English Suffragettes have proved that political struggles and
excitement may degrade even educated and clever women,”

Sth. Women's acquisition of the right of suffrage is not progress.

9th. The ballot is only the ballot, after all. and its power is greatly ex-
aggerated by the suffragists. It cannot do for women what it has
not done for men.

10th. We believe women to be in no sense inferior to men, but their
powers are different and are best developed in different kinds of
work and usefulness.

11th. The ¢laim that women will uplift and purify pelities is not supported
by facts.

The Cyclone

First. Always the burden of proof lies with those who demand an
innovation. We are not obliged to prove that woman suffrage is unde-
sirable. Those who demand of the government a great and sweeping
change in any direction should prove that it is so clea rly desirable that, “for
its sake, the country should run the ¢normous risk involved in a political
and social revolution of the most radical and farreaching sort. This
is law and justice the world over: The status quo, like the human in-
dividual, must be considered in the right until we have good evidence
that it is in the wrong. It has been gravely asserted that if only one
woman wanted to vote, all others should be required to do so.

The experience of those who fail to see any right in the argument
that because some do not want the privilege of voting, others who do
should be deprived of it is not new. A majority always deprives the
minority of something, and this is specially true of polities But is there
any case on record in which a majority gave up its point lest it should




hurt the feelings of the minority or interfere with its rights and privi-
leges? Why should this alone of all questiong in the country be decided
or “carried through’ by a small minority? We believe we are right; we
know we are in the majority and the suffragists know it. Would the suf-
fragists welcome a house-to-house canvass of the state? We would.

The suffragists claim to represent ‘‘woman,” whole and undivided.
Jut this claim has small regard to actual fact. For sixty-two years had
suffragists in America been at work with almost unrelaxing energy. Yet
in March, 1910, after months of special and systematic work, they pre-
sented to Congress only about four hundred thousand names asking for
suffrage. Of these over two hundred thousand were those of men.

To listen to suffrage speakers one might suppose that “nothing ex-
isted but suffrage.” The method of the National Suffrage Association is,
we are told, to start a ecyelone in one state and let it revolve at full
speed there for the time being, in the hope that women, blinded by the
dust and terrified by the noise, will ery “Votes for Women!"” for the
sake of peace. As to individual legislators, the idea is said to be that
often practiced in smaller domestic storms “We'll worry him till he
gives in."”

Misleading, Statements

In spite of the well known and undeniable indifference of women
themselves, in spite of the faet that so many women are either unable or
unwilling to realize that the time for expression on one side or the other
is come, the suffragists—a bandful to the women of the country—are
leading voters astray by incorrect and unfair statements as to numbers
and enthusiasm. For example, Barnard College has been repeatedly
claimed as putting itself formally on record in favor of suffrage and great
was the jubilation naturally. Recently there came a signed statement
from one of the professors at Barnard saying that with 3u0 studentls the
exact membership of the College Suffrage Club was twenty-one. Both
the Universities of California are elaimed by the suffragists A recent
graduate when asked about the facts replied, *“We've never heard any other
side—we've only just found out there is any other,”” English suffragettes
paraded recently with a banner declaring that the long dead and gone
Maria Edgeworth was a Suffragist, or that at least she could not have
failed to be one if she had lived long enough and late enough!

Frankly, gentlemen, we as remonstrants fear more than anything
else that vou are likely to mistake a minority for a majority and so, being
worried, will “give in at last.”

Women in Public Affairs

Secomd, Women's position on all educational and charitable boards,
in all institutions. organizations, cong s, and conferences is so per-
fectly untrammeled that they have been called “The Independent Party."

They are welcomed and their efforts are supported by the governors
who appoint them and by the men who work with them—because they
stand outside of politics and have no axes to grind. They may be mis-
taken but they ecannot be sordid or ignoble. They can have but one
object—the advancement of the cause they work for. When they shall
go ballot in hand to demand of the powers that be support, moral or
financial, for their hospitals, their widows' and children’s aid societies,
new school buildings and playgrounds, or for a movement in the direction
of cleaner streets and back yards, mayors, governors, even legislators,
will say to them, “‘Ladies, you dre republicans, or you are democrats;

vour own party must help you. We are with you in spirit but we are
bound by our pledges and our platforms to vote against yvou.”

Beyond all things do we believe that capable women should be in
public affairs. Put them on boards of education, school committees,
publie charities, prison wards, lunacy commissions, factory inspection—
you can hardly overde this from the Anti-Suffrage point of view. But
keep them out of caucuses and primaries. Refuse to make them liable to
the same suspicions, the same ambitions, the same intrigues as men.
“Give woman everything she wants; but not the ballot.””

Women’s Wrongs

Third. 1 get little light on women's wrongs that could be righted by
the ballot. Wrong exists. But men, voters, also have wrongs. If suf-
fragists had given to the actual legal wrongs of women one-half the time,
energy, and “agitation’ that for sixty-two years they have expended in
demanding the ballot, every one of those wrongs would have been righted
long ago. We hear much about the wrongs of women of property. How
many points are there in whieh *‘women of property’” are wronged under
the laws of the male suffrage sfates which are not more than counter-
balanced by discrimination in their favor? 1 know that while husbands
are compelled to support their wives, wives, even when ‘““women of prop-
erty,” are exempted from supporting worthless husbands. 1 know that
poor men are liable for the debts of their extravagant wives, while rich
wives are not liable for the debts of their indigent husbands. 1 know
that husbands must pay alimony; wives, never. With the ballot all these
things will be “equalized.” Is that what women want?

When women had voted but a few weeks in the State of Washington,
they asked to be exempted from jury duty! Wisely they were refused.
Do women propose to carry out this idea—to take their right of suft rageg
and with the next breath ask for privilege? This is akin to the logic
of the English Suffragettes who ‘“‘pose as martyrs after having fought to
procure for themselves a martyr’s fate.” *“No ‘good sport’ would stand
for such methods in any other line of battle”’ “Yet,” says Francis Park-
man, ‘“‘a woman has the inalienable right of attacking without being
atttacked in turn. She may strike, but must not be struek, either literally
or figuratively.”

Women are exempt, too, from the personal service imposed upon
male citizens, such as ‘‘serving on juries, putting out fires, making arrests,
helping quell riots, and bearing arms when the country’'s need requires
it.  Will they accept “the ballot as a right” and also ask or accept
exemptions from all such duties? What do they mean to do about these
matters?

The Ballot Not a Right

Fourth.. . Before millions of women are given the ballot as a right,
it should be proved heyond a reasonable doubt that such wrongs as exist
among women because they are women are due to a lack of the ballot
and can be cured by the ballot. Nor is it a question of individuals alone.

Will it benefit the family, which is the unit of the state? Will it benefit
the state? If not, then yvou are legislating for the individual.
Ex-Judge Cooley of the linited States Supreme Court, an eminent
jnrist, says: “Suffrage does not exist for the bhenefit of the individual,
for the benefit of the state. . . . ., . It is a regulation which the
e establishes as a means of perpetunating its own existence.”
Ex-Chief Justice Marshall decided that *““the granting of the franchise
has always been regarded in the practice of nations as a matter of expedi=
ency and not as an inhervent right."




“This is a government of the people, by the people,” writes a suf-
fragist, “vet only haif the people govern.” In reply to this another ex-
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court says that the word people does not
mean persons; that the word people is used to distinguish this govern-
ment from a despotism or an oligarchy, and that while it is hard to decide
upon who or how many should govern, it is alwayvs a small number. Suf-
fragists object to being execluded. They object still more to being in-
clnded with children, idiots, and Indians. Somebody wonders why they
have never publicly as a body objected to the ten commandments, where
they are included with the ox and the ass. “We have no voice in making
the laws that we are forced to obey,' writes another. If a “voice must
mean a vote, this is true, If it may mean strong influence in all public
matters of inter and importance to men or women or both, it is not
true. To the suifragists everything means a vote—and the ballot has
become to them like the proverbial ten-cent piece whiech, *‘held close to
the eye, shuts out even the sun itself.”

Why suffragists who get on no better than the rest of us with the
servant girl question and other domestic problems should believe them-
selves qualified to solve man's far-reaching problems of tariff, diplomacy,
war, and high finance is one of the mysteries of lite.

““Without Representation’’

The old war cry, “Taxation without Representation is Tyranny,” still
goes up oftener than any other. Bui the really leading suffragists have
abandoned it—Anna Shaw, Mrs. Catt, and Mrs. Harper have relinquished
all their arguments on this point. Here again representation is inter
preted to mean votes. Taxation without votes is tyramny, This is an-
?5\\'0;'0(1 as follows, by Mr. Frederick Dwight:

“There is nothing unjust in requiring all eitizens who can afford
it to contribute to the support of the government, whether they vote or
not. They get in exchange for their taxes the government's protection to
life. liberty and property, and all the other benefits of a well-ordered
society. The colonists never said or thought that taxation and votes went
together, and nothing of the kind has ever bheen attempted. Thousands
upon thousands of men, as well as women, in this country are taxed with-
out being able to vete. That is the condition of the residents of the
District of Columbia. The property of minors is taxed, yvet they have
no vote. A man may own taxable property in a dozen different states
and yet can vote in only one. Finally, the tariff is a tax upon every mamn,
woman and child, citizen and alien alike, in the country.

“The truth is that the phrase ‘taxation without representation’ did
not refer to individuals at all, but to the dealings of one Commonwealh
with another. It did not mean that neither this man nor that woman
should be taxed unless he or she were personally represented in the
government. The slightest reflection should show the absurdity of such
a construetion. At most, only those would he personally represented who
voted for successful candidates. If a candidate wins by a small majority,
does he ‘represent’ the large minority? On the confrary, he opposes in
the legislature or in Congress every measure that they hold dear. Yet
would anyone contend that all adherents of defeated candidates should
be absolved from paying taxes because they were not represented ?

“A very few words will be sufficient to explain what the colonists
meant by ‘taxation without representation,” and why they thought it so
unjust. The whole thing arose out of the imposgition of the notorious
stamp act in 1765. The colonists were on this side of the Atlantie; parlia-
ment, in England. There were no representatives of the colonists in
parliament familiar with conditions over here and competent to explain

what taxes would bear most lightly upon the inhabitants. Under such
cireumstances, parliament coolly decreed this burdensome tax, to be
collected wholly from the colonists and not from the inhabitants of Great
Britain as well. Moreover, the money so raised was not to be expended
in the colonies but withdrawn to England.

“In order to ereate an analogous situation in this country now, and
support the present contention of the suffragists, the following grotesque
circumstances would have to be imagined. The women would have to be
moved in a body to the Pacific Coast, the men, retaining the sole power
of legislation, remaining east of the Alleghanies. If, then, the men pro-
ceeded to declare a tax upon,—say, every article of clothing worn by the
women, without consulting the latter, without paying a similar tax on
their own clothing, and appropriated the proceeds of the tax on the women
to themselves, the women would be justified in erying that the colonial
dictum was being violated.

“But when men and women are jointly members of the same com-
munity; when taxes are laid not upon the women for the benefit of the
men, or vice versa; when, finally, they are imposed by representatives
drawn from the community and not by outsiders, the dictum is absolutely
and utterly irrelevant. % * & #

“This ery was without reference to individual powers or privileges.

“This ery was without reference fo individual powers or privileges.
It was a collective cry from an oppressed people . . . because their
interests—not themselves individually—were not represented in the
British parliament. If the interests of the women of America, collectively
considered, are not represented at the polls, then they too may consider
themselves oppressed and enslaved and refuse to pay their taxes.” They
might even try the effect of a tea party like their prototvpes, the colonists.

1848-1913

The fact is, the suffragists of today are somewhat belated. With a
few notable exceptions, they are making the same statements that werag
made by the pioneer suffragists of 1848. Many of these statements are
now unirue owing to changes that have taken place in state laws and
social and economic conditions all over the United States. However it
may have been in 1848, women do not hold an inferior position in 1913.
"The American woman” is a synonvmous phrase for freedom, the world
over, freedom from drudgery and from useless conventions, and for in-
fluence in her home, her club and her community, fully proportioned to
her character and abilitv. She is the envy of other women. “There are
inlividuals whose hushands and fathers are tyrants instead of protectors;
so there are bad wives and men ruined and disheartened by selfish, idle
women,"

Expediency

As to expediency: Suffragists tell us that women do only what their
husbands wish, and are their slaves. Then they will vote as their hus-
bands tell them to, and those families will simply throw two votes to he
counted where there was one before. “But,” they say, '‘the ballot will
set this right'—mnot explaining how. Then women will vote as they
choose. without regard to their husbands, and domestic troubles will re-
ceive an immeasurable impetus.

As 1 to 10

I have been challenged to explain a statement that the vote of any
intelligent, educated and thoughtful woman might be nullified by the




votes of from 1 to 50 women, according to circumstances, who are neither
thoughtful, educated nor respectable. As a matter of mathematies, it
takes but one vote to nullify or cancel another.

In a quarter of a century of business life, added to vears of every-
day life in New Hnpgland and the Far West, 1 have found that the nuniber
of intelligent, educated and thoughtful women is to the number of un-
educated women as 1 to 10, a small estimate in my experience. To the
uneducated, I add the semi-educated, often more dangerous than the
ignorant, on the prineciple of “a little knowledge.”

Add to both these the indifferent and those who are not respectable—
the latter estimated in large cities like Chicago and New York at anv-
where from 20,000 to 90,000. 1 wish to say that going to the polls with
these women has never been made a point of by _-\nli—:-'iul‘i‘r:l;:'isis_ That
is like shopping and the theatre and is neither here nor there. What we
do say is that the votes of this element controlled by various “interests'
will largely ontnumber the votes of earnest, intelligent, thoughtfnl women.
In Denver they vote, and often several times, in one election, according
to a suffragist statement. Add to all these again the hundreds of I[gmi-
sands who yearly enier the country through the wide open gates of New
York City, immigrants who often profess themselves doubtful whetl
the United States governed by a King or an Emperor and whose five
vears before they could vote would not he spent in learning how to vote.
When all this addition is done and the proposition is stated, myv conserva-
tive estimate stands thus: The thoughtful, reasoning woman is to the
sum of the uneducafed plus the semi-eduneated plus the indifferent plus
those outside the pale plus the immigrants as, say 1 to 35, or 1 to 50,

I spoke explicitly not of T.os Angeles or of Boston or of Watts, but
of the country as a whole; of suffrage in the [United States, and '_=.-|..-;-iujj-.:
of conditions in large cities. d

We are told of bucolic scenes in Wyoming, where women bring their
babies to the polls in perambulators and children with their Teddy bears
play peek-a-boo among the hooths. But the whole population of \\"\'mnin&
is about twice that of Sacramento, and the population of four s.uﬂ.'t':tie
states, Utah, Tdaho, Wyoming and Colorado, is only about one-third that
of New York City. Conditions cannot be compared. thoueh it is niore
nearly possible in Colorado than elsewhere, b

Int we also hear of scenes in Wyoming in whieh the value of votes
and influence is paid in ice c¢ream and dress patterns—as bucolic as tha
other scenes bhut less idylie.

Perhaps these conditions nullify each other, but nobody knows as to
the outcome. One can guess but ¢an hardly venture to 1-313] his guess an
opinion. And because no one can know, the risk is too tremendous.

Experimental Legislation Unsafe

Ex-Chief Justice Brown of the United States Supreme Court savs:
“Experimental legislation is always unsale, and this is especiallv true
where legislators are appealed to for the regulation of every ||r1>z-i.i;_‘e or
fancied evil, from the lack of a vote to the length of ladies’ hat pins and
of the sheets upon hotel beds.” i

The 15th Amendment of the Constitution he cites as showing
danger of radical 1 lation. **While in the North, where :I'u-- u--ﬂnrm—-
vote is small, no great harm has resulted, the amendment has bee
zenerally disregarded in the South, and a serious attempt to enforee it
the military arm, if persisted in, would probably have resulted in anotl
civil war,

The Anti-canteen law enacted by Congress a few vears ago is another
painful instance of the kind. *“Those who were [“'\\'-“_\;111'11-,;.-.;‘\, at ("[1,_\

time sonld not fail to appreciate the fact that the passage of the bill was
procured by the efforts of crowds of perfectly respectable, upright and
conseientions women, who thronged the halls of the capitol during the
debate, practically overawed the members and compelled many of them
to vete against their convietions rather than be charged with opposition
4o rthe cause of temperance,” The consequences are admitted to be
deplorable.

