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4 FEMINISM

of society, and the other to the natural constitution of the human
body. They both aim at emancipation, as it is termed, or the free-
ing from bondage,— the one of working people, the other of
women,* these latter desiring to break down all discriminations
and barriers that hem in the female sex;® and while socialism
excites class-consciousness and stirs up class-antagonism, fem-
inism excites sex-consciousness and stirs up sex-antagonism, and
places reliance on sex-loyalty.® Their advocates have a confused
notion of justice, in whose name they demand their “ rights,” and
because of which they think their claims so self-evident that they
must speedily be achieved in this age of enlightenment, the fem-
inists, as well as the socialists having at first had great expecta-
tions.” Moreover, as we know, evils develop in advanced civilis-
ations, such as lack of self-employment and homelessness, that
give rise alike to socialism and to feminism. There is, therefore,
in each case, a real problem —in the one, to restore to the
majority of men the means of employing themselves ; in the other,
to restore to women labour at home in the midst of their children.
Only as the equalisation of weak men with strong men is not the
proper solution of the labour problem, as we have seen, so, as
we shall see, the equalisation of women with men is not the proper

4 Annie Besant: * We mean to set women free,” The Political Status of Women
(undated, apparently between 1870 and 1880), p. 16. Lily Braun: * The Woman
movement has set itself the aim to free all women from economic slavery through in-
dependent work,” Die Frauenfroge, Leipzig, 1901, p. 193. Ethel (Mrs. P.) Snowden:
““The chief purpose of feminists . . . 13 the achievement of freedom for womanhood
and its equality of ﬂpEr}rtunit with manh-:-u&,“ The Feminist Movement, London, 1913
p. 13, ¢f. 246, 258. lizabeth 5. Chesser: * Women are striving for economic, legal,
and sexual independence,” Woman, Marriage and Motherhood, New York ed., 1913, p.
25%.

5 Maurice Parmelee: * The term ‘feminism’ . . . seems to be used as a name for
the present extensive movement for removing discriminations against woman on the
basis of sex and for pIacinI.g her entirely or as %ar as possible on an equality with man,”
Lhe Economic Basis of Feminism, Annals of the Amer. Acad. of Polit. and Social
Science, Nowv. l%lg, p. 18. Mrs, Beatrice Forbes-Robertson Hale: Feminism is “a
struggle . . . to bring about the removal of all artificial barriers to the physical, mental,
moral, and economic development of the female half of the race,” What Women Want,
New York, 1914, p. 3. Yet throughout this work the authoress nowhere inquires what
barriers are artificial and what natural. She seems to think them all artificial. She
might have answered her title more quickly with the words of another, an ultra, fem-
inist: ‘* If the woman's movement means anything, it means that women are demanding
everything,” Floyd Dell (Miss Dora Marsden), Women as World Builders, Chicago,
1813, p. 51. Cf. Juvenal's * nil non permittit mulier sibi,"”” VI. 457. :

8 Feminism " is advocated by women of every class who have an instinct of sex-
loyalty,” and women are now ™ learning sex-loyalty,” says Mrs. Hale, of. cit., 3, 73.
She adds that they must be * woman-conscious, and class-unconseions,” go. is last
requirement brings feminism into conflict with socialism, which enjoins class-conscious-
ness. This opposition is not much felt in England and America, where feminism is the
stronger of the two, but is pronounced in Germany, where socialism is the stronger, and
there women of the upper and of the lower classes have separate organisations. But
the ultimate goal is harmonious, the one aiming at the suppression of classes, and the
other at the obliteration of the sexes, while meanwhile both class-antagonism and sex-
antagonism may be em loyed as means.