Universal Male Suffrage and the Alien Vote

Fifth. Universal male suffrage is unsatisfactory enough to bring out
opponents, John Stuart Mill, whose “Subjection of Women” is now
called by suffiragists, “The gospel of the movement,” did not believe in the
ballot. Why does no suffragist ever mention this? He advocated some
unwieldy method of suffrage ‘‘wholly unworkable,” say those who have
investigated it. Some great lawyers go so far as to say that the most
important question now confronting us is how to get rid of the ballot and
still retain the prineciple of self government. The District of Columbia is
soverned by commissioners appointed by Congress, and Washington is said
to he the best governed large city in the country. That is, they say that
male suffrage, fairly successtul in the country and in small towns, is very
nearly a failure in large ecities with their immense and ever inereasing
alien vote enmbersome and embarrassing every election.

The Indifferent Vote

It is estimated by those in a position to know that from 50 to 60 per
cent. of the best class of men do not vote. In states where women have
the full right of suffrage or municipal suffrage, their indifference is more
than amazing. About 2 per cent. of the women vote in Massachusetts on
matters in which they have for vears had the right to do so.

‘‘Stay at Home Then!”

If restricted suffrage were. possible for both men and women, the
question would be wholly different. But the suffragisis can not get the
ballot without forcing it on all the women. *“Stay at home on election
day, if you don't want to vote,” is their unvarying answer to this state-
ment. What right have they, a small minority, to ask that we leave them
to represent us at the polls? If the man who shirks his vote is dereliet,
so would the woman be. And this is what they &sk of millions in the
country that a few may vote. This, or the giving to the study of ways
and means, men and measures, and preblems of finance and affairs, time,
energy and strength that we want end need for other duties.

Political Pull
[}

Sixth. “The general advancement of womal, the improvement of her
economic position, her social and eivie influence, and lhier opportunity for
culture make the story of her present condition without parallel in the
history of the world,” says a modern writer. And we Anti-Suffragists
ingist with pride that all this h&s been done without the ballot. Jane
Adams herself, in spite of herself, is the strongest of arguments against
suffrage, showing what woman can do withount it. 1 believe she could not
Thave done what she has if she had had “‘political pull.”




Their Inalienable Right

Seventh. The conduet of the English Suffragettes is that of street
rowdies. They have been many fimes warlike and law-defying, and it has
been prettily called enthusiasm. But when it comes to a street display
of plain brutality, the exercise of their “inalienable right to strike without
being struck,” one knows that they are not representative women, however
clever and well educated. Yet there are women in Amrica who defend
their performances as “advancing the cause.,” and money has been sent
to England to sustain the fight, If it requires kicking, screaming, seratch-
ing, arson, and anarchy to express their wish for the ballot, what will
be necessary to express their delight should it ever be given them?

Progress

Eighth, “It's coming,” say the timid souls among wonien; “‘we may
as well be in it.” ‘“‘Get out of the way,” cry the suffragists; ‘don’'t stop
the wheels of progress! We are progress embodied!"’

Which way are they progressi Ancient Egypt gave its women
almost unlimited power. The ancient Lycians were said to live under a
government of women. Four hundred years B. C. the Athenians refused
a proposition to follow this example of their semi-barbaric neighbors. The
Six Nations of New York, most savage of all Indian tribes on this conti-

nent, gave their women far more respect and attention in their councils-

than women have ever had sinee. Squaws in general have heen allowed
to do the same work as men and more of it. The idea of “women’s rights’
and “political power" is at least twenty-five hundred vears old.

““To Break Down the Barriers of Sex’!

If it were new, does it follow that it must be true? or wise? or right?
or expedient? or progressive? Never was more false and unfair claim
made than the now common one that Higher Edueation for women is the
result of suffragists’ efforts. Co-education was their point to “break down
the barriers of sex."” There never would have been a college for women
if they could have helped it. Women like Mary Lyon, who were actual
pioneers in higher education, met only disconragement and bitter opposi-
tion from pioneer suffragists. The suffrage movement today is allied with
co-education as against the women's college because “‘co-education means
equality of the sexes.”

“Living One’s Own Life”

Emancipation of woman is a phrase that we owe to John Stuart Mill..

Individualism is only a more modern name for “living one’s own life:"
“ecarrying ouf one’s career;” “‘doing the world’s work:"” “economic inde-
pendence;” ‘‘independence of man's support in the family;" co-operative
households as against family life and the home. This modern individual-

ism is “a threat to the family.”” There is one divoree in America nowadays-

to every dozen marriages. There are thousands of young women who
crowd into factory or mill or office in preference to home duties. There
is an impatience of ties and responsibilities, a restlessness, a fever for
“living one’s own life,” that is unpleasantly noticeable, The desire for
the vote is part of this restlessness, this grasping for power that shall
have no responsibility except to drop a paper into a ballot box, this
ignorant desire to do “the work of the world" instead of one's own work.
If women had conquered their own part of life perfectly, one might wish
to see them thus leave it and go forth to set the world to rights.™

It almost seems that women must want the ballot chiefly beacuse they
haven't it and because it is hard to get.

This same restlessness is leaving our kitchens empty and yawning
for cooks, and is filling the chairs of stenographers and telegraphers, tele-
phone offices, and all occupations with half-educated girls. “Me sister's
got me job,”” said the office boy when asked why he was out of work.

The Female Professional Politician

The female professional pelitician seems never to have crossed the
vision of the suffragist., That there will arise not only two leaders but
many, dividing the allegiance of women on various questions of reform,
organizing, opposing, the republican party, the demoeratic party, the labor
party, the women's party, the other women's party, a movement for this
and an opposition to that, and an indefinite multiplication and subdivision
of factions—all this the suffragist will not believe. She says she ‘“‘believes
in the KEssential Unity of Women.” And this in spite of facts!

Suffrage and the Working Woman

Ninth. After all, the ballot is only the ballot. [Its power is greatly
exaggerated, and some women will not realize, while others do not know,
that we could vote only for men or women, not for measures. The best
we can do—the best that men can do—is to vote for a man whom we hope
will vote for the measures we want. ‘1 want to be able to vote down the
tariff on gloves and things,” sayvs one., Another wants to vote against
a ecertain muniecipal measure. Another says, I want fo vofe on taxes—
theyv're much too high.’ Each one helieves that by this magical ballot
her dearest wish will be fulfilled just as soon as we get where we ¢an run
right down-town and vote. Leading suffragists have declared that if
w[;men could vote they would “hush the cannou's rear’” to begin with;
they would close the saloons; they would solve the divoree problem; they
would raise women's wages and provide women's work; they would settle
the troubles between labor and capital; abolish the white slave traffic;
drive out tuberculosis; ruin the trusts, and close the prisons! Why do
they promise these things? What ean the ballot in the hands of women
do that it has not done for men? It is more than a year since a shop girl
wrote to the New York Times to ask how when Messrs. Mitchell and
Gompers reported 500,000 voting men out of employment, \\'(?1-I:i!1g' women
could hope to gain anything from the suffrage. Her guestion has never
been answered.

“If T could vote, I'd sell my vote to the person who would give me
the most money for it,”" said a voung working girl lately. *“What do I
know about candidates? What do I care? I'd sell my vote and use the
money to take care of my sick mother.” She does take care of her
mother, and she would do exactly as she says.

Miss Bissell, I think it is, says:

“When the political hoss becomes a factor in the working woman's
existence, she will he powerless to help herself. To the proposition ‘yon
must vote thus, or yvou lose that which gives you bread and butter,’ there
can in the long run be but one reply. The woman wage earner is adapted
to be the preyv of the political bhoss as is no other portion of }nnnanilt.,\'.
Often she speaks English imperfectly or not at all. All dangers and in-
justices pale into insignificance when compared with those into which
suffrage would thrust her.

Should the suffrage delusion ever become a reality, those who will
suffer most will be not its instigators, but its helpless tool-—the Working
Woman.
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93 Vears in Colorado Politics

Eleventh. The claim that woman will purify and uplift politics does
not bear close investigation. Even Mirs. Charlotte Perking Gilman stated
to a gathering of college women that woman suffrage where it exists has
not purified polities.

From Colorado, whence one may get statistics to prove any state-
ment on any side of any question, comes thig letter, written in December
last by Mrs. Francis W. Goddard, President of the Colonial Dames of
Colorado:

“1 have voted since 1893, I have heen a delegate fo the eity and
state conventions, and a member of the Republican State Committee from
myv county; 1 have been a deputy sheriff, and a watcher at the polls; for
twenty-three years | have been in the midst of the woman-suffrage move-
ment in Colorado. For years 1 helieved in woman suffrage, and have
worked day in and day out for it,—now 1 see my mistake and would
aholish it tomorrow if 1 could.

“No law has been put on the statute hook of Colorado for the henefit
of women and children that has been put there by the women. The Child
Labor law went through independently of the woman’s vote. The hours
of working wemen have not heen shortened; the wages of school teachers
have not heen raised: the tvpe of men that got into office has not im-
proved a bit.

~Ag for the effect of the vote on women personally, I have known
of women who worked for the Republican party one year and
the next vear, telling me frankly that

s¢Ores
worked for the Democratic party
‘the Democrats gave us nore money.

“Rrankly, the experiment is a tailure. It has done Colorado no zood;
it has done women no good. The best thing for bhoth would be if tomor-
row the ballet for woman could be abolished.”

«“No Better and No Worse Than Then”’

In 1892 woman suffrage was adopted in Colorado, by a small majority,
and it has since remained the law in that State. If we are to helieve the
recent statements of J udge Lindsay of the Juvenile Court,—a friend of
woman suffrage.—in his article in S“Evervbody's Magazine,” the condition
of civie morality in Colorado is most deplorable,

“Much has been said of the women’s interest in re-electing Judge
Lindsay in Denver. Yel here is what he says:

“No. I ecan't say that the women's vote has helped things much in
Colorado * * * I have found that women in politics are no better
and no worse than men. Don't forget that when a question narrows itself
down to a breadline, to selfish interests, both sexes follow the same line
of action: they look out for number one! ¥ If a woman wants
a political job, she'll stand for iniquity; if she's afraid of losing her job,
she’ll do the same thing.”

So good an authority as the late General Palmer of Colorado author-
ized the New York Civie League to say that in his opinion Woman Suf-
frage was a failure.

Not Even One Saloon

At a meeting of the New Century Club of Pasadena, where, according
to the printed report all arguments were for suffrage, Prof. 1. N. Smith,
who resided in Utah for a number of vears, said that while he had heped
woman suffrage might produce great moral results, he had to acknowledge




that in Utah it had acomplished absolutely nothing, not even the closing
of one saloon.

Wiping Out the Liquor Traffic in Washington

The idea that women if given the ballot would “wipe out the liquor
traffic,” received a shock as the result of the voting in Washington for
the first time. At Anacortes, there was a fierce contest on the “wet or
dry’" question, in which the women duly participated.

“In a poll of 936, of which one-third the votes were cast by women,
the ticket representing the ‘wets’ was victorious by a majority of upwards
of 200. Charleston, the local town of the Port Orchard Navy Yard, voted
‘wet,” women participating freely in the election. Broadly speaking,
the issue was ignored by the women, who voted for their party candidates
precisely like the men. Taking the loecal elections through, only albout
two-thirds of the women entitled to registration availed themselves of the
privilege,”'

In Denver

At a recent election in Denver, the majority of the “wets" was about
16,000. With the votes half those of women and half of men, the saloon
kKeepers won,—almost two to one.

In California

It is expected that the Panama Canal, when completed, will introduce
into California many thousands of immigrants—all in the life-long habit
of drinking beer or wine as part of their daily food, and unable to under-
stand any other way of living—women as well as men. Practically all the
immigrant population of the United States strongly resent any attempt at
legislation on this question, and the men have been everyvwhere an im-
portant factor in defeating legislation. With alien women as well as men
voting as they are bound to vote, “wiping out the liquor traffic” looks like
a very remote achievement,

Superior Honesty

Colonel T. W, Higginson, for many yvears an ardent and active suf-
fragist, has this to say apropos of probable purification:

“I believe that the great majority of women would vote for honest
sovernment if they only understood it. * = = but T eannot forget that
all the ingenuity of Wall Street has never devised so perfectly ingenious
and successful an instrument of fraud as the Woman's Bank of Boston,
entirely the produet of a woman’'s brain; and 1 do not wish to rest the
demand for suffrage on the superior honesty of women."

THE ANTI-SUFFRAGE CREED

The Association Opposed to the Further Exfension of Suffrage to
Women numbered over 22,000 women. Our creed is simply this: The
ballot will not—eannot—remedy wrongs [n the name of the women
whom we represent, in the name of the edom of all women, we ask you
BOt to place this State among the suffrage states: not to mistake a
minority for the majority: not to thrust the ballot upon the women of
Massachusetts, :
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ARGUMENT AGAINST WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

1. The vote is not a question of individual right, or what is best
for the individual, or for any class, but solely a question of what is
best for the State.

9. The net result of woman suffrage wherever tried has been a loss
to the State and a loss to women.

3. The vote is demanded by only a small minority of women.

4. To force the vote upon the great majority of women to satisfy
a small minority would be undemocratic and unjust.

5. Men -and women were created different and designed to work
in different spheres for the common good; to cooperate with and
supplement each other and not to compete.

6. The vote would deprive woman of her nonpartisan power, which
enables her to do for the State what man is unable to do, because he
is bound by political party obligations.

7. The basis of government is physical force, and the physical
power to enforce the law, without which the vote is useless, is neither
possible nor desirable for women.

8. Woman suffrage is demanded by socialists and feminists as a
means to an end, the end being a complete social revolution.

Such is the indictment of the woman-suffrage movement. The
proof in briefest outline follows:

SOUFFRAGE IS SOLELY A QUESTION OF WHAT IS BEST FOR THE STATE.

The cornerstone of the woman-suffrage movement is the argument
that the vote is a natural right, from the enjoyment of which women
are tyrannically excluded by men.

Miss Anna Howard Shaw, for years president of the National
Woman Suffrage Association, said in the New York Evening Post
of February 25, 1915:

I believe in woman suffrage, whether all women vote or no women vofe;
whether all women vote right or all women vote wrong; whether women will
love their husbands after they vote or forsake them; whether they will neglect
their children or never have any children.

In Miss Shaw’s statement of the case there is no pretense that the
State or anybody in the State will benefit by giving the ballot to
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6 WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

women. She would have woman suffrage, though material and
moral evil follow in its wale.

THE YOTE 1S NOT A NATURAL RIGHT.

Is there any such thing as a natural right to vote? All the legal
authorities say no. The Supreme Court of the United States says
no. Common sense says no.

“The granting of the franchise,” said Chief Justice Marshall,
“ has always been regarded, in the practice of nations, as a matter of
expediency and not as an inherent right.”

“ Suffrage,” said Judge Cooley, in his work on the Principles of
Constitutional Law, “ can not be the right of the individual, because
it does not exist for the benefit of the individual, but for the benefit
of the State itself.”

The Cyclopedia of American Government says: “That suffrage
can not be a natural right is obvious from the fact that no com-
munity can ever enfranchise all its citizens.”

And, as later will appear, the suffrage leaders themselves once
ubandoned the claim that the vote was a right, and they demanded
it only on the ground of expediency. .

A PRIVILEGE WITH A HEAVY OBLIGATION.

The franchise is our instrument of government, carrying with it
a heavy responsibility, and it is given to those to whom the State,
for what it conceives to be its own highest interests, sees fit to give
it.

If the franchise were a right, like the right of every one to the
protection of life and property, the Government would not be justi-
fied in withholding it from any sane, law-abiding individual.

That it is not such a right common sense alone teaches.

The minor, the alien, the soldier or the sailor in the service of
Uncle Sam, and the citizens of the Distriet of Columbia each has a
right to have his person and his property protected.

But he has no vote.

From each of these groups the ballot has been withheld on the
ground that its “ participation in government would be for the dis-
advantage of the State,” the reasons for taking that ground being.
of course, different in each case.

In the case of women, it was a question solely of how they could
best serve the State, and it was decided that women can best serve
the State outside the realm of political contention.

It is clear, therefore, that the case of Miss Shaw and the National
Weman Suffrage Association falls of its own weight, since it is based
on something which does not exist.

Neither man nor woman has a natural right to vote.

WOMAN SUFFRAGE.
THE QUESTION FOR THE VOTER.

Since the question of natural right is not involved, the question
every man should try to answer to his own satisfaction before he
decides on woman suffrage is: Will the public interest be better
served on the whole by an electorate composed of men and women
than it is by an electorate of men alone?

This question is fundamental.

If it can be demonstrated that the State will benefit by woman
suffrage, woman suffrage should be adopted; for what benefits the
State benefits all within the State.

But it should not be adopted until that has been shown beyond a
reasonable doubt.

WHAT THE SUFFRAGISTS MUST PROVE.

It isn’t enough for the suffragists to attempt to prove that no harm
will come to the State by the doubling of its electorate.

The burden is upon them to prove that votes for women will raise
the standard of government and make it more eflicient.

They must pl‘:\';\‘o. therefore, that, on the average, women will vote
more. inte ligently, more discriminatingly, more regularly, and more
nnselfishly than men.

They must prove that, on the average, women will be wiser and
better electors and legislators than men.

Woman suffrage means greatly increased outlay of time and money
devoted to elections and to government. It means diverting woman
from her natural duties.

This is a direct loss to the State.

The suffragists must prove that women’s votes will bring to the
State some gain that will more than counterbalance this loss.

What is that gain to be?

THE NET RESULT OF WOMAN SUFFRAGE A LOSS TO WOMEN AND TO THE
STATE.

It is generally agreed that the greatest menace to government is
not the\mrrnpt or ignorant voter, but the voter who fails to do his
duty on election day. And this menace is tremendously increased
by {.ht‘ addition of women to the electorate.

: A small minority of women may be able to induce men to force
the ballot on an unwilling majority of women, but no power has yet
been devised to make an unwilling majority of women vote.

Certain voters, male and female, can always be depended upon to
go to the polls.

"~ These are the voters who are led by bosses or by private interests.
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The influence of such voters can be offset only when the rest of
the electorate likewise goes to the polls.

Woman suffrage will double the number of voters who will vote
as they are told.

But it will not double the number of independent voters, because
the great majority of women whose votes would count against the
bosses and the selfish interests will not go to the polls.

Woman suffrage, therefore, will greatly increase the danger of
boss-controlled and interest-controlled legislation.

HOW WOMEN HAVE USED THE BALLOT.

Proof of the foregoing is found in all States where women have
either full or partial suffrage. In Massachusetts women have had
the school vote since 1879. The suffragists asked for it then as a
test of what women would do in politics. Here is the result:

In the last 18 years there has been in Massachusetts an average
registration of 4.8 per cent of the legal women voters, and an actual
vote of 2.1 per cent, or less than half the registration.

In many Massachusetts towns years have passed without a single
female vote.

According to the Chicago Tribune, a suffragist newspaper, which
made a careful estimate just before the Chicago election of April
6, 1915, there were in that city at that time 512,657 men and 501,384
women eligible to register and vote. The vote on April 6, as offi-
cially recorded, was: Men, 434,277, or 82.7 per cent of the total
number of legal male voters; women, 250,404, or only 49.9 per cent
of the total number of legal female voters.

Here we have 50.1 per cent of the women of Chicago neglecting
their political duties. while only 17.3 per cent of the men are guilty
of like neglect.

In 1912 there were six woman suffrage States, Colorado, Utah,
[daho, Wyoming, Washington, and California. The combined vote
of men and women for President in those States in 1912 was 47.9
per cent of the men and women over 21, while in the adjoining
States of Kansas, Nebraska, Oregon, Nevada, South Dakota, and
Missouri, where only men voted for President in 1912, the vote
was 69.1 per cent of the men of voting age.

The male and female votes of the deuble suffrage States are not
kept separate, but if the percentage of men voting in those States
was as large as in the adjoining male suffrage States, then only 19.1
per cent of the women went to the polls in the double suffrage
States.

On the other hand, if more than 19.1 per cent of the women voted
in the double suffrage States, then less than 69.1 per cent of the men
in those States voted
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From which figures one of two conclusions is inevitable: Either
women do not vote as generally as men when given the opportunity
or the fact that women have the ballot causes men to lose interest
and neglect their political duties. And in either case the result is
an increase in the stay-at-home percentage and a distinct injury
to State and Nation.

THE HIGH COST OF GOVERNMENT,

One of the largest items in the high cost of living is the cost of
government. Twenty years ago the annual cost of town, State, and
Federal Government for the average family of five was less than
$100. To-day, according to the United States Census Bureau, it is
almost $300.

According to the New York Times, which made an exhaustive
investigation, the New York State election of 1914 cost $4,079,171.42,
or $2.83 per voter, $2 of which came from the public purse.

The secretary of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, a suffragist,
estimates that the doubling of an electorate adds at least 50 per
cent to the cost of elections.

On this basis, if the cost in other States is approximately what it
is in New York, woman suffrage means an additional expense of
at least $1.40 per voter at every election.

Figures filed with the Secretary of the United States Senate show
that the expenses of candidates for the Senate in 1914 were more
than three times as great in woman-suffrage States as in male-
suffrage States of approximately the same population.

Those who do not count the cost will not consider this an argu-
ment against double suffrage. But the poor man is forced to count
the cost.

He is counting it now in all woman-suffrage States, and he is
counting it in Australia and New Zealand, double-suffrage countries
which are known as the champion debt-ridden countries of the
world.

Unless you wish to pay a higher tax on your property without
any compensating advantage you must vote “no ” on woman suffrage.

THE COLORADO OBJECT LESSON.

In its gross mismanagement of the miners’ strike of 1913-14 Colo-
rado furnishes one of the best object lessons of the evil results of
woman suffrage.

As a result of indifference and neglect of duty on the part of the
feminized electorate the liquor and mining laws in the strike region
had become inoperative.

In 20 years of woman suffrage no attempt had been made to secure
a workmen’s compensation law, the establishment of an efficient

8. Doe, 408, 64-1—2




10 WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

board of arbitration, or any other action that might have prevented
trouble, while the forces of law and order had been allowed to
degenerate into a brutal gang.

Thus the male and female Colorado electorate tolerated conditions
that bred violent hatred between capital and labor, and found too
late that it had neglected to provide adequate means of controlling
the situation.

During a period of six months, while men, women, and children
were being killed and anarchy reigned, the electorate turned a deaf
ear to suggestions for a special session of the legislature, and finally,
the State militia having added to the reign of terror instead of sup-
pressing it, the State confessed its incompetence, abdicated its sov-
ereignty, and sent for Federal troops.

Federal troops have seldom been called upon to deal with strikes
in male-suffrage States, except strikes threatening interstate com-
merce and the safety of the United States mails, and therefore prop-
erly snl:}mt to Federal interference.

Twice in 10 years Colorado has been obliged to call upon Uncle
Sam to quell riots in its midst affecting State issues solely, and is
the only State in the Union having that unenviable record.

REASON FOR COLORADO’S DISGRACE,

In its belated special session in the spring of 1914 the Colorado
Legislature acted precisely as a legislature chosen by a weak and
indifferent electorate might be expected to act.

“The wranglings at Denver,” said the Nation, commenting on the
situation at that time, “are a most significant commentary on the
bloodshed and anarchy in the mining districts.”

Impotence in the maintenance of the law * # % hag been merely a re-
flection of the lack of that kind of public sentiment upon which the integrity
and the potenecy of the law everywhere depend.

The President of the United States sent an official protest against
the “inaction of the Colorado Legislature.”

Every incident of the State’s handling of the strike clearly proves
the w 9.11\0111110 influence upon the electorate of 20 years of woman
suffrage.

WOMAN'S VOTE A CONFESSED DISAPPOINTMENT.

The obvious failure of woman suffrage has forced many persons,
once ardent believers in votes for women, to admit that their hopes
have been disappointed. Some of these still profess to believe in
suffrage, on the ground of natural right. Others frankly declare
that th would vote for its repeal if they had the opportunity.

WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

Here are a few of these fatal admissions:
Judge Lindsey of Denver (still a suffragist) :

The women are as free of the power of the beast as the men are and no
freer * #* % Their leaders in politics are politicians * * *  Women in
polities are human beings * * * and they are unable to free us because
they are not free themselves. (Everybody's Magazine, May, 1910.)

* * * * * ® *

Where is our adult probation law? We are a suffrage State. Massachusetts
is not, but they have an adult probation law. Where is our home-finding
society? We are suffrage, but our dependent children are put in homes for
dependent children instead of being given the rights of family ties.

We are 20 years behind Massachusetts in spite of suffrage. (Irom an address
delivered at a Susan B. Anthony bangquet in Denver, Colo., 1915,)

Mrs. R. C. Campbell, of the Colorado State Board for the Care
of Dependent Children:

We did believe, of course, in our hearts that women in publie life would
purify politics and would make for a higher moral and political standard.
After 20 years we are forced to admit that human nature as displayed by women
is not different from that displayed by men, and if the appeal had been made
on the ground of uplift of polities it would have been disproved by the facts.

Judge W. H. Snell, of Tacoma, Wash.:

I favored woman suffrage in Washington and voted for it. But * * * T
am so greatly disappointed at the way it has worked out that I would today
welcome an opportunity to vote for its withdrawal; and I believe if it were
resubmitted to the people of Washington, and every man and woman of voting
age were compelled to vote upon it, woman suffrage would be defeated by an
overwhelming majority. (From the Boston Post, Mar. 31, 1915.)

Mrs. Francis W. Goddard, one of Colorado’s most prominent and
respected women :

For years I believed in woman suffrage, and have worked day in and day
out for it. I now see my mistake * * *  The experiment is a failure. It
has done Colorado no good. It has done women no good. The best thing for
both would be if to-morrow the ballot for women could be abolished,

Miss Annie Bock, of Los Angeles, Cal., former secretary of the
California Equality League, addressing a committee of the United
States Senate:

1 gave without remuneration over a year of my life, working for suffrage,
If I had to do it over again I would work twice as hard, if that were possible,
against it * * * T have had more than ordinary opportunity to observe
and watch the workings of suffrage, and I consider the result not only unsatis-
factory and disappointing, but disastrous.

A large volume could easily be filled with testimony of this kind
from men and women who are not afraid to look facts in the face.

The time to think of this is now, not after woman suffrage has been
adopted.,
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THE DIVORCE EVIL AND WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

The statistics of divorce prove that this great social menace is more
prevalent and increasing faster in the woman-suffrage West than in
any other section of the country.

For purposes of comparison, let us take adjeining male and double
suffrage States.

Colorado, with woman suffrage since 1893, has 409 divorces to
every 100,000 of married population, while adjoining male-suffrage
Nebraska has only 226,

The divorce rate per 100,000 of married population is 513 in Wash-
ington, 347 in Idaho, 368 in Oregon, and 361 in Wyoming, all woman-
suffrage States; while in male-suffrage Missouri, North and South
Dakota the divorce rate per 100,000 of married population is only
281, 268, and 270, respectively,

Although not yet so far advanced along the line of easy divorce
as the woman suffrage countries of Scondinavia, where divorce is
simply a matter of mutual consent, the divorce mills of some of our
suffrage States are sufficiently notorious for all practical purposes.

Rev, Martin Hart, dean of the Denver Cathedral, in the issue of
The Chronicle (a religious paper) for February, 1915, says.

Here in Denver we had last year 1,265 divorces out of 2,500 marriages.

It may be argued that the increasing prevalence of divorce in
woman-suffrage States is due, not to the fact that women are in
politics, but to the fact that these States are inhabited by a compara-
tively unstable people, who hold the marriage bond much more lightly
than their more conservative and perhaps more religious neighbors.

Well, which horn of this dilemma do the suffragists want to take?

Does woman suffrage inecrease divorce, or do none but unstable,
radical peoples adopt woman suffrage?

The fact is that both these questions should be answered in the
affirmative. Woman suffrage does increase divorce, because divorce
has increased faster under woman suffrage than it did before; and
only radical peoples, with comparatively elastic notions about mar-
riage, adopt woman suffrage, because it has yet to be accepted by any
State which has not proven an easy prey to Mormonism, Socialism,
and other radical doctrines.

We should oppose woman suffrage at every opportunity and pro-
tect the home from a new and potent element of discord.

SUFFRAGE STATES MERE IMITATORS.

That woman suflrage States have been mere imitators in the march
of progress is admitted by all fair witnesses. William Hard and
V. D. Jordan, trained investigators with a leaning for suffrage, say
in the July number of Everybody’s Magazine:
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Women henceforth can gain no new right, financial or educational or occu-
pational or in any way personal, which ean be compared in value with the rights
men have already given them.

The biggest revolutions in the standing of woman before the law have all been
accomplished.

And we will go further, having just insured our lives. We will say that when
woman suffrage is introduced it brings in nothing new in the way of legis-
lation * *= *,

In other words, we don't see woman suffrage doing anything that men haven’t
done already.

Here we have, according to these suffragist investigators, two sexes
doing the work of one and nothing whatever gained.

SOCIAL WELFARE LAWS FIRST ENACTED IN MALE-SUFFRAGE STATES,

Every one of the following kinds of legislation was first conceived
and advocated by men and first enacted by male legislators elected by
the votes of men alone:

Limiting the hours of women in industry to 54 a week and to 8
a day.

Prohibiting night work by women in industry and prohibiting the
employment of women too soon before and after childbirth.

Compensating widows and children of workmen killed in industry.

Securing the property rights of married women.

Conferring equal rights of guardianship upon women.

Red-light abatement laws and laws against white-slave traffic.

Providing for effective birth registration (a law essential to the
reduction of infant mortality).

Limiting child labor and establishing juvenile courts.

Some of the foregoing kinds of laws, notably the law prohibiting
night work, have not yet been passed in woman-suffrage States.

THE WOMAN IN INDUSTRY.

We are told the woman in industry needs the ballot to protect her
interests. Well, she has had the ballot a good many years in some
States.

Has it heiped her? Can it help her?

The answer to these questions is found in the fact that male-
suffrage States lead in legislation for the benefit of women in
industry.

If women in industry could help themselves with the ballot they
would have helped themselves in Colorado and other States where
they vote.

That they have not helped themselves with the ballot proves con-
clusively that they can not help themselves with the ballot.
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WOMAN SUFFRAGE AND EQUAL PAY.

“Equal pay for equal work” is a very misleading slogan. It im-
plies that women working as many hours and as efficiently as men
are discriminated against in the matter of pay on account of sex,
and that this would not be so if women had the vote.

In the first place, there ig little if any such discrimination.

In the second place, the woman’s vote could not do away with it
if it existed, because work and wages are regulated by the universal
law of supply and demand.

Samuel Gompers says women get less for their work than men
because they ask for less.

That is true in a sense. But it is far from being the whole story.

The fact is that unless they put a small price on it themselves and
unless it is of inferior quality women are not paid less than men
when they sell their work.

It is when they sell their time that the difference between men’s
and women’s pay appears.

And this is a matter the ballot can not change, because it is con-
trolled by the physical facts of nature.

In the general recognition of woman’s need of special protective
legislation, we have the proof that women are weaker than men phys-
ically, and can not compete with men in industry on a footing of
absolute equality.

Employers of labor pay for skill and experience, for quantity
and quality of output.

They do not pay for sex.

The question of the difference between men’s and women’s pay,
therefore, is fundamentally a physical question.

It has nothing whatever to do with politics.

HOW IT WORKS IN PRACTICE.

*The vote,” says Samuel Gompers, “ doesn’t mean a job, and equal
suffrage doesn’t necessarily mean equal pay for equal work.” (Bos-
ton Traveler, May 14, 1915.)

Mr. Gompers ought to be a good judge. He is a suffragist. He
has been interested in labor for many years. He has also had the
ballot. His word, therefore, ought to be accepted as pretty con-
clusive evidence of what the ballot can’t do in the field of wages
and work.

In Colorado women have voted for nearly a quarter of a century.

Has the ballot raised women’s wages in that State?

Has it given them equal pay for equal work?

In her book entitled “ Equal Suffrage,” Dr. Helen Sumner says:

Taking the public employment as a whole, women in Colorado receive con-
siderably less remuneration than men,
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In the United States as a whole, according to Dr. Sumner, women
receive 55.3 per cent of the average of men’s wages.

But in Colorado, where women vote, women receive only 47 cents
for every 100 cents paid to men in wages.

Clearly, therefore, the ballot has not helped the Colorado wage
earner to improve her economic status.

Does anyone think it will do for the wage-earning woman of
other States of what it has failed to do for her Colorado sisters?

A MARRIED WOMAN'S QUESTION.

The question of how the suffrage affects woman is, after all, a
question that concerns not a particular class of women, but the
average woman.

And the average woman is found in the home with three or four
children, doing her own housework and rocking her own cradle.

Business and industry are, as a rule, mere incidents in women’s
lives.

The instinct of the normal woman isnot to work for somebody
for wages, not to compete with men in business or the professions,
but to form a life partnership with some man and raise a family.

It is for this reason that women remain in industry but from five
to seven years on the average, when they graduate into matrimony.

Fortunately for her the interests of the industrial woman are not
selfish interests. If they were, she would be helpless, with the vote
or without it. Her real interests, on the contrary, are community
interests, and the community takes care of them as a matter of self-
protection.