7 % We fully believed,” said the Rev. Mrs. Antoinette Brown Blackwell, * so soon as
we saw that woman’s suffrage was right, every one would soon see the same thing,
and that in a year or two, at furthest, it would be granted,” quoted by Mrs. Mary Put-
nam Jacobi, " Common Sense '™ applied to the Woman Question, New York, 1804, p. 9.
Cf. 1da H. Harper, The Life and Work of Susan B, Anthony, i. 129.
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solution of the sex problem, the latter suggestion being as imprac-
ticable as the former, and even more so; and the advocates of
these solutions resemble each other in their lack of seriousness in
adapting means to ends and of foresight as to consequences, like
children playing with fire —and both expect, with equal light-
hearted optimism, to reduce work to play in a happ}r world of
calm and concord, with ° ‘equality of enjoyment.” Indeed, the
remedies offered in both cases are exactly the opposite of what
they ought to be, having the tendency to increase the evils they
are intended to cure. The social conditions proffered as such
remedies have, in fact, both existed in primitive times, as com-
munism and the so-called matriarchate ; but those times were the
long-drawn-out and almost stationary periods of savagery and
barbarism, prior to civilisation, which began after they were
superseded, the one by private property, the other by male su-
premacy, and which will probably end if they be brought back.
Both have likewise in historical times been imperfectly tried,
and both have failed lamentably. Attempts at both have always
attended the decline of civilisations.

Feminism is not new, any more than socialism. The modern
movement, with its elaborated doctrine, is a product of the peace
and prosperity of the nineteenth century ; but the movement, with-
out the complete doctrine, had appeared long before. The literal
emancipation of women, or the taking of them out from under the
hand (the manus) of their husbands, took place, at first by the aid
of legal fictions, 1n Rome, as it rose in the cycle of its civilisation
toward the point we have reached in ours. Women then enjoyed
the freedom of owning the property bequeathed to them by their
parents or acquired by their own efforts or speculations. Their
indirect influence on legislation in effecting the repeal of the
Oppian law against luxury, by thronging the streets and besieging
the doors of the opposing tribunes, was but a flash in the pan.
The Voconian law only forbade men to leave property to women
outside their families. The serious and deleterious influence of
women on politics, as we have seen, became noticeable toward
the end of the republic, and continued under the empire. An-
ciently, when a woman had appeared in the forum to plead her
own case, the affair seemed so monstrous as to require the oracle
to be consulted® In the first century B. C. women were admitted
to practise as lawyers, till the intemperate conduct of a certain
Caia Afrania caused them to be excluded.® In the Grecian sec-

8 Plutarch, Comparison of Numa and Lycurgus.

® Digest, 111, 5. 1. § 5; Valerius Maximus, VIIIL. iii. 2 — Soon after the opening of

the bar to women in one of our western States an enrag‘eﬂ female lawyer threw a glass
of water in the face of the presiding judge; but without a similar result.
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tion of the empire one of the last philosophers and public lec-
turers was the woman Hypatia, who dissuaded a wooer by dis-
gusting him, and whom the Christians murdered. From then,
through the dark and middle ages, during which women were
again reduced to a subordinate position in the family, though not
to the same extent as in early antiquity, it is a considerable jump
to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, when in Italy, again
degenerate, some learned women, whom Erasmus admired,*® once
more disputed with men and lectured in the universities, and
among the race of monarchs, verging toward decline of power,
women again became prominent as queens and regents, against
whom John Knox wrote his First Blast Against the Monstrous
Regiment of Women.*®

It was the long civil wars at the end of the Roman republic
that gave their emancipation to the women, though it was the
long peace of the empire that recognised and consolidated their
quasi independence. It is during revolutions that women come to
the front, but in the clash of arms they are soon driven to the rear,
only to push forward again after the restoration of peace. Their
own excesses have sometimes been the cause of their repression.
Thus in the English civil war the women of London petitioned
the House of Commons in 1641, 1643, and 1649, at first humbly
and were politely answered, and at last scoldingly and tumul-
tuously and were rudely told to go home and mind their own
business.’* In our revolution so much moderation and decorum
were observed that little room was offered for women to inter-
fere; yet principles were established the indefiniteness of whose
terms admitted of perversion, and as men refused obedience to the
British parliament, women somehow found therein reason for re-
fusing obedience to their husbands, and the word “obey ” was
razed from the marriage service of some of the reformed
churches.’* From principles learnt here of the equality of man-

8a In his colloquy Abbatis et Erudite. But Erasmus was by no means the feminist
that Vance Thompson in his recent book, Woman, New York, 1917, would make him
out to have been., He wrote a skit (the colloquy Senatulus) in which he represented
some modern women reviving Elagabalus's ** little senate,” and committing therein
similar absurdities and putting forth some ridiculous pretensions; all which Thom
son swallows as serious, but ignores what he did teach seriously, that women should
suckle their children and be economical at home while their husbands worked for them
abroad (see the colloguies Puerpera and Procis et Puelle).

10 This was published early in 1558, when Catherine de' Medici was Queen of France
Marie de Lorraine Queen of Ecoﬂ'and. and Mary Tudor een of England, and
Marie's daughter Mary (afterward Queen of Scots) and Mary's sister Elizabeth (after-
ward Queen of England) were personages of importance. Knox denounced “ the
monstriferous empire of women "—" phrenetic” he also called it—as repugnant to
nature, contumelious to God, and subversive of good order and of all equity and justice,

11 Cobbett's Parliamentary History, London, 1807-8, i 1073-6, ii1. 160-1, 1311,
Etiocles tried to dizmiss the troublesome Theban women, in l:ilj'iu!-'l Seven Agaoinst
Thebes, 219 (or 230) fi. L 3 :

12 This fact was noticed by Cobbett in his pamphlet A4 Kick for a Bile, p. 24.
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kind Condorcet in France, in anticipation of the convocation of
the estates of the realm, advocated the right of women to vote and
to be eligible to office, deducing it also from this * principle of
the English,” that “ one is legitimately subject to pay only the
taxes which one has voted, at least by a representative ”;*® for,
aristocrat that he was, he was willing to confine participation in
the government, and even citizenship, to landowners,** among
whom, then, he would draw no line of distinction according to sex.
So again in 1790, in the Journal of the Society of 1789, he dis-
approved of keeping “ half of the human race ” from taking part
in the formation of the laws, and argued that as “ the rights of
men result solely from the fact that they are sensible beings, sus-
ceptible of acquiring moral ideas and of reasoning on these ideas,”
therefore “ women, having these same qualities, necessarly have
equal rights.” ** But later, in office, he confined himself to prac-
ticality, and in expounding the plan for a constitution in 1793,
while extending beyond landownership the principle of citi-
zenship and of the franchise, he restricted the latter to all adult
males;® only to repeat, in his last work, his own opinion,
that the inequality of rights between the sexes had no other
source than “the abuse of force.”*™ Women themselves, at
the outbreak of the French revolution, did take a prominent
part, and were among the most violent in wreaking vengeance
for past wrongs. To the men’s declaration of rights Olympe
de Gouges (whose real name was Marie Gouze) opposed a
declaration of the rights of women, demanding full civil and
political equality, on the principle of recognising the sover-
eignty of the nation, which is “ nothing but the reunion of men
and women.” * The law,” she said, “ ought to be the same for
all,” and “as woman has the right to mount the scaffold, she
should have the right to mount the tribune.” ** So great were the
disturbances raised by them, that even the terrorists were
offended, and the Convention ordered the suppression of their
clubs and prohibited them from assembling in public places.*®

18 Lettres d'un Bowrgeois de New Heaven, 1788, in (Euvres, Paris, 1804, xii. 20-1;
cf. also v. 268, xiil, 35-6.

14 xii. 16-17; cf. 233, and also v. 225. . } :

15 Sur FAdmission des Femmes au Droit de Cité, No. 5 of that journal, July 3, 1700,

(Ewvres, Paris 1847, x. 121, 122; cf. the Fragment sur I'Atlantide, in (Ewvres, Paris,
1804, viii, 561 also xii, zo.