The question for the voters, therefore, is not how the vote will
affect the woman in industry, but how will it affect the average
woman, who is a married woman with three or four children?

WOMAN SUFFRAGE AND PROHIBITION,

Has woman suffrage helped the cause of temperance? Are women
generally opposed to the saloon, and will they vote it out of ex-
istence if given the opportunity ?

Suffragists vary their answers to these questions according to the
class of men whose votes they are seeking. Let us consider the facts.

Nineteen States have adopted prohibition. Of these, 6 have woman
suffrage. But one of them, Kansas, adopted prohibition in 1880, 32
years before it adopted woman suffrage. So that of the States that
have adopted prohibition, 14 have adopted it, with men alone voting,
while only 5 have adopted it with the aid of women’s votes.

The State of Maine, which has defeated every attempt to intro-
duce woman suffrage, has had prohibition since 1850.




16 WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

North Dakota, which defeated woman suffrage at the polls in 1914,
has had prohibition since 1889.

Not a single State went dry with women voting before November
3, 1914.

On May 4, 1915, the women of Reno, exercising the franchise for
the first time, voted against the proposition to reduce the number
of saloons from 80 to 40, and were publicly thanked by the liquor
interests for standing by them.

After 46 years of woman suffrage the State of Wyoming is still
wet.

Colorado, woman suffrage since 1893, adopted prohibition No-
vember 3, 1914, but the city of Denver gave a majority against it.

California, suffrage since 1911, defeated prohibition in 1914 by
nearly 200,000 majority.

In Montana, before the election in 1914, the suffragists refused
to permit the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union to march in
their parade.

The facts prove beyond a doubt that the liquor interests have
nothing to fear and the temperance interests have nothing to expect
from women’s votes.

THE CROWNING PROOF OF SUFFRAGE FAILURE,

If any further evidence is needed of the utter futility of double
suffrage, it is found in the almost complete abandonment by suffrage
leaders of the practical-results argument in their demand for the
ballot and their return to the exploded theory of natural right.

It was upon the theory of right that the original demand for the
vote for woman was based. But when the Supreme Court had ruled
again and again that no such right existed the suffragists abandoned
the theory and rested their cause on the alleged wonders the woman’s
vote had worled in States where it existed.

As late as 1914 the suffrage-campaign manual explicitly stated
that suffrage was not a natural right.

The argument for suffrage, then, as it had been for years, was
that it would purify politics, reduce infant mortality, wipe out the
social evil, and make happier families.

“Look at Colorado” was the suffragist challenge to every doubt-
ing Thomas.

The government of Colorado had not yet broken down.

And as most people were thinking of other things than votes for
women no serious attempt was made to prove that the rosy pictures
of alleged conditions in Colorado were not pictures of actual condi-
tions, but pictures originating in the imagination of their suffrage
painters.
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But the government of Colorado has since broken down.
With the strike of 1913-14 came the nightmare of anarchy, due
to the impotency and indifference of a feminized electorate.
" The Colorado suffrage argument had become a suffrage boom-
erang.
THE HOUSE OF CARDS.

When the house of cards built by the suffragists upon the sands
of Colorado fell about their ears, they were forced to seek another
foundation for their unstable edifice. And there was only one avail-
able, the abandoned delusion of natural right.

The thing that wasn't so, according to the suffrage-campaign
manual of 1914, became the corner stone of the suffrage movement
before the campaign manual was off the press.

“Back to Susan B. Anthony’s ‘rights’ argument ” was the verbal
lifeline thrown to the drifting and bewildered suffragists. And
Miss Anna Howard Shaw gave this message to the country:

I contend that we should not answer our opponents when they argue along
these lines, because facts as to the results of equal suffrage, or the number of
women who want suffrage, or the reasons they ought to want it, have no
bearing on our question.

Miss Shaw still stands on that ground, and the suffrage associa-
tions, State and National, stand there with her.

FACTS NO LONGER COUNT.

Although female suffrage has been on trial from 5 to ;}7. years in
9 States of the Union, the suffragists refuse to stand on their record,
but base their demand for the further extension of the suffrage on
grounds abandoned as untenable more than a quarter of a cen-
tury ago. )

Is it possible to imagine a more convincing confession of the
failure of woman suffrage?

ONLY A SMALL MINORITY OF WOMEN DEMAND THE BALLOT,

The woman-suffrage movement is the only movement having for
its object the extension of the electorate that has ever met with
organized opposition from those it was proposed to enfranchise.

This is a fact of tremendous significance.

It is a danger signal that must not be ignored by those who wish
to do even-handed justice to all concerned in the settlement of this
question.

The woman-suffrage fight is not a fight between men and women.
It is a fight between women.
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It is not a question of women’s rights. It is a question of which
women’s rights—the fancied rights of those who demand the ballot
as the alpha and omega of all things temporal and spiritual, or
the real rights of those who wish to remain free from political
strife.

THE THREE TAILORS OF TOOLEY STREET.

There are in the United States 24,555,754 females of voting age
and over. Of these 2,097,954 live in the 11 full double-suffrage
States and 1,567,491 live in Illinois, where the legislature gave
women limited suffrage without the consent of the people.

The suffrage associations of the country claim a maximum of
approximately 800,000 members.

Thus, with the women of voting age in the suffrage States and in
Illinois, taking the suffragist claims at their face value, we have a
total of only 4,465,445 women in the United States who are either
suffragists or women entitled to register and vote, leaving over
20,000,000 women of voting age who are not enfranchised and not
suffragists.

It is a safe conclusion, also, that only a comparatively few of the
2,097,954 women in the 11 double-suffrage States are believers in
woman suffrage, since less than one-third of 1 per cent of them are
enrolled in any suffrage organization.

Suffragists are fond of demanding the ballot in the name of the
women of the United States. But in view of their numbers they
have no more right to pretend to speak for the women of the United
States than the “three tailors of Tooley Street” had to petition
Parliament as “ We, the people of the United Kingdom.”

To enfranchise women against the will of the majority would be
undemocratic and unjust.

While less than 10 per cent of the women citizens of any State
express a desire for the vote, the most undemoecratic act of which the
men of that State could be guilty would be to approve a woman-
suffrage amendment.

The fundamental principle of democracy is the consent of the
governed.

This implies majority rule.

And as at least 90 per cent of our women citizens, so far as we have
any evidence, consent to our form of government and express no desire
for a change, it is clear that the interests of democracy demand that
their wishes be considered, rather than the wishes of the 10 per cent
who are in revolt against our Government and demand that unwel-
come and injurious burdens be placed upon their sisters.

The demand is for justice for women.

Very well, but for which women? For the 10 per cent who de-
mand, or for the 90 per cent who protest or who say nothing?

7

WOMAN SUFFRAGE, 19

Let us, by all means, be just to women.

But let us be just by respecting the rights of the majority who
consent to our Government, for in this way we shall be just to the
State and to all women, even—though they may not know it—to the
minority who are in rebellion.

WOMAN SUFFRAGE AND TAXATION.

“ But,” we are told, « it is unjust to tax women without giving them
the vote.” This is a variation of the old “taxation without repre-
sentation is tyranny ” slogan, and no more fallacious argument has
ever come from the suffrage propagandists.

Women are not taxed without representation.

Every woman taxpayer gets for her taxes what every male tax-
payer gets—public improvements and protection of life and property.

And she is represented by all the male taxpayers in the com-
munity, because they can not represent themselves without repre-
senting her.

Their interests as taxpayers are identical.

Furthermore, as a much smaller percentage of women than of men
pay taxes, woman suffrage would greatly increase the percentage of
nontaxpaying voters; and thus, if there were a relation between tax-
ation and the ballot, votes for women would leave the woman tax-
payer, as well as the male taxpayer, in a much worse position than
before.

The fact is, however, that taxation and the vote have no connection
whatsoever.

A man may own property in every city and town in the State
except the one where he lives, yet he can vote only in the one where
he lives.

Minors and aliens are fully taxed on their property, but are ex-
cluded from the franchise.

A system of government based on property would give the rich
man a power over the poor man that would destroy democratic gov-
ernment and gives us in its place a plutocracy.

Tt was because of its inherent injustice that the property qualifi-
cation for voters was abolished in many States in this Union years
ago, and the demand that it be revived now in the interest of a few
women is so extraordinary that it is difficult to understand how any-
one can be deceived by it.

TWO KINDS OF TAXES.

In an article quoted in the Unpopular Review for January-March,
1916, Dr. Rossiter Johnson shows very clearly the reason for man-
hood guffrage and why women who can not vote are not unjustly
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treated in being required to pay taxes on their property. Dr. John-
son says:

There are two kinds of taxes, a money tax and a service tax., * * = The
service tax is levied on men alone. It ecalls for jury service, police service,
military service, and every man takes his chances on it,. * * * TRepresonta-
tion goes with this kind of taxation, and not with the other. Property is pro-
tected by the Government, as women are; but property, whether man’s or
woman’'s, has no representation.

® *® % Mr. Astor has one vote, the sweeper has one vote, and I have one vote.
And the reason is plain and unanswerable. It is because Mr, Astor can carry
one musket, the sweeper can carry one musket, I can carry one musket. Mr.
Astor enjoys his great property because the sweeper and I are ready to shoulder
our muskets to protect him in it; the sweeper is secure in his little earnings
because Mr. Astor and I are ready to stand by him with our muskets: and I
find ‘it worth while to be industrious because Mr. Astor and the sweeper make
it dangerous for anybody to molest me,

Without this protection our possessions would be of no value; this protection
we contribute in equal measure, man for man; and this same protection we ex-
tend to our sisters, our cousins, and our aunts.

The woman suffragists, so far from suffering taxation without representation,
are asking to be represented where they are not taxed.

The sexes were created different and designed to cooperate, not
to compete.

The demand for votes for women is based largely upon the extraor-
dinary assumption that what holds true between man and man
must therefore hold true between man and woman.

But the establishment of this principle would mean a fair field and
favor to none, the last thing in the world for which women should
ask.

The whole trend of modern legislation is toward further special
privileges and protection for women, Their nature demands it. The
interests of society demand it.

Motherhood, potential and actual, must be protected if the race is
not to perish from the earth.

There is no question of superiority, inferiority, or equality involved
in this discussion.

To say that men and women are equal, or that one sex is superior
to the other, is as senseless as to say that air and water are equal, or
that one is superior to the other.

Each is superior in its own sphere.

Both are essential to life,

But they are essentially different and can not be compared.

To ask woman to assume the burdens of government is to ask her
to neglect her natural functions for a wasteful duplication of effort
in a field for which nature did not intend her.

The duty of men is to protect women from such wasteful and un-
natural burdens.
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THE BALLOT WOULD ROB WOMAN OF HER NONPARTISAN POWER.

How can women best serve the State? Can they serve it best by
entering into political contests with men, or can they serve it best by
leaving the turmoil of politics to men and directing their gifts along
lines denied to men by partisan political ties?

The ballot is not a panacea. It is not a spiritual influence.

It is merely an instrument of convenience in the transaction of the
business of government.

True reform begins, not in the ballot box or in the halls of legisla-
tion, but in the cradle, in the nursery, in the school, in the church,
around the family fireside.

And there, without the ballot, woman can do more toward making
a better world than anything men or women can possibly accomplish
through polities.

Legislation is merely crystallized public opinion. And in the cre-
ation of such public opinion women now have a tremendous influ-
encé—an influence due to the fact that they can approaeh public
questions as women interested solely in the good of the community.

With the ballot women deal with such questions as men now deal
with them—not with an eye single to the public good, but with one
eye on the public good and the other on the political party good.

They work as members of some political party, and the State loses

this great nonpartisan body, which is one of the essential checks and
balances of party government.

We should oppose woman suffrage if we wish to preserve for the
public weal the nonpartisan power of women.

THE BASIS OF GOYERNMENT IS PHYSICAL FORCE.

Woman suffrage violates the basic principle of all government—
the principle that the electorate must possess the inherent power to
execute its sovereign will expressed in legislation.

The gift of the ballot would fail to clothe woman with any real
political authority, for the obvious reason that there would be
nothing back of the ballot.

Law is the expression of sovereignty, and sovereignty rests ulti-
mately upon physical force and upon nothing else.

Not that “ might makes right,” but the might must exist to make
right secure.

Our statute books are filled with laws to protect us in our right to
life and property, but our real protection is not in the law, but first
in the strong right arm and in the gun and club of the policeman,
and ultimately in the majority of male voters who would be called
upon to back him up with force of arms if necessary.
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The lawless element of the community is kept from lawlessness
not by statutes but by the fear of men clothed with authority to
enforce the law.

Women are prohibited by nature from being this law-enforcing
power.

To create an electorate lacking in the one indispensable element of
sovereignty would be to undermine the foundations not only of gov-
ernment but of the social order.

The woman’s ballot would be a blank-cartridge ballot.

WOMAN SUFFRAGE, FEMINISM, AND SOCTALISM.

All the facts bear out the statement that woman suffrage, feminism,
and socialism are marching hand in hand toward a complete social
revolution.

“One million Socialists work and vote for woman suffrage,” was
the slogan inscribed on the red banner carried by the Socialist con-
tingent in the big suffrage parade in Washington, D. C., in March,
1913

Every Socialist and every feminist is an ardent worker in the cause
of votes for women.

The editor of the Woman's Journal, the national suffrage organiza-
tion organ, is an avowed Socialist, having said in an interview in the
Boston Post, December 206, 1911 :

I became converted to socialism throngh reading Socialist newspapers.

“ Woman suffrage,” says Daniel De Leon, one of the most promi-
nent American Socialists, “ must take its place as an integral splinter
in the torch that lights the path of the social revolution.”

Radical Socialists and feminists, like Charlotte Perkins Gilman,
Inez Millholland-Boissevain, Winifred Harper Cooley, and Max
Eastman are engaged as speakers on suffrage platforms, and their
most radical feministic and socialistic utterances are published, ad-
vertised, and sent broadcast by the National Woman Suffrage Asso-
ciation as arguments for votes for women.

So close is the partnership between woman suffrage, feminism, and
socialism that in order to dissolve it, this is what the suffrage asso
ciations would have to do:

Drop all their Socialist and feminist oflicers, speakers, and writers,
withdraw from circulation all the feminist and Socialist literature
published and sent broadcast by the National Woman Suffrage Asso-
ciation in the effort to gain suffrage converts, and pass resolutions
repudiating the doctrines of socialisin and feminism.

Imagine the violent upheaval in the upper circles of suffragism
that would inevitabl y follow a serions movement on the p.ni of
suffragists to adopt such drastic measures of reform.
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Yet they must be adopted before the woman suffrage movemeni
can come before the people free from the stains of socialism and
feminism.

WOMAN SUFFRAGE AND FEMINISM.

Woman suffrage. according to Mrs. Beatrice Forbes-Robertson
Hale, noted suffragist, is an essential branch of the tree of feminism.

“Teminism,” she says in her book on the subject, “is gradually
supplying to women the things they most need.” And among these
things she mentions easy divorce and economic independence.

Easy divorce, as feminists explain it, is divorce at will. Tt would
permit a wife to cast off her husband and take another without
consulting the courts.

Eeonomie independence is the theory that wives must engage in
gainful occupations outside the home in order to be independent.
For a wife to be supported by her husband is, according to feminism,
to be a parasite.

Feminism, therefore, would compel wives to compete with hus-
bands in business and industry. It would make marriage a farce
and the home, as we know it, a thing of the past.

Feminism is a revelt against nature and (I ristian morals.

Writing in MeClure's Magazine for March, 1913, Tnez Millholland-
Boissevain, a prominent suffragist. forsees w lln delight *“The be-
ginnings of a breakdown of the artificial barriers in the way of a
more natural observance of the mating instinet.”

In other words, free love.

In the Forum for April, 1915, Lettie M. Montgomery says, among
other things teo indecent to quote:

In the future woman will make the sex Iaws which govern herself and

they will not be uniform or written info the statutes as they are now. Evéry
? T substantiate my statements I

woman will be a law unto herself;
refer to the leading spokeswomen of the feminist movement, i. e, Mrs, Char-
lotte Perkins Gilman, Ellen Key, Emnnna Goldman, Mrs. €. G. Hartley, and to
Bernard Shaw and Ibsen.

The Case for Woman Suffrage, a biblicgraphy of suifrage litera-
ture published by the College Equal Suffrage Ieague and sold by
the National Woman Suffrage ‘Asscciation, sneers at the old-
fashioned suffrage arguments and gives the highest meed of praise
to the radical writing of the most radical feminists and sccialists.