18 (Euvres, 1804, Xvili, 227-32. el i\

17 Tableau des ?’rﬂﬂrﬁ' de FEsprit humain, in (Ewvres, 1804, viii. ?_)59._

18 Ostrogorski, La Femme au point de vue du Droit public, 20-30. Similarly Wendell
Phillips: While woman is admitted to the gallows, the jail, and the tax-list, we have
no right to debar her from the ballot-box,” Shall Women e the Right to Vote! Ad-
il;::n n.t:‘lfur:ﬁter, 1851, reprinted by The Equal Franchise Society of Pennsylvania,

. 19 For an account of their extravagant acts see Lady Grant Duff's article on Women
sn the French Revolution in The Nineteenth Century and After, May, 1912, pp. 100g-18.
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Robespierre championed them. Mirabeau wrote, but death pre-
vented him from speaking, to the effect that ““ as men and women
play an entirely different role in nature, they cannot play the
same role in the social state, and the eternal order of things
makes them co-operate for a common end only by assigning
to them different places.”*®* Meanwhile, across the Chan-
nel, Mary Wollstonecraft, who had led a hard life as a gov-
erness, in her Vindication of the Rights of Woman, published
in 1791, and strangely dedicated to Talleyrarnd, protested against
the place assigned to women both in fact and in the theory of
male writers like Rousseau and others, denied * the divine right of
husbands,” ' desired “to see the distinction of sex confounded
in society ” (71), recommended co-education of boys and girls
(171-9, cf. 58), and demanded both preparation of women for
work and opportunity of work for women, that they might “ earn
their own subsistence ” and thereby be “ independent of men”
(97, 149, 172), incidentally suggesting that “ women ought to have
representatives ” 1n parliament (154). Even in Germany, in
the extreme east, Hippel, a magistrate at Konigsberg, who pub-
lished all his works anonymously, advocated more liberal treat-
ment of women and their admission to political rights in his Ueber
die biirgerliche Verbesserung der Weiber, in 1792, and already
in the successive editions of his Ueber die Ehe, first published in
1774, had inserted passages to similar effect.

In one State of the American Union the principle of indis-
crimination between the sexes was at this time put into operation
for a short while. New Jersey, in its constitution of 1776, had
opened the franchise to “ all inhabitants of this colony of full
age, who are worth fifty pounds proclamation money.” Whether
this was expressly intended to extend the right of voting to
women freeholders, is not known; and it is not known that any
use of it was made till 1797, when a special suffrage law definitely
referred to persons being entitled to vote only in places where
“he or she ” resided.?> Thereupon a fitful use was made of the
right on special occasions in some localities, the politicians of one
party unexpectedly bringing women to the polls and thereby

20 Ostrogorski, op. cit., 30—1. Feminists often complain (e.g., Kaethe Schirmacher in
her Modern Woman's Rights Movement, C. C. Eckardt's translation, p. 178) that the
French revolutionary laws of freedom took away many of the old “ rights ” of women.
Among these are instanced the land-owning noblewomen’s * right " to levy troops, raise
taxes, and administer justice, and the abbesses’ unlimited power over their convents.
Most people look upon these things as privileges. They were, in fact, among the
abuses the revolution did away with. : ] k

21 P. 56 of the Humboldt Library ed., references to which are inserted in the text.

22 In this very year, by a curious coincidence, Fox said in the British parliament, that
“in all theories and projects of the most absurd speculation, it has never been sug:

sted that it would be advisable to extend the elective suffrage to the female gex,”

oodfall’s Reports of Debates, iii. 327.
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turning the election in their favour. This was done notably in
that year at Elizabethtown by the adherents of a certain “ federal
aristocrat ”’; again in 1802 in Hunterdon County; and lastly in
1807 in a hot contest in Essex County, where, it is said, both
white women and coloured people vied with white men in illegal
voting. Thereupon the legislature passed a new suffrage law,
which confined the franchise to “ white male citizens.” As far
as this law repealed the law of 1797, it was legitimate ; but if the
constitution itself authorised female and coloured suffrage, these
legislators exceeded their powers, as no legislature can abrogate a
right conferred by the constitution. But no protest seems to have
been made any more by women than by negroes,— not indeed till
after the constitution of 1844 had confirmed the law, when, in
1858, Lucy Stone, a temporary resident from Massachusetts,
refused to pay her tax on account of having no representation.*
That early incident passed almost without remark, and was
nearly forgotten by history. In all probability so very few
women then had the property qualification entitling them to vote,
that the law which disqualified them seemed only like shutting
the door to opportunities for false swearing, repeating, and other
irregularities. '