Too many advocates of woman sufirage, says The Case (p. 64), insist
that when woman is enfranchised she will he no less * womanly ¥ than before,
whereas in point of fact perhaps the chief thing to be said for the suffrage
is precisely that it will make woman less womanly, in the commonly accepted
gense of the term. * * * (One can not argue logically on woman suffrage
without facing this faet.

This is the unwholesome and destructive doctrine of the feminist.
It is not the doctrine of the normal man or woman.
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“There is no difference,” says Rabbi Joseph Silverman, *between
woman suffrage, socialism, and the present feminist movement. The
cne means the other, and no matter which eause wins first disaster
to matrimony and the home will follow.

If, as Mrs. Hale says, “ Woman suffrage is an essential branch of
the tree of feminism,” then woman suffrage must be destroyed in
order that the tree of immoral feminism may not grow.

To protect the home and society from the feminist menace we
must fight the woman-suffrage movement.

WOMAN SUFFRAGE AND SOCIALISM,

That woman suffrage is essential to the success of socialism is the
claim of the most enlightened socialists. One of the cardinal prin-
ciples of socialism is that the interests of husband and wife are
different, that the individual, and not the family, should be the
unit of the State, and the enfranchisement of woman, as Mrs. A.
dJ. George has so clearly pointed out, is necessary to put this prin-
ciple into operation.

There are just two ways, says Mrs. George, in which a married woman ecan
vote—either with her husband or against him. If she votes with him she
merely doubles the vote without changing the result. If she votes against
him, then the family ceases to come in contact with the State as a unit—
which is exactly what the socialists want.

Socialism is the avowed enemy of modern civilization. It would
abolish marriage, break up the family, and give the children over
to the care of the State.

In all woman-suffrage countries socialism is rampant, and in this
country it prevails out of all proportion in States where women
vote.

Socialists want woman suffrage in order to advance socialism.
They believe it is the only weapon with which they can break up
the home.

If we do not want to help socialism, we must oppose woman
suffrage.

ECONOMIC INDEPENDENCE.

What is to become of the home and the children under economic
mdependence? The feminists do not seem to know definitely.
Some suggest communal homes. Others suggest institutions.

But all feminists agree that a wife must be independent of her
husband, free to go and come as she pleases without consulting his
desires.

Dora Mareden in “ Bondwomen,” a pamphlet attacking marriage
and characterizing wifehood as a species of slavery, says:

The free woman's concern is to see to it that she shail be in a position to
bear children if she wants them without soliciting maintenance from any man,
whoever he may be.
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“Bondwomen ” was printed and circulated as a campaign docu-
ment by the National Woman Suffrage Association.

Charlotte Perkins Gilman, leading suffrage speaker and writer,
in an article in the Woman’s Journal, says:

The woman should have as much to do in the home as the man—no more,
* * % “Who, then, will take care of the sick baby? The nurse, of
course, * * * If the child is not seriously ill, the nurse is as good as the
mother. If the child is seriously ill, the nurse is better.

It is clear from this that if the suffragist-feminists have their
way, wives who do not go out into the world to earn their own liv-
ing will not be respectable, but will be known as parasites and
bondwomen.

“Tt is unwholesome,” says Mary Ware Dennett, “ for any woman
to be supported by any man.”

Mrs. Dennett was formerly an officer of the National Woman Suf-
frage Association, and is now on the board of directors of the
“PBirth Control ILeague,” a race-suicide organization recently
formed in New York.

According to this theory the husband must cease to be the pro-
vider and the wife cease to be the homemaker; otherwise their rela-
tions are unwholesome.

It is for workingmen to consider how the operation of this abomi-
nable doctrine, apart from its destructive effect upon the home,
would be likely to affect the labor market.

What do they think would happen if all of the married women, in
order to be respectable, were compelled to go out and look for jobs?

Remember, if the vote is given to women, they will be in duty
bound to use it. The vote is a publie trust, and those who have it
and who fail to use it are not good citizens.

Suffragists who say, as most suffragists do, that “ women who do
not want to vote can stay at home,” are counseling a very grave
dereliction of duty, and are giving the most convineing proof of
their own unfitness for the responsibilities they would force upon
their unwilling sisters.

The enfranchisement of women means political organizations for
women. It means women candidates for any and every office. It
means politicians who can strike men in the most unfair way in a
political contest, but whom men must not strike in return.

The vote for women means women on juries. Don’t forget that.

They say women jurors will “purify the atmosphere of the
courts.” Perhaps, but they can’t purify the testimony to which they
must listen in the jury box, and which they must discuss with
strange men, and that often through the long hours of the night,
behind the locked doors of the jury room.

When they show you the suffrage map and boast that 49 per cent
of Uncle Sam’s territory is woman-suffrage territory, just remember
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that New York State has approximately 1,000,000 more inhabitants
than all the full double-suffrage States combined, yet New York
State has 20,000 fewer square miles of territory than Washington—
the smallest of the suffrage States.

Less than 9 per cent of the population of the United States is in
States that have full suffrage for women.

There are nearly three times as many people in the 4 great States
that defeated woman suffrage at the polls in 1915 as there are in
the 11 double-suflfrage States. It is not area that counts on election
day, but population.

The suffrage map is a fraud.

Woman suffrage is going. not coming. It met its Waterloo in
1915, with overwhelming defeat at the hands of the people of 4 great
eastern States, and it met rejection by the legislatures of 17 other
States.

Ohio defeated woman suffrage in 1912, and again in 1914—the
first time by a majority of 87455, but the second time, after the
voters had awakened to the menace. by a majority of 182.905.

Michigan defeated woman suffrage in November, 1912, and again
six months later—the first time by a majority of only 760; the second
time by a majority of 96.144.

Woman suffrage was defeated in Wisconsin in 1912 by a majority
of 91.479: in North Dakota. 1914, by a majority of 9.139; in Ne-

ca, 1914, by 10.104; and in Missourt, 1914, by 140,206,

New York. Massachusetts, New Jersey, and Pennsvlvania defeated
woman suffrage at the polls in 1915—New York by a majority of
194.984, Massachusgetts hy 133457, New Jersey by 51,108, and Penn-
sylvania by 55,686.

The vote on the sulfrage question in Massachusetts was unpre-
cedented, being 91.2 per cent of the total vote for governor, while
the vote for governor was the largest ever cast in any election in that
State.

The facts all show that the great majority of men and women
everywhere, when their interest is aroused, are against the doubled
clectorate. Popular indifference is the best friend of woman suffrage.

SUMMARY.

The foregoing statements prove that the vote is not a natural
richt, but a grave responsibility, involving many burdensome and
disagreeable duties,

That woman suffrage is not only a costly and futile experiment,
but a dangerous experiment, since it increases the stay-at-home vote,
brings a new element of discord into the home, and lessens that re-
spect of men for women which lies at the root of Christian civiliza-
tion,
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That the demand for the vote is the demand of a small but noisy
mirority.

That woman suffrage is bad economy, being a proposal to compel
two sexes whose interests are identical to do a job that one ean do
at least as well.

That men ave essential to government and women are =ot, man
alone possessing the physical power to enforce the law, without which
the ballot is useless.

That the natural relation of the sexes is one not of equality but of
difference, and that men and women were designed to work in dif-
ferent spheres for the common good.

That women can best serve the State outside the realm of political
strife.

That the woman-sutlrage movement violates the fundamental
principle of democracy in its bold attempt to force the will of a
small minority npon the great majority of women,

That it is socialistic and feministic in its tendency to make the
individnal and not the family the nnit of the State.

That it is based on a feeling of sex antagonism, and is therefore a
menace to the home.

That it is an insult to men in its false declavation that they have

failed to protect the interests of their wives, sisters, and daughters.

That 1t is unnatural in its dream of a new freedom for women
and a distinet mmjustice to the great mass of women. who do not want
rew burdens thrust upon them, but wish to be left free for the per-
formance of those duties which are their natural inheritance and
which must be performed if the race is nat to perish.

Please think this over carefully and then see it you do not agree
that the best interests of the State and Nation demand the defeat of
woman suffrage.

@)




DOES WOMAN SUFFRAGE IN PRACTICE
ADVANCE PROHIBITION ?

Nineteen states have Prohibition; of these six have Woman Suffrage.
Kansas adopted Prohibition in 1880, 32 years before it adopted Woman
Suffrage. Thus, thirteen states have adopted Prohibition under Manhood
Suffrage, while five states have adopted Prohibition under Woman Suffrage.

The state of Maine, which has defeated every attempt to introduce
Woman Suffrage, has had Prohibition since 1850.

North Dakota, which defeated Woman Suffrage in 1914 has had Pro-
hibition since 1889.

The largest Woman Suffrage state, California, defeated Prohibition in
1914 by 1‘)0000 majority. ‘\LCUldlnff to Senator Works of California, the
city of San Francisco has 3,500 saloons. The male suffrage city of Boston
with a population one and one-half times as large, has only about 700 saloons.

Pasadena, California, a “dry” city during all its previous history, went
“wet” at the first election after women were given the vote. There were
then, according to the United States census, 29% more women of voting
age than men of voting age in Pasadena.

Montana and Nevada, known as the “wettest” states in this country, are
the only states in thirteen elections on the question, to adopt Woman Sui-
frage since 1912. On May 4th, 1915, the women of Reno, Nevada, exercising the
franchise for the first time, voted against the proposition to reduce the number of
saloons from 80 to 40, and were publicly thanked by the liquor interests for
standing by them. In.Montana, before the election of 1914, the Suffragists
refused to permit the W. C. T. U. to march in their parade.

Colorado, a Woman Suffrage state sinte 1893, adopted Prohibition November,
1914. The local option law continued in force until January 1, 1916. ' Under
this law, in May, 1915, Denver voted to remain “wet,” and at the same election
defeated civil service.

After 47 years of Woman Suffrage the state of Wyoming is still “wet.”

Dr. Anna Howard Shaw, while president of the National American
Woman Suffrage Association, declared, in a statement issued by the National
Woman Suffrage Association, that the Suffrage Associations of the United
States had never taken any stand on the governmental control of the liquor
traffic. She added: “Just what the position of the woman voter will be on
the subject of the ll(]um traffic cannot be guessed, as there are as many
individual opinions in regard to that as to any other question; but Suffragists
as a whole, are not responsible for individual opinions.”

The President of the National Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage,
and many State Presidents, have made solemn affidavit that not one penny
has ever been contributed to their organizations by any liquor or brewery
interests.

No President of any State Suffrage organization, or the National Suffrage
organization, has ever taken up the challenge to do the same regarding their
funds.

Reprint from Massachusetts Anti-Suffrage Committee, Pennsylvania Association Opposed to
Woman Suffrage, and Woman's Anti-Suffrage Bulletin,

Issued by Minnesota Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage,
300 Meyers Arcade, Minneapolis, Minn.

March, 1916,




Anti-Suffrage Notes No. 133

Sinee the two recent anti-suffrage vie- |
tories in West Virginia and South Da- |

kotu the suffragists realize even more
clearly than before “how -hopeless are

© their attempts to win ‘when the guestion |
is submitted to the people. = A yellow |

Jeuflet issued recently by the National
American Woman Suffrage Association
sa) s: i ]
“The question of woman suffrage has
been submitted ‘to the voters in many
states and the women have been dis-
tressed to find that thousands of the ig-

norant and vicious were lined up by hos- i
tile interests to vote against it, thus mak- |

ing the defeat unfair and un-American.”
1f the voters of this country are so ig-.
norant and vicious thaf they should be

"™ disfranchised on the guestion of woman

suffrage, why .not on other guestions?
Why do the suffragists not use their
$3,000,000 ‘war chest on a nation-wide
movement to disfranchise men altogether?
According to the suffrage view, ignorant
.and vicious voters are in a big majority
in Wisconsin, Michigan, Missouri, Ohio,
Nebraska, North and South Dakota,
Iowa, West Virginia, New York, New
Jersey, Pennsylvania and Massachusgetts.
Rather a pessimistic view to take of our

country, 'is it not? The antis know very

well that it is not the ignorant vicions
vote which defeats woman suffrage, but
the INFORMED vote. In the states
where suffrage has won the antis were
unable through lack of money and or-
ganization to place the facts before he
voters. Whenever they are able to do
this the progress of woman suffrage by

states is completely blocked and the suf- |
~fragists know it. No electorate was ever |

so thoroughly informed on this question
of woman suffrage as the Massachusetts
electorate, and Massachusetts gave wom-
an suffrage a smashing defeat. A .cam-
paign of education on this -question al-
ways results in vietory for the antis,
Tt is of considerable interest to mnote
that these “ignorant and vicious voters
, who oppose woman suffrage also oppose
the saloon, West Virginia, where the an-
ti-suffragists have just broken their own

record for big majorities, voted over- |
swhelmingly for Prohibition two years

ago. South Dakota, which has just de-
feated ‘woman -suffrage for -the sixth
time, gave at the same time a big major-
ity “for prohibition. - But Californiz,

where women vote, has just [icfeated full |
/prohibition for the second time, as well |
as a proposed restriction on the sale and |

usz of liquor.* In Illinois, where women
vote, the anti-saloon league told many au-

diences during the recent campaign that |
Tllinois had NO CHANCE of ' prohibi- |

tion except by a National Prohibition
Law. , RIS

; There is a hot quarrel in process in [I-
. linois between two wings of the suffrag-
ists. ~Mrs, Catherine Waugh MeCulloch,
one of the “big four” who lobbied the
suffrage bill secretly through the Illinois
legislature, is determined that a consfti-

tutional suffrage amendment granting |
. wvomen fill suffrage shall be submitted to |
* the voters of the state. Mrs. Grace Wil- |
_ “%bHur Trout, an equally prominent leader, |
“ 45 ‘determined that the people shall not |
‘be allowed to vote on the question.  She |
js afraid to risk its defeat.” She says: i
~ “T¢ this amendment were passed by the §
- state legislature, submitted to the men }
“volers and defeated, it would be saxd

thvroughout the mation that the men of
' Tllinois had repudiated woman suffrage.
Ve would be ‘almost helpless against the
tide that-would set'in. If this suffrage

. amendment were voted on and lost the |
‘suffrage cause ‘would suffer.a seyere set- 4

‘“back from which it would be hard to re-

- cover. i Mrs. Catt sides with Mrs. Trout.
#he als “has no confidénce that the men |
‘<z 1lipois-would be willing to grant suf--
- frage to women after having seen partial |

suffrage tried-for:a few. years. | She has
{ ywritten S sharply " forbidding -the “lllinois
suffragists to undertake'a state campalgn

titutional suffrage amendrient,

PR R LIS 2. | .,...J

.- ST Roy K. Molton,. the husba.nd ﬁ-f the

secretary of the Michigan Suffrage Asso-

ciation, “spoke at a suffrage meeting in |
Grand Rapids recently. He gaid: - “You |

can always tell a suffragist but you ean’t
tell her much,  We husbands are so ac-
customed to this state of affairs that
when our rights are trespassed by women
we are too proud to fight.,” AR o

- The reasoning processes of Michigan

suffragists are somewhat difficult to fol- !

low, Michigan voted on November Tth

for prohibition, = The -suffragists say:

“‘Confident that prohibition and suffrage
are closely related in the minds of the

public, suffrage leaders believe that by |

means of reciprocity their success is in-
sured, and in the event of .a suffrage
amendment going to the people in the
near future it.-would unreservedly receive
the support of the dry forces.” |

In other words, since it has been clear- |

. 1y demonstrated that woman suffrage was
<ntirely unnecessary in order to win the
fight for prohibition, suffragists reason

that the Prohibitionists will undoubtedly

+ vote for women suffrage!

e
“The Survey” of November 11 prints
an article on the raising of women’s

wages in the Ford factories to $5 a day, -

‘aind quotes one of the stenographers as
saying: “I’ll think twice before I get
married now. I like my job too well to
Jose it. -And I certainly wouldn't marry

{ s man making only thirty dollars a week
—_T can scarcely support myself on that” '

—and she langhed, since her standard of
living had been raised to that amount
-only two weeks before. . ;

* This naturally pleases the radicals, as
doeg everything which militates’ against
marriage and home-making for women. A

healthy civilization, as is well known, is

based on a sound family life. Where this
4s lacking there is demoralization and dis-
-ease. = But the Feminists nevertheless ra-
joice exceedingly -at everything which
tends to make women dissatistied with
family life. A Denver judge recently
states that in his experience the majority
.of divorces were caused not by the hus-
band’s drinking, as is generally supposed,
‘but by the fact that the wives who had
been wage earners were so dissatisfied if
their husbands, besides supporting the
family, could not give them as much for
their, personal use as they had earned
before marriage, . He found this the most
‘common cause of marital troubles.

Another triumph for the Feminists—

syvomen are working as section hands on !
-the German railroads. Nineteen of them .

» were killed on November 12 as a train

- “.dashed at full speed into a group of them |

in a suburb of Berlin.

Robert A. Woods, a well known gocial :
~worker of Boston, says: ‘For more than |

inereasing convergence upon the home as

:a generation there has been a steadily !

3 vital, focal point at !'which all funda- |
mental beginnings of every sort of help- |

~ ful service should be made.” . The Femi- |

‘nist movement is an attempt to destroy

“ - ’

:~the home, Land is, therefore, & most retro- |




gressive movement, Practically all lead-
ers among the suffragists are Ifeminists.

The Chicago Daily Tribune of Novem-

ber 4th printg a picture of two young
ladieg in very decollete gowns under the
heeding *Two ‘good reasons why most
of the male voters in the North Side
should vote for Hughes"—The sex appeal
in polities.

At the close of their eampaign the na-
tional Woman’s Party sent by long dis-
tauce telephone the following message to
the women voters in eveéry suffrage state:
“Women voters, remember Wilson kept
ug out of suffrage, Do not return to
power a president and congress hostile
to political freedom for women, Vote
against Wilson.” + Which they didn’t,

Leaders of the Congressional Union
for Woman suffrage are keenly disap-
pointed by the election. Instead of bright
prospects for the constitutional amend-
ment for equal suffrage expected, if there
had been a general Republican victory,
sufirage leaders are resigned to another
bard fight. The failure of women.voters
to throw the Pacific states to Hughes
has chagrined suffrage headguarters.—
(Boston, News Bureau, November 11.)

The Republican national = campaign
fund totalled $2,012:535. The Demo-
cratic national campaign  fund totalled
$1,310,729. The suffrage campaign fund
totalled, according to their own telling,
$3,000,000. s

At the beginning of the war Mrs, Ar-
thur M. Dodge, president of the National
Anti-Suffrage Association, urged that the

suffragists and anti-suffragists ecall a.

truce and give up their fight temporarily

in cerder that women on both sides might

be able to give their time, strength and
money to the Service of suffering human-
ity. The suffragists paid not the slightest
attention to this suggestion.  They went
ou their headlong way, spending money
with the reckless abandon that has prob-
ably never been ‘equalled. . They admit
having spent $200,000 in their New York
campaign, $64,000 in the Iowa campaign,
nearly $70,000 in the Massachusetts cam-
paign, and similar. sums in New Jersey
and Pennsylvania and other ecampaign
states where they met defeat in eazh
case, They spent about $40,000 on the

Hughes Golden Special, which was a big '

clement in ‘defeating Mr, Hughes, The
Woman's Party spent untold sums in its
western campaign to defeat Mr., Wilson,
and succeeded\in electing him,  All these
vast sums of ‘money expended in the last
two years would have been better used,
so far as furthering the aims of the suf-
fragists is concerned, if they had made s
little bonfire in the public street with it,
for all these defeats have lessened such
prestige as they had. They have gueered
themselves with the Democrats by fight-
ing them all over the country and they
have certainly not won favor with the
Republicans by unintentionally defeating
My, Hughes. At a time when they need-
ed the votes of both political parties in
cougress if their Federal Amendment is

to have a ghost of a show' they have .

ruanaged completely to alienate the sym-
pathies of both parties. They were do-
feated in New -York in 1915 by nearly
200,000. -Their next defeat will undoubt-
c¢dly..be larger, . but,” nevertheless, it is

their intention to squander $300,000 and .
rrobably a good _dea.l.;n?mte' in achieving

this defept! Sii,

E;lt' b L0 o o e RE M Y gl b

Thig situation is a disgrace to Ameri- --
can  women, - The expenditure ‘of this -
money gives, it is true, occupation to the -

professional suffragist and excitement 'to
s certain ‘typo of womenawhich cravesd
and although they achieve mnothing for

their cause but defeat, they are willing to'
waste sums which would ‘'save the lives -

of thousands of women and children. " If
the history of America’s relation to the
Great War 'is “ever written the story of
the chapter relating to the heartless and

callous indifference of woman suffragists

to suffering humanity will make' sorry
reading, s NG EG

e

WOMAN SUFFRAGE-AGAIN

“The forty-eighth convention of the
New York State Woman Suffrage Party
began its labors at Albany yesterday.
Tlither in immediate review or prospect
the Cause looks gearcely aureate, In 1016
Iowa, West Virginia, South Dakota have
followed the example set by Massachn-
setts, New Jersey, New York, Pennsyi-
vania,_in 1915. The antics of the Wom-
an’'s Party and the unfortunate, if well-
intentioned, performances of the Hughes »
“Golden Special” have hardly tended to

" reconcile comservatives to feminism in

Dolitics,* The approval of woman suffrage
by both the Republican and Democratic
National Conventions was a perfectly un-
derstood bid for the votes of the women
in the suffrage States, that mythical
4 (00,0007 wherewith the Woman's
Party goldbricked the unsuspecting Mr.
Hughes. The chaffering of the politi-
cians is not likely to affect save with a
stronger disrelish for votes for women
the opponents of female “emancipation.

Illinois is the only State in .whlch i
separate record is made and an informel
judgment is possible of the ballots of

womnen, If there the women seem to have

divided substantially as the men, Wwoman
sufirage seems to be be simply a super-
fluity and an expense. In the other and
further .Western suffrage States we are
told that the case is the same. The sex
solidarity whose apparition alarmed Mr.
Hughes, was not manifested.. If, on the
whole, women are actuated b:-_t{ﬂ.e' same
political motives as men, if their view of
candidates and policies is the same, the «
State that enfranchises women 18 merely
indulging in a costly luxury. If__ on the 7
other hand, women, to any considerable
extent, vote as women, their en_fmnc}use-
ment would be u;wrise and might be a
renkness and a danger. L
“'EI;: is to be said in all frankness that
the pacifist utterances of some distin-
guished woman suffragists have con-
vinced some former friends of woman
sufirage that there is a feminine oplnion
of preparedness and of war _w{nch sl}o'uld
not be allowed to bear fruit in political
pection. -There is more than enough senti-
mentalism, feminism, pacl'lﬁsm, in Amer-
ican public life and public men. :
The people of New York gave an im-
pressive mandate against woman suffrage
last yvear. ~The mandate is likely to be
more impressive in 1917, Amid the
many pressing vital problems, _dnmesi_:lc,
foreign, economic, industrial, with @v]:uch
the United States has to deal, tl’n,e intru-
gion of feminism is grotesque. —(New
York Times, November 22.) : :
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THE FEDERAL AMENDMENT
“A Destruction of the Right of Self Government”

A statement from the Hon. Elihu Root to Miss Alice Hil
Chittenden, President, New York State Association Opposed te
Woman Suffrage.

December 5,. 1916.
My pEar Miss CHITTENDEN :

I am against having the constitution of the United States
amended so as to impose woman suffrage on the states which do
not wish for it, not merely or chiefly because my judgment
does not approve of woman suffrage but for a much more vital
reason.

If the people of the State of New York were to vote for
woman suffrage I should think they had made a mistake, but a
mistake which they had a right to make—one of those mistakes
which are inevitable in the process of developing free self
government. If, however, some other state or combination of
states acquires the power to compel and does compel the State
of New York, against its will, to employ woman suffrage in
carrying on its government, that is no step in the exercise of self-
government. It is pro tanto a destruction of the right of self
government and a subjection of the people of New York to the
government of others. That is what the proposed amendment
seeks to accomplish, Having failed to secure the assent to wom-
an suffrage of such states as South Dakota and West Virginia
and Ohio and New York and Pennsylvania, the advocates of
woman suffrage now seek to compel such states to accept it
against their will and to compel them to carry on
their local government and select their representatives
in the national government in conformity to the opin-
ions of the people of other states who are in favor of
woman suffrage. I think such an attempt is contrary to the prin-
ciple of liberty upon which the American Union was established

and without which cannot endure. Our system of government rests
upon direct allegiance and loyalty to the nation, composed of all
the people of all the states, and the power of the nation as a
whole to control and require obedience in all things national,
and also upon the idea of absolute liberty to the people of each
separate state to govern themselves in all their local affairs ac-
cording to their own free opinions and will. Without assurance
that both of these ideas, the principle of nationality and the
principle of local self government, would be preserved the Union
would not have been formeed and without them it cannot be
maintained. Without the power of the nation we should become
the prey of external aggression and internal dissension. With-
out the right of local self government we should lose the better
part of our liberty, the liberty to order our own lives in our
own homes and our own communities according to our con-
sciences and our opinions and to be governed only, in matters
not national, by officers chosen by ourselves in such ways as
we consider suited to our conditions. This country is so vast,
the differences in climate, in physical characteristics, in capacity
for production, in predominant industries, and in the resultant
habits of living and thinking, are so great that there are neces-
sarily wide differences of view as to the conduct of life, and to
subject any section of the country in its local affairs to the dic-
tation of the vast multitude of voters living in other parts of the
country would create a condition of intolerable tyranny, and
to use the power of the nation to bring about that condition
would be to make the nation an instrument of tyranny. It is
needless to argue that this would ultimately destroy the nation. It
is the free adjustment of the separate parts of our country, the
unchecked opportunity of each community to live in its own home
according to its own opinions and wishes, that has made it pos-
sible for us all to unite in maintaining the power of the nation
for all national purposes. If you destroy that free adjustment
by enabling some parts of the country to coerce other parts of
the country in their local affairs by the use of national power
you will destroy the whole system and ultimately break up the
Union. That is precisely what this amendment undertakes to
do. South Dakota and West Virginia have just voted not to
adopt woman suffrage. “Very well,” say the suffragists. ‘“The
people of other states who differ from you in opinion will use




the power of the national government to compel you to accept
woman suffrage.”

There is nothing more essentially and vitally local to a com-
munity than the way in which it shall select the officers who are
to govern it. Any external power which can control that, can
control the local government. Nothing is more clear in the con-
stitution under which our Union was formed than that this is
a matter of purely local concern. The one exercise of national
power over suffrage to prevent discrimination against the black
race was made and justified only upon the same grounds which
justified the war and the Emancipation Proclamation and for the
time being destroyed all local government in the seceding states.
It establishes no precedent and justifies no attempt at control
upon a less terrible and compelling cause. You will observe that
I'am not discussing the question of woman suffrage. Nor am
[ confining my remarks to the immediate effect of the proposed
amendment, as if that could be adopted without being followed
by other action of a similar kind. If adopted it will inevitably
be followed. If the principle of free self government is aban-
doned today in order that some of us may impose our ideas as to
the conduct of life upon others, it cannot be successfully as
serted tomorrow when others seek to impose their ideas upon
us. The consequences of abandoning a fundamental principle

upon which our system of government has been built up can-
not be limited at will.

Very sincerely yours,

(Signed) ELTHU ROOT.
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Horid debate

on the floor the ecity coun-
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of selecting the school board sghall be
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A Protest Against Statutory
Suffrage for Minnesota
Women

Minneapolis, Minnesota, Jan. 6, 1917,

To the Honorable Senators and Representatives
wm the Fortieth Legislature of Minnesota.

(GENTLEMEN :

The undersigned desire respectfully to submit to you their
remonstrance against the bill awaiting your attention to give
statutory suffrage to the women of Minnesota.

Statutory suffrage for women by action of the Legislature,
in the absence of a petition for it signed by the women of the
state generally and voluntarily, would be, in the judgment of the
undersigned, thoroughly indefensible. It would lack the sup-
port even of the arguments usually advanced in defense of the
woman suffrage proposition.

Suffrage leaders customarily represent that they wish the
ballot for certain humane and exalted purposes which state and
local governments chosen wholly by men have neglected, though
the same neglect appears to have occurred in states in which
woman has had the ballot for many years. In the present in-
stance this pretense of special and superior interest in certain
matters under the jurisdiction of the state and municipal gov-
ernments is abandoned.

The constitution of Minnesota limits to men the right to
vote for all officers now or hereafter to be elected by the people.
Therefore the only effect of statutory suffrage in this state would
be to give women the right to vote for presidential electors whose
sole duty is to participate in the election of a president of the
United States, and who have nothing to do with “municipal
housekeeping” or with the enactment of state laws for the pro-
tection of women and children.

Statutory suffrage is proposed either in good faith, and as
a finality, or in bad faith and as a means of getting the camel’s
nose under the tent, as a means of gaining, without the consent
of the present electorate of this state, a position from which the
suffragists may the better intimidate and coerce the judgment of
the public men and the press of Minnesota on a question of funda-
mental importance in government.

The ultimate question is whether the interests of the state
would be served by giving woman full suffrage, such as can be
established only by amendment to the Constitution of Minnesota.
It is impossible to conceive a valid, public reason for giving
women the right to vote for presidential electors while denying
them the right to participate in the election of the officers who
must deal with questions of peculiar and immediate concern to
us as citizens under the jurisdiction of our state and local govern-
ments.

Therefore, when the Legislature of Minnesota deals with the
question of woman suffrage, it should deal with the ultimate ques-
tion, and this in circumstances most favorable to an honest ex-
pression of opinion on this important subject by the public men,
the press and the people of the state.

The demand for statutory suffrage betrays on the part of
the suffragists a conviction that the people of Minnesota in the
majority are today opposed to woman suffrage by constitutional
amendment, the only rational basis upon which, if meritorious, it
could be proposed. It therefore amounts to a request that the
Legislature of a sovereign state, whose first and most solemn
obligation is to respect the will of a free people, shall join the
suffragists in a conspiracy to defeat by a process of circumlocu-
tion a full, free and fair discussion of the question ultimately to
be proposed. The public opinion which would condemn woman
suffrage by constitutional amendment, if proposed today, surely
would not approve a statutory grant of suffrage to woman. The
pending proposal therefore is a demand that the body chosen to
represent the public opinion of this state shall legislate in defiance
of that opinion on a question whose fundamental importance was
recognized by the founders of this republic, the framers of its
constitution and the authors of the constitution of our own state.




We earnestly ask that you leave the question where the
authors of Minnesota’s constitution placed it, and that no modi-
fication be proposed by you, except on condition that the change
shall be subject to approval by a majority of the duly qualified
voters of Minnesota.

Respectfully,

THE MINNESOTA ASSOCIATION OPPOSED TO
WOMAN SUFFRAGE,

By Mgs. Joun B. GILFILLAN, President.

THE ST. PAUL ASSOCIATION OPPOSED TO
WOMAN SUFFRAGE,
By Mgs. E. C. STRINGER, President.
THE MINNEAPOLIS ASSOCIATION OPPOSED
TO THE FURTHER EXTENSION OF SUF-
FRAGE TO WOMEN,

By Mgrs. EpmuNDp PENNINGTON, President.
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Anti-Suffrage Notes No. 14i

SUFFRAGISTS NOW THE OPENLY DE-
CLARED FOE OF DEMOCRACY

Determined that the Wlll of the People Shall
Be Ignored

Nation Wide Suffrage “Drive” an attempt to Influence
Legislators to Misrepresent Their Constituents.
No such Systematic Attempt to Force Legislators to Vote Against
Their Convictions Ever Before Undertaken in This Country!
The Attempt a Failure in Tennessee

The Suffragists Oppose the Basic Principle Upon Which Our De-
mocracy Rests—Namely, the Right of the Majority to Rule

Ohio defeated woman suffrage in 1912 are not only eonsidering it, but weleome

1_._\- S_T.mu_y_ in 1914 by 182,000, The suf- its adoption by the polic ‘¢, i8 a confes-
fragists are now trying to “inflnence™ sion of failure in law :ulmmv-.m.ltmn
the Ohio legislature to forece suffrage There are said to be more trial courts

upon the people against their will. They
cpenly teach that a legislator should not
1epresent hig constituencey., A member
of a Congressional Committee before
which Mrs, Catt, President of the Na-
tional Woman Suffrage Association was
speaking in the winter of 1915-6 said to

her: "My constituents voted no. Is it
rot my duty as their representative to
represent them on a matter on which
they have expressed themselves?’ Mrs.
Catt answered “No.”

It becomes more and more a puzzle
why suffragists want to vote. If when
they have eleeted a representative to
Congress or a state legislature they hold
that he should not be expected to rep-
resent them; and if when they have
gained a majority for any given meas-
ure¢ they believe that majority should
Lot he hm\:iml what possible advantages
can acerue to them from their vote?

To foree upon the eountry a political
system utterly objectionable to the ma-
joerity  Dboth  of men and women of the
country, is the openly avowed purposé
of this group of women, wholly out of
sympathy with the principles of our
government. Their doctrines, their meth-
ods, their determination by the use of
money to defeat the will of the people,
all make the leaders of the suffrage
movement fa serious me nace to the fu-
tere of democracy in the nited States.