The times, moreover, convulsed with wars in Europe and the
possibility of war in America, ending in its actuality, were not
propitious for women'’s taking part in the world’s affairs till after
the peace set in, in 1815. Then began the period of expansion
and easement, which, as already described, led to the development
of democracy. Labourers were attracted to the free lands else-
where, and wages rose. Women were invited into the lower
ranks of factory service, where all sorts of abuses soon called for
legislative restrictions. Highest of all were wages in our coun-
try, and here need was felt for women as school teachers, for
which positions there were not men enough serviceable at the rates
that could be afforded when the public school system was rapidly
being extended, especially in the west?* For the purpose of
attracting settlers, especially with their families, our western
States began breaking down the barriers of property rights that
were hedged around personal rights, and opened the suffrage to
all men ; and our eastern States had to follow suit, in order to re-
tain their lower classes from emigrating; while in Europe was
produced by reflection a similar though feebler movement, the
suffrage being extended in England to lower and lower strata of

23 Cf. H. Bushnell, Woman Suffrage: The Reform against Nature, New York, 1869,
Pp. 110-13; also an article in The New York Evening Post, April 5, 1013.

24 There Miss Catherine E. Beecher did pioneer work in sending young women from
New England to teach in Ohio and other western States.
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the male population, and in France at one bound broadening out
to all men. The movement, of course, when once started, every-
where gathered force from the fact that each political party by
favouring it would attach to itself the new voters. Individual
politicians likewise feared to antagonise possible future voters.
No wonder, then, the tide was carried over to cover the female
half of the population also. In the French Republic in 1848,
when all Frenchmen became voters, a man’s voice was raised
for women, Victor Considerant unsuccessfully proposing in the
National Assembly the extension of this right to all French
women. In America, in the same year, there was a gathering
of women at Seneca Falls, New York, and in 1850, in the spring,
another at Salem, Ohio, and in the autumn, a Woman's Rights
Convention at Worcester, Massachusetts, largely attended from
nine States by both sexes. Then such leaders as Mrs. Lucretia
Mott, Mrs. Elizabeth Cady Stanton, and Miss Susan B. Anthony
were coming to the front. Decided upon at the first of these
meetings, they issued a parody of the Declaration of Independ-
ence in a Declaration of Sentuments, after laboriously delving in
law books for the requisite number of grievances.*** The meet-
ing last mentioned had a reverberation in England, where it called
forth an essay on The Enfranchisement of Women by the wife
f J. S. Mill, in collaboration with the latter himself, who prob-
ably wrote more of it than he acknowledged, his radicalism hav-
ing early taken in this subject, following Bentham’s lead, but de-
parting from the teaching of his father?® In Eng!and too, in
1851, a petition of women, agreed to at a public meeting at Shef-
field, claiming the electoral f ranchise, was presented to the House
of Lords; while in our country, in that year, was founded a
Woman Suffrage Association in Indiana, followed the next year
by another in Ohio, after which, during several years, many
Woman's Rights Conventions were held. From then on, also,
down to the present, most of the conventions for revising State
constitutions were confronted with the question of woman suf-
frage and eligibility to office, although for many years they al-

_ 24a It may be read in the Stanton-Anthony-Gage-Harper History of Woman Suffrage,
i

gﬁ See Mill's Autobiography, 104-5. Bentham, in his advocacy of parliamentary re-
form in 1817 and thereafter, admit :d he could see mo reason for excluding women
from voting, although he did see a reason for excluding them from membership in the
lemslature—mmhmvﬂusn«em arising from * the reca.prc-r:ai seduction that would en-
sue,” Works, iii. 463, s67An., m 108, cf. iv ﬂ Yet he did not advise agitating
for their enfranchisement, ix. 109A :meu M1 found a reason, as we shall see, His
article on government elicited from wn an Appeal of One Half the Human
Race, Women, against the Pretensions ﬂ Hl-Er Half, Men, to retain them in Politi-
cal, and thence in Civil and Domestic, Inwr}' 1825. Iso 5. Baﬂer advocated woman
suffra e, with a higher property qualification than in the case of men, in his Refionale
of Political Representation, 1835, pp. 236-42.
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ways rejected it. Yet in this period other claims than that for
the franchise called for attention, and, in fact, most of the
women’s demands were for civil and even social emancipation
— for the right to own property though married, to divorce
their husbands on the same grounds as their husbands could
divorce them, to have equal control of their children, to have the
same education and to be permitted to enter the professions and
official employments on an equal footing with men, and even to
speak in public and have a chance to become famous (or notor-
ious) without disgrace. Most of these claims were quickly

ted in most of our States,—in New York, for instance, be-
tween 1848 and 1860, and in the west, where the first co-educa-
tional college had been established in Ohio in 1833, still more
quickly, as notably in Indiana in 1850, under the lead of Robert
Dale Owen, the son of the socialist. Some of these rights had
all along been recognised by the Civil law, inherited from the late
Roman, in the countries of southern and central Eurepe, and many
of them have since been conceded; but most backward, in con-
trast to its lead in other respects, was England, which, however,
has of late been rapidly overtaking the rest and bidding fair again
to take the initiative. This period was also one of successful
emancipation — of the Jews and the Catholics in England, and
in America of the negroes. Women, especially here, who were
taking an active part in the anti-slavery movement (and for their
own emancipation were reciprocally aided by the male abolition-
ists, such as Garrison, who himself refused to vote, Wendell Phil-
lips, the eccentric George Francis Train, Theodore Tilton, and
others) now felt hurt at the thought that the franchise was never
extended to any of them. DBefore, they had companions in exclu-
sion among men ; now they stood outside alone.?

Since their success in breaking down the legal if not the social
barriers to all occupations side by side with men, although women
have advanced still other more radical and even more flippant
demands, they have concentrated (at least in England and
America) their efforts upon winning their electoral enfranchise-

26 Speaking for them, T. W. Higginson wrote: * As matters now stand among us [in
the northern States, where the negroes voted] there is no aristocracy but of sex: all
men are born patrician, all women are legally Hlehmn; all men are equal in having po-
litical power, and all women in having none,” Ought Women to learn the Alphabet?
in the Atlantic Monthly, Feb., 1850, p. 140 (an article suggested by a satirical law pro-

ed by our old friend Sylvain Mgargzha?. the author of %‘}ne Mum(e.mv of the Equals).

ill made a point of it, that the disabilities of women are the only ones due to birth
still left in l_'imdtfn legislation, The Subjection of Hfameﬂ, 3[\.11: ; ¢f. also 147 about mar:
riage being * the only actual bondage known to our law.” This is a great cause of com
plaint to Mrs. Jacobi, who states that upon the enfranchisement of our emancipated
slaves, “the furthest possible limit of the franchise for men was reached. For the
first time in the history of the world, all the women of the state were rendered the

political inferiors of all the men in it, and 50 remain,” * Common Sense,” 74, cf. 85-86,
210—-11.
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training are the highest moral qualities of men and women, and
minor configurations of their bodies. Somewhat deeper differ-
entiations of these sorts have gone on from cycle to cycle of
civilisation, as the later have advanced beyond the earlier: and
within the cycles, more superficial differentiations proceed as
the civilisation rises from its pristine condition toward its culmi-
nation.”* But at the culmination the advanced stage of civilisa-
tion tends, as we have seen, to bring together and mix up men
and women economically and socially, and, as it both leads men
to the easier, safer, and more comfortable circumstances which
were sooner obtained for women, and reduces the totality of men
to a subordination and even subjection in the nexus and com-
plexus of a highly developed society and state, somewhat similar
to that of the other sex, its effect is much more to make women of
men than to make men of women: sternness gives way to mild-
ness, and the masculine virtues recede before the feminine, since
it 1s easier to make the hard and strong soft and weak than it is
to make the soft and weak hard and strong.*® If some women
ape mannishness, they cannot make up for the loss of real man-
hood on the part of men, and the country in which this tendency
goes the furthest is inevitably exposed as a prey to those in which
men have remained men. Now, the whole operation of modern
feminism is consciously and purposely to increase this tendency.
For women know that they cannot become like real men, and so
they would first have men become as much as possible like women,
in order that they may then resemble and equal such men. And
cupations has called this or that talent into action. There is surely mno
occasion t0 go into any deeper or more abtruse reasoning, in order to explain so
very simple aﬁhtnnmencm," emale Education, Edinburgh Review, Jan., 1810, vol. xv.
P zgg {Mill. Dissertations, iii. 106n.). He overlooked that some deeper reason would
et have to be sought for, to account for people catching up and training differently two
alf-portions of children who would otherwise grow up undifferentiated. Whately dis-
posed of this passage neatly by referring to a difference which increases in after-life:
“ He [Smith] was ingenious, but often rash and inaceurate. It did not occur to him
that when they are all taught together to write, and h;r the same master, in nine cases
out of ten, people will rightly guess which is a man’s hand and which a woman’s,”
Mascellaneous Remains, 187. Cf. Maudsley: * To my mind it would not be one whit
more absurd to affirm that the antlers of the stag, the human beard, and the cock’s
comb are effects of education; or that, by putting a girl to the same education as a boy,
the female generative organs might be transformed into a male organ,” Body and Mind,
New York ed., 35. Perhaps, however, Smith’s error has been matched on the other
side by the American editor of A. Walker's Woman, who wrote (p. 377): * As long
as the little girl prefers her doll and the boy his top, it is useless to talk [as Mrs.
Childs did] of the ‘same moral and intellectual condition’ of the sexes'; which has
again been outdone, on his own side, recently by Mrs. Schreiner, who attributes our
opinions on _the distinction of sex, not only to artificial training, but also to artificial
difference of dresa! Woman and i’.nhaur, 165-6, 18y-01,

18 Cf, Finck: * The history of civilisation has been to make men and women more
unlike, physically and mentally,” Romantic Love and Fersonal Beauty, 175, and so 290,

41.

19 Even in Germany about fifty years ago Otto Ludwig noted that * the sex vices
of women have now become those of men; our culture is predominatingly romantic and
feminine, educating the man to be the tender mate of the woman, not the woman to be
the strong, masculine companion of the man,” (quoted from Rosa Mayreder's Survey
of the Woman Problem, Scheffauer’s translation, pp. go-1).




































38 FEMINISM

being hampered by the burden of the breasts, but also of the cata-
menial drain upon her system. In the “ forming ” age of maid-
enhood (for a few years after puberty) assiduous application to
study or to any one of many kinds of industry, especially to
those requiring much standing on the feet, interferes with the
regularity of that discharge, causing, if not a breakdown of
health, at least a weakening of the capacity for motherhoood.
This result was pointed out by physicians shortly after the com-
mencement of the movement of women into the higher education
and into industry and the professions, as soon as the effects could
be studied on a wide scale.* But to their representations little
heed was paid. The movement has continued, and the birth-rate
has sunk. In our country the falling-off of births began in New
England, where these features of the woman movement were first
put into operation.

Women simply are not equal to men in capacity for self-sup-
port or independence, not being able to stand the same stress and
strain. Women must work, and they do work, as much as, if not
more than, men; but their work must be varied, intermittent, in-
terruptible. Man’s work may be incessant, or it may call at any
moment for full exertion and always find him ready.® He also
can prepare himself assiduously in youth for any of many kinds
of life-work, work at it throughout manhood without interrup-

2 So especially Ed. H. Clarke, Sex in Ed.'ucuﬁan', 1873, and A. Ames, Sex in In-
dustry, 1875, both at Boston, Shattered health or “ undeveloped ovaries " the former
fm:i.nted out (p. 39) as a common alternative result of a strenuous