The New York Times,
speaking of the defeat of
tial Suffrage bill in the i:lm{ ISE0E "\l'“
ate by a 2 to 1 vate, says: “It is right
to commend the senate for not consent-

the

ing to this undemocratic means of bring-
ing  about Woman Suffrage. Do the
voters of Tennesse want women to
have the ballot? How does anybody
know until an amendment of the stute

constitution for the purpose is accepted
or rejected? Why should tlhie number
n_l Tennessee voters be doubled at na-
tioral elections without a mandate from
the people? Woman suffrage hy fear
or favor, by indirection, by hook or
crook is unmsound. The slower method
cf State Copstitutional Amendment is
the safe, the lhonest, the democratic
method.”

All over the country
making assanlts on state legislators, hop-
ing to get them to pass bills conferring
Presidential snffrage npon women. This

sulfragists are

attempt is a  frank avewal of two
things—fir that they have no longer

any hope of getting the people to favor
woman suffrage, and second that they
are determined to thwart the will of the

peaple if possible. The bills which they
are trying to put through in New Hamp-

shire, Nebraska, Ohio, Indiana and
other states are modelled on the il
which . was secretly  lobbied through
the Illinois  Tegislature against the
wishes of the people. The people of

that state ayve so opposed to woman suf-
frage, after fonr yvears of its evils, that
A proposal to submit the question of full
siffrage to popular vote produces a pan-

e in tho anffrage ranks AMijez: Joean
nette Rankin, Congresswoman-elecet
frome  Montang, rvecently appearved in
print neging Hhneis women to try for

full sulfrage by submitting the question

to the people.  Mrs. Tront, Ieader of the
IMlinois suffragists, replies very shuarp-
Iv, practically king Miss Rankin to

a
aflairs,

mind her own and saying that
the wmany attentions AMiss Rankin lLas
reeeived  have apparvently gone to ler
head; but that while she may and prob-
ably does understand conditions in Mon-
iana, she evidently does not understand
them in [Hinois; and that Illinois wom-
en who do understand them know that

tc submit the
wonld e snicidal,

question to the people

rank confession that Waoman
a failnre in Tllinois where it
boen on trial for 4 years, that the

would defeat it if they should
be allowed to vote upon it, and
only hope of obtaining full Suf-
lies with the politicians, whom the

hiis
paople
NOW

that the

frage

suffragists believe they ean “influence,”
the following article from the suffrage
column of the Chicago Journal, Jan, 9,

Miss IKatherine
the legislative

1917, is of interest:
M., Porter, chairman of
department  of  the Tllineis Haunl Suf-
fr association, has sent a bulletin
out info the state which is eausing much
dicussion among saffrogists.  She =ays
in this bulletin:

“Phe consensns of opinion among con-
stitntional laswyers, men n political jite,
socinl workers and elubwomen iu -
al, rejects the submitling ut a snf :
aimmindment to onr p Nk tl!nhu.i
s a step which entails foo _1_1'3.1l danger
to the suffrage cause. They inaintain
that its defeat in IHliaois will gnt .nto
the hands of the enemtws of suffrage a
two-edged weapon wita which to destioy
ihe eause nationally and in the state.

“They realize folly that men in pubiie
life, avowed enemies of the suffrage
principle, are willing to support a suf-
frage amendment resolutioa in the leg-
iglatnre knowing that the amendment
will be defeated at the polls and will
consequently kill the suffrage guestion
i, this state for four years at the Teast
caleulation.

“TPhey inderse the constitutimel con-
vention as the safest, surest and in ihe
ond quickest means of securmyz full suf-
frage for the women of the state.”

Woman Sulfrage is
g1 nnpopular in Illineis whea we eon-
sider eonditions in Chieago. Tu is to be
remembered that Chicago was distinetly
on the up-grade four years age, when
the ballot was given to womea. Sinee
then, its decline hag been swift. and che
dailv seandals in which members of the
city covernment are concerncd would
need space many times the size of 1'!ule.-'(l
columms to report. Not only capfains
of police, but even aldermen themselves
have been found to be hand in glove
with criminals of every type, and the
citv is practically in control of evil-doers,

It is no wonder

An analysis of erime conditiors in
Chicago just ecompleted by Thomays M,
Kilbride, Secretary of the State Board

shows there is a hold-up
a murder every second

of Pardons,
every six hounrs,

day, two suicides a day, and an arrest
every seven minutes. The situation has
at last become so desperats that the

new chief of police has organized a rifle
squad to shoot law-breakers insfead of
arresting them!

A FINE NIGHT FOR MURDER

Perhaps Chief Schuettler’s rifle squad
will demonstrate to those who nsad the
demonstration that any night in ©hicago
is not a fine night for murder. A rifle
bullet well aimed does not admit of ar-
eument, and Chicagoans disposed to kill
jov mll_\_ commercially, or ount of irrita-
tion or anger may be somewhat de-
terred. Confronting a sociological judge
ond a soft hearted jury is much less
terrible, especially with a board of par-
dons in the background.

Shooting down criminals may be de-
siranble in some ways. At least, it saves
money in reformatory processes. But
its attractions as a method of enforeing
law is that it is sure. If there were
any other sure way of stopping crim-
inals in their careers Chicago would not
think of adopting it. The fact that we

'l ‘hicago alone than in all of England.

Iheir processes are so uncertain that
few Americans have any real confidence
in them.

That is why no-one is horrified when
the policeman is made judge and jury
and his bullet the executioner. 1t is a
measure of desperation and a cenfession
o our failure. (Chieago Tribune, Jan.
18, 1917).

Several years ago when a gang of
veung Chicago toughs waylaid. robbed
and murdered 4 workingman going home
with his pay envelope on Saturday night,
June Addams expressed strong opposi-
tion to their punishment, .lllt-}..lu" that
the E;Luu(- was due not to them but to
fociety! Her views have spread, until
Chicago courts are a farce, and crime
IS rampant,

MUSHY JUSTICE

Four nice boys, mother's sons every
one, went out in the spirit of pure youth-
ful exuberance and formed a gang. For
some sinister reason no employer had
offered them $10,000 a year jobs and, to
make money for ‘their pleasures (like the
rest of society they were fond of pretty
girls, an ocecasional drink, ete.), they
turned auto bandits. In their juvenile

enthusiasm they stole automobiles, pok-
ed revolve in people’s face, plundered
jewelry shops, until the police objected
and arrested them.

They were brought up in court. Hot
tears furrowed the judge's cheek. A
saloonkeeper  testified nagainst  them.

They had spent their money in hig place

and deposited their revolvers there. This
man they blamed for their downfall.
They alse blamed women.

Cruel laws compelled his judgeship

to do something to these boys. He had
to do it, and he apologized. *“Although

society,” sald, “is conscious of the fact
that we owe each individual member
tiiereof a certain duty, yet society has
to some extent failed in meeting these
obligations.”

The judge sent them to Pontiae, tear-
frily. He urged them not to turn their
hate against society, Noeciety, of course,
had been reémiss in their eases. On no
adecount, however, should they lay their
incarceration up against society. They

slionld be charitable. If the judge could
l.elp it soeiety would never do it again.”

When a judge acts in sueh a fashion,
Liaming every .one but the eriminals
themselves, it is not strange that hold-
up men continue to earry zuns and shoof
them when eonvenient in Chicago. (Chi-
cago Tribune, Dee 16, 1916.)

Chicago's Negro alderman, Osecar De-
Priest, is mnamed by State Attorney
Hoyne as “King of the black belt” and
aeensed of receiving graft from gamb-
lers to allow them to work undisturbed.
“The political division of the ond
ward,” the State Attorney seems

said, *
to be that the black belt belongs to De-
Priest amd that he in full control
and  that other ng were unable
fo obtain aAny conseratiomn. v iddings
was submitted by  numeronts witnesses
tracing the payinent of money directl?
to the hands of Alderman DePriest.
Money was paid to him for the “N“Ta-
ri-

tion of saloons’ licenses, (Chieago

Lune, Jan, 18, 1917.) !
Alderman DePriest acted as chief

oxamiter of the witnesses at the ~graft”

Learing given Mrs, Louise Osbone Howe

Chicago., Now it is hiz turn! And so
the “tl[ulif!_" under woman suffrage goes
on.

There was an atmosp l:n»n of sup-
pressed |nnl1ml\ at vesterday after-

noon's meeting of the council committee

on finanee. ;

Thirty women stormed the commitiee
room to save for Mrs. Louise Osborne
Rowe iob as ecommissioner of publie

which was eliminated from the
The aldermen indicated
the delegation had been
rounded up by the Thompson Women’s
organization, in which Mrs. IRRowe has
been active. There was no formal denial
of the charge.

The women crowded into the commit-
tee toom at 1 o'clock, The committee
did not meet until 4 o’clock. During that
time the speakers held in their hands
carefully typewritten manuseripts, from
which they read as soon as they were
given the floor. -

Mrs. I, B: Bellis, 5858
leader of the Thompson women forces
of the Sixth ward, was first. IMer man-
ugeript branded the ousting of )nli'!:;.
Nowe as “an attack on woman suf-
frage."”

“Do by women as you wish them to
do by vou aft the next election,” ad
Mrs, Viola Greene, of 2703 Warren ave-
nue, from her manuscript.

“1d like to know,! said Alderman
Phomas Doyle, “whether these women
came here on their own initiative or at
the request of some one in the depart-
ment of public welfare.”

“We came,” said Mrs. Bellis, “because
we considered this an attack on woman
suffrage.”

“T,ot the women have something,” was
ihe appeal of Dr. Davenport, who said
she represented the Regualar _Rt‘ljl]‘!l]l-
can Women's club of the Twenty-fifth
ward.

There were further questions as to the
organizations the women represented.

“(livie organizations and suffrage”
Wils one answer.

“Phis is the first~time in
ence on the finance committee,” said Al-
derman  Block, *“that faetional polities
lias been brought in here. You women
should let the committee do its work
and you do your little polities outside.”
—_Chicago Tribune, January 18, 1917,

welfare,
hudget recently.
their helief that

Prairie avenue,

my experi-

FOR WOMEN AN EXPEN-

SIVE LUXURY

Springhield, 111, Januavy 24 (Special).
[linois is broke. It cannot meet the
January payroll for the state employvees
totalling $400,000 and due tomorrow.
The state employees are not alone in
'm\umul\' waiting for prospect of getting
their pay. The members of the General
Agsembly have been unable to collect
more than $500 of their $3,500 ‘inlﬁl‘ics
which were payable the th the General
Assembly was organized. {(‘Im-agu Tri-
bune, January 1917.)

VOTES

again in the City
Sanatarium for poor consumptives in
Chicago. Last spring its able and de-
voted head, Dr. Sachs, committed suicide
because he knew that the political con-
trol which threatened his beloved institu-
tion meant the ruin of its well-being.
The present trouble is that a negro phy-
sician has been appointed in charge, and
the women patients declare they will
leave the institution rather than submit
to his examination and treatment.

There is ftrouble

Issued by the Cambridge Anti-Suffrage
Asgsociation, February 7, 1917.

Margaret C. Robinson, Chairman of the
Press Committee. Treasurer, Mrs.
George Sheffield, 33 Brewster St

Cambridge, Massachusefts.

ixtra copies of the Notes may be ob-
tained at 10 ets. per dozen, 50 cts. per
hundred, or $4.00 per thousand, upon ap-
plication to Mrs. Sheffield.




Anti-Suffragists Pledge Services
to Nation

When President Wilson faced the National Crisis, Mrs. Arthur M. Dodge, President of
the National Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage, an organization of 350,000 adult
women in twenty-five states, sent him the following telegram, under date of Feb. 9, 1917:

THE LETTER TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

Hon. Woodrow Wilson,

President of the United States,
Executive Mansion, Washington, D. C.
Your Excellency:

I have the honor to inform you that the Executive Committee of the
National Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage, acting for the organization,
today passed the following resolution:

“That we offer our services to the President and will serve in any way in
which we can be of use.”

Respectfully yours,
(Signed) MRS. ARTHUR M. DODGE.

America FKirst

This offer is in effect a renewal of the formal dedication of the anti-suffrage organiza-
tions to the service of “America First” which was unanimously adopted by the Board of
Directors on June 29, 1916, and forwarded to President Wilson as President of the Ameri-
can Red Cross. The resolution then passed, which is remarkably applicable to the present
situation, follows:

“Whereas, An emergency exists which may lead to the active engagement of the armed
forces of the United States to protect the lives and property of American citizens, and

“Whereas, The cost of conflict is minimized when all citizens contribute their share of
service to their common country, therefore

“Be It Resolved, By the Board of Directors of the National Association Opposed to
Woman Suffrage:

“That in harmony with our work for home and humanity the facilities of this organ-
ization be .dedicated to the service of ‘America First.

“That we co-operate with the United States Government, the American Red Cross and
other patriotic organizations in contributing to the comfort of the men who serve the Nation
on land and sea, and in providing for the protection and subsistence of the women and chil-
dren who remain at home.”

The above resolution was passed at the time of the crisis with Mexico. The Anti-Suf-
fragists have been on record for preparedness for over a year. The following resolution was
adopted January 27, 1916:

“Be It Resolved: That adequate measures for National Defense should receive the sup-
port of every loyal American.

“That women everywhere should strive to further the cause of preparedness by the
study of the sources and conservation of the food supply, by thrift and economy in house-
hold management and by training in the care for the physical well-being of our people in
times of peace as well as of national disaster.”

Issued by
The Minneapolis Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage
300-302-303 Meyers Arcade
March 1, 1917




FACTS FOR PROHIBITIONISTS

The suffragists have been as-
suring the public for years that
woman suffrage would do away
with saloons. Do the facts sup-

port this statement?

NEVADA gave women the
vote in 1914. At the first election
in Reno at which women could
vote the majority of the women
who went to the polls voted
against a reduction of the number
of saloons in that city, and were
publicly thanked by the liquor
men. Nevada is totally black on
the wet and dry map. The only
two white spots are the Indian
Reservations, where the Federal
Government will not allow the
sale of liquor.,

COLORADO defeated Prohi-
bition by 50,000 after women had
voted nearly twenty years. It
was finally carried by only 10,000
majority.

CALIFORNIA in 1914 defeat-
ed Prohibition by a majority of
nearly 200,000. It is everywhere
admitted that the women voted
overwhelmingly against it. In
1916 two Prohibition bills were
submitted to the people—one for
complete Prohibition, the other
for a restrictive sale measure—
and both were defeated.

The saloon and dance hall sit-
uation in San Francisco has long
been notorious. Indeed it has be-
come so intolerable that a popular
uprising in February has effected
an at least temporary suppression
of the most flagrant offenders,—
and this not by the use of the
ballot but by the force of aroused
Public Opinion.

In ILLINOIS the strongest
claim which the head of the Anti-
saloon league, although an ardent
suffragist, can make is that the
drys “held their own” in Illinois
in 1916. In Chicago 23 out of 27
aldermen elected in 1916 were
those endorsed by the saloons. In
[Last Dubuque, 111, 74 per cent of
the women who voted cast their
votes for the saloons.

Two states which adjoin Illi-
nois (Iowa and Michigan) are
dry, under male suffrage.

In MASSACHUSETTS the
drys much more than “held
their own"” in the 1916 elections.
Besides increasing their majori-
ties throughout the state they
gained six cities— Fall River,
Haverhill, Lawrence, North
Adams, Fitchburg and Leomin-
ster. Cambridge, with a popula-
tion of more than 100,000, has
been dry thirty years under male
suffrage.

The drys are gaining rapidly in
many states where women do not
vote. In Illinois, on the other
hand, the officers of the Anti-
saloon League told several audi-
ences during the last campaign
that their state (where women
vote!) could not hope for prohibi-
tion except by National Amend-
ment.

More than ONE-HALF of the
counties of Minnesota are “dry”
by local option and there is an
amendment to be submitted in
the next general election which
will undoubtedly put Minnesota
in the “dry” column.

. In NEW HAMPSHIRE under
male suffrage at the November
(1916) election the vote of all the
towns combined was 12,622 in
favor of license, 26,514 against—
a majority of more than two to
one.

Issued by

The Minneapolis Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage

300-302-303 Meyers Arcade
March 1, 1917

WEST VIRGINIA in 1914
gave a two to one majority in
favor of Prohibition and in 1916
it gave a two to one vote against
woman suffrage.

SOUTH DAKOTA voted for
Prohibition and against woman
suffrage on Nov. 7, 1916.

The following male suffrage
states already have Prohibition:
Maine, West Virginia, South Da-
kota, Nebraska, Michigan, Iowa,
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Missis-
sippi, Georgia, Tennessee, North
Carolina, Alabama, South Caro-
lina, Arkansas, Virginia and Indi-
ana. Kansas adopted Prohibition
under male suffrage long before
Kansas women had the vote.

FLORIDA has just elected a
dry governor with a dry legisla-
ture and it is only a matter of
weeks when that, as another male
suffrage state will be lined up in
the “dry” column.

Sixteen of these states have re-
jected woman suffrage within the
last two years.

Out of 2,992 counties of the
United States only 336 are now
“wet.” Of these, 2,405 were made
“dry” with MEN ALONE vot-
ing, while only 251 counties were
made “dry” with both men and
WOMEN voting.

MICHIGAN, the largest state
in the Union to adopt Prohibi-
tion, defeated woman suffrage
twice within six months—the first
time by 700 majority, the second
time by 96,000 majority.

At the November, 1916, elec-
tions only one woman suffrage
state (Montana) went dry, while
three male suffrage states (South
Dakota, Nebraska and Michigan)
voted out the saloon. Under these
circumstances what could be more
absurd than to advocate woman
suffrage as the means of securing
Prohibition?




People’s Verdict

Woman Suffrage Defeated at Polls

Majority Woman suffrage has met defeat sixteen
times in thirteen states through the votes of
SO. Dakota ]898 3,286 the people, representing a population of

1914 11,914 41,685,510, since 1912.

¥ 1916 4,9] 8 Woman suffrage has been defeated in one

Ohlo 1912 _ 87, 455 ,fI?l:m cn;a another in twenty:ix lilgi;;latu;e?.
ty-five separate states have deteated it
19F4" 182,905 . °

State Year Against

=l either at the polls or in the legislatures,
Mlchlgan; Nov. 1912 760 forty-two times since 1912. These thirty-
Apr. 1913 96,' 44 five states comprise only one less than two-

Wisconsin 1912 O] ’478 thirds of the United States.
Nebraska ] 914 ] 0, I 04 Statutory suffrage was recently obtained
Missouri 1914 140,206 by a suffrage lobby in the Ohio legislature

: AT ! £ h o
No. Dakota 1914 g |38 M ovpesition to “hE voice ¢t Fi &
expressed against a constitutional amend-

New Jersey 1915 51 ?l 08 ment in 1914 by a majority of 182,905.
New York 1915 194,984
] ; I 91 5 55 68 6 South Dakota has defeated a woman suf-
Pennsy vania ! frage amendment four times.
Massachusetts 1915 133,447 .
]9] 6 103 41 New Jersey granted the -franchise to
Jowa ' women in 1776, but withdrew the right in

West Virginia 1916 98,067 1s0.

POPULATION 1910

United States - 91,972,266
States Recently Def’eatmg Woman Suffrage at Polls 41,685,510
Male Suffrage States - : : . 78,144,206
Woman Suffrage States - . 8, ]98 469
[llinois, partial Woman Suffrage granted by legislatures

not by vote of the people - - - 5,638,591

Issued by
The Minneapolis Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage
300-302-303 Mevers Arcade

March 1, 1917
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ANTI-SUFFRAGE NOTES No. 158

Do you want your country to win the war, or
are you willing it should suffer defeat at the hands

of a foreign power?

If you want it to _win, WAKE UP and defeat

woman suffrage!

Woman suffrage would cost millions every year—money
which is needed, every dollar of it, to win the war if the
United States is to remain a free nation.

Woman suffrage would seriously weaken our government by
putting the power to make the laws into the hands of those who

could not enforce the laws.

Wom an suffrage would enormous:ly increase the power of the
socialists and pacifists who are opposing the draft and doing every-
thing in their power to make our country weak and ineffective,

NO PATRIOT WILL FAVOR WOMAN SUFFRAGE
AT THIS TIME.

Myrs. Catt continuves to
as a “war measure.” 1t
edly be a fine one

urge Age
would undoubt-
for Germany.

Mrs. Catt wuas opposed to prepared-
ness, Dr. Anpa Shaw was opposed to
preparedness. The New York Times of
Oct, 9, 1916, called attention to the fact
that NOT ONE WOMAN prowminent
among the suffragists had declaved hep-
self  for military preparedness and
against peace without honor! They even
scorned the women who did faver pre-
prepavedness. 1o a special suffrage edi-
tion of the New York Evening lost of
Feb, 29, 1916, Anna Garland Spencer,
.:11{!‘1' 'J.'III- ng Cue suifragists for wisdain-
g “force” said: “In the main the antis
are led Cross workers and are ardent
supporters of navy and land defense, or
both.” Mo Mrs, Spencer this was a re-
proach!

_“Frau” Schwimmer was brought to
this country in 1914 by the suffragists to
work for suffrage and to start the Wo-
man's I'eace party, which has been the
cover for much German propaganda. It
wis she who induced denry Ford to em-
bark on the inane enterprise called the
“Peace Ship.” When the “Frau,” who,
by the way, had then begun to call her-
self “Madame, ' returned to this coun-
try last year she went out to Detroit
to see Mr, IFord. He refused to admit
Lier to his house or hig factory, and de-
clined absolute to receive either letters

or telegrams from her. 1t would be
extremely interesting to  know  Mr.
Iford's reasons for this action. Could
the Providence Jouwrnal shed any Tight

on the guestion *

It is believed by many people in Ensz-
land that the suffrage movement in that
country was partly hnanced by Germany,
Even in peace times England has 2,000 -
) more women than men. It would
naturally be greatly to Germany's ad-
vantage to have an enemy nation weaken
itself by putting its government into the
hands of women just before a great war.
Miss Haukin has given us convineing
proof,

In Illinois alone woman suffrage is
said to cost one million dollars every
yel Germany may well rejoice if Mrs.
Catt and her followers succeed in in-
flicting this wasteful system on the whole
country at sueh a ¢éraeial time as this

MRS, CATT REBUKED

The Toronto Daily News of May 12,
1017, printed the following:

“The announncement by the Provineial
Government that women were to he en-
franchised was followed by a weleomd
calni, The eaterwanling ceased, and
with signg of relief we looked forward o
the discontented group of our women
who have been elamoring for political
status, seftling down to help to win the
war. No chance! What is the use of
a vote if it keeps yon out of the lime-
light?

“8hrill eries were again heard last
aight in Couvorntion hall on the suilrage
question. Mrs. Catt lectured on the sub-
ject under the gnise of a |r:ll']‘iniit' ad-
dress enotitled “*Women's Votes and Na-
tional Defense ARS. CATT NEVER
REACHED NATIONAL DEFENSE,

OR ANYTHING ELSE BUT VOTES
FOR WOMEN—a subject which is set-
tled for good and all in Ontario. The

Tnited States was attacked rather thau
defended by the lecturer. She was dis-

tinetly unpatriotic, Women were ex-
horted to eclean up the mess in the
An stables of man’s politics. The

position of the women of Yucatan was
compared with that of the women of the
United States to the disadvantage of the
latter—an insult to the intellizgence of
her andience, and a defamation of her
country. other patriotic utterance to
put forth in a foreign country was “You
never ean just tell when you are going
to have an honest election in the United
States”—and this from a woman, who
we hear, has been honored by appoint-
ment on the National Defense Commit-
tee! SURELY EVEN THE MOST OR-
DINARY IDEAS OF DECENCY
WOULD BE SUFFICIENT TO SUG-
GEST THAT HER DIATRIBE BE
CONFINED TO THE BORDERS Ol
HER OWN COUNTRY.

A pumber of the Old Gang were: on
hend, rejoicing ut *“the removal of the
brand of inferiority from the brows of
the mothers of the raece” as one put it
But the point hammered in hardest was
that women should keep aloof from
both political parties. Now one of the
pleag of suffragists, now proved insin-
cere, has always been that they wanted
the vote that they might have comrade-
ship with men in working out
tinies of their country. How do women
expect to bring abeut this political com-
radeship and good feeling between men
and themselves if they refuse to haye
anything to do with the party system?
How ean they accomplish anything ex-
cept throngh parties? How can they
expect a sympathetic attinde from men
if they continue to asperse them whole-
sale. It was stated on the platform last
night that men had neglected their g
in connection with children and the
home, as shown by the lack of pure food
legislation, ete. This is not the case, as
the trend of legislation in recent years
will show. The men of Ypres and Vimy
Ridge are not the breed to hlm-l'\l;n:_t'
steps looking to the improvement of the
conditions under which women and ehil-
dren live. » J

“Mhe sive and lack of enthusiasm of
last night's audience mdicates that wo-
men are not easily fooled, and that T.‘._h.-_\'
will resist and resent the attempt of o
fow of their number of stir up sex antag-
onism. and emphatically so at this worlkd
erisis. Siegns of a little common sense
in the doings and sayings of those who
essay to guide their sisters Tlll‘.\'l"llil_\"i
would increase the following of their sex
and lead to sengible co-operation 1u-§ ween
men and women in the adoption oi wise
Jegislation, having as its object tlie
amelioration of existing social condifions,

the des-

WITH THI RUSSIAN ALLIANCH
TREMBLING IN THI BALANCE
AND THE SUBMARINE MENACH
UNSOLVED, WE NEED EVERY
OUNCE O ENERGY OF EVERY
MAN, WOMAN AND CHILD IN

THIS COUUNTRY APPLIED TO WAL
PROBLEMS. Last mnight's meeting
under the cireumstances, was a cruel
waste of time, energy and electrie light.

The FEvening Telegram of Toronto re-
ported that “Mrs, Catt was long on sut-
fraze and short on national defense.

—_—

Mrs., Catt. whose unpatriotie utter-
ances in Canada bronght her the above
seathing rebuke deserves another for
classing her own country with Prussia

in relation to democracy. She says: “We
had better blot the mote from our own
eyves before we go forthh and want to blot
it from the Prussian’s eyés.”” Is Mrs
Catt really so ignorant of the difference
between Prossia and the United States
States in this regard? X

If the criminal folly and blindness of
the pacifists in keeping this country
wholly unprepared to win the war
ceed in giving the victory to Germany,
Mrs. Catt may vet have an opportunity
to learn whether Prussia and the United
States are in the same class as ruling
pOWers.

Mrs. Catt in her “Defense’” speeches
in Denver and Seattle announced herself
as a pacifist.

Are the taxpayers of the anti-suffrage

stiates helping to pay the expenses of
Myrs, Catt on her tour, ostensibly, in the
interests of “Defense”? She stated in
Denver that she eame there first because
she was so fond of Colorado for what
it had done for sufirage,

“There is hardly a suffragist who ig
not @& pacifist,” says the National Suf-

ze News in an editorial in its issue for
‘ebruary, 1917.

Woman suffrage would more than
double the power of the Socialists and
*acifists who arve trying in every way to
weiken our government.

Are the no-conseription leagues in this

country, like the Paecitist movement
financed by Germany? The first step
towards making the United States a

conguered nation is, of course, to keep
it defenseless.

Russia is giving us a brilliant example
of a government run by the Suffragist-
Socialist-Pacifist element. ¢

"l'hza connection of woman suffrage
with Soecialism is elearly brought eut by
events in Russia. The Haverhill Ga-
zette, o violent suffrage advocate, in its
issue of May 24th, under the heading

“Votes for Women In New HRussia”
says: “In DPetrograd there have been
several woman suffrage demonstratioos

since the revolution with speeches in the
city hall and processions with red flags.
Women workers and givl students
marched with the soldiers and workmen
«nd took revolutionary red Hag rides in
the commandeered automobiles, A wo-
man’s organization plastered the towa
with bills urging equal recognizance of
the sexes.”

The anarechists,, the socialists, the I.
W. W. people, the always hustling noisy
advocates of disorder and opposition to
the overnment, youths of the collezes
fed on the half-baked veal of Socialism,
and prominent suffragists make up the
list of those who are violently opposing
the raising of an army for the defense
0of America.

Ender  the heading “SUFFRAGE
LEADER ONE OF FIVE HELD AT
TOPERKA, KANSAS" a dispatch to the
Boston Globe of June 1st savs: “Dir. Eya
Hardi former candidate for congress,
wils arrested fay by federal ofh-
COrs alleged ¢ i i anti-
idraft meetings.”

hipe t

A dispateh from Topeka, Kansas, to

the Seattle Post-Intelligencer of May
Blst says: “Dr. Eva Harding tonight
called the editor of a local paper over

the telephone and informed: him that she
had hauled down the American Hag
which was Hying at her home and that
it wounld remain down during the war™

A sp-called “Conference on Demoera
and for Universal Peace” was held
New York on May S0th and 3lst.
its preliminary announcement, the

FERENCE 1
OPPOSE ALl
SORY MILIT
SERVICE.

L Oeelrs. Tiiis CON-
LEDGES ITSELEF TO
s LAWE FOR COMPUL-
ARY TRAINING AND
Among those who signed
the eall for this conterence are Profes-
sor Emily G. Baleh, of Wellesley lol-
lege, well-known in suffrage and -pacifist
who is° the head of the o 111~
izing committee for this conference;
Elizabeth Freeman, militant suffragist,
trained under Mrs, Pankhurst: May
Wright Sewall, one of the leading £
ragists of the middle west; Rose Schneid-
eman, a prominent suffragist of New
York: Mrs. .Glendower Evans, of Bos-
ton, one of the most prominent suffrag-
ists in New Englund: Margaret Lane, ¢
leading New York suffragist, and “Miss’
Crystal Eastman, Socialist-Suffragist-
I"'eminist-Pacifist. Among the men signers

»
1

cireles,

are many prominent Socialists, all, of
course, arvdent believers In woman suf-

frage: Morris Hillguit, whom the
ernment has refused a passport to
Itussin: Louis Lochner, associated with
“Irau” Schwimmer in the management
of the peace ship; Scott Nearing, James

LOV-

Maurer. and others of their kind. Sam-
uel (Gompers, when invited to attend
thiz conference, declined on the ground

that he did not wish to aid the friends
of the Kaiser in this country.

Eleanor Wilson Parker, a student at
Barnard college, and two Columbia stu-
dents, have been indicted in New York
for an anti-conscription conspiracy. Col-
umbia and Barnard have long been hot

leds of Soeialist agist-Feminist
teaching. Treason se to be the next
ste AMiss Wilson's father attributes
his daughter’s misgnided aection to the

bad influence of certain of her professors.

The “New Tepublic.” a radieal suf-
{rage organ, in its issue of March TOth,
axes hilarious over the effort of the
ard of trustees of Columbia univer-

irough an investigation
it university why
young traitors
wlents. It says:
For langhter.. It
opera division of

Evidently Misa
not consider it a

<itv to diseover
of the teaching in t
it is that the ontpnt o
an large among
“This attempt is food
belongs in the comie
our intellectual life.”
Parker's father does
launghing matter.

<

the =

“A people who are uot re . if the
neeid eomes, to give their lives for their
country, will =oon have no country.

Henry (fabot Lodge.

for a saffrage

vesterday after-

“A sensation—even
meetinge—was created )
noon when Mrs, Abby Seott Baker, of
Washington, I, (., national press chair-
man of the National Woman's Party, in
deseribing to the Boston suffragists at
their headquarters at 120 Tremont

strect, a reecent visit to President Wil-
som, declared:

“¢1 ghall do nothing—T =hall not Ift
a finger—to help the government in this
war time. because the government has
refused to help me. Millions are spent
on war preparetions, Not a cent is
heing spent to give women their rights,
Such a4 government will get no help
from me.”

“\[ps. Baker deseribed the recent ju-
diciary snffrage learing, as 4
wake” and “a Donnybroek fair.”
ident Wilson, said Mrs. Baker, had told
I he would press suffrage as soon as
there arose a spontaneous demand for
it, and the Demoerats, she said, told her
that as soon as President would
hack suffrage as a party measure they
wonld eome out for it, and in this way,
Mrs. Baker eclaimed, the suffragists were
being buffeted about.

“Qhe said the country is now ripe for
suffrage as An emergency War measure,
and she declared that momney should be
given first not to war needs, but to r-]_m-'h
the snecess of suffrage.’—Boston Post,
May 25, 1917.

1%

the

o

Will Mrs. Baker or some other suf-
frace leader kindly explain just why the
minority shonld rule on the question on
woman suffrage?

ed by the Cambridge Anti-Suffrage

ociation, June 12, 1917,

Marearet (. Robinzon, Chairman of the
Press Committee.

For sabscription rates, apply to Mrs,
George Sheffield, 33 Brewster streef,
Cambridge, Mass.

Extra copies of the Notes may be ob-
tained at 10 cts. per dozen, 50 ects. per
hundred, or $1.00 per thousand, upon
application to Mrs. Sheffield.
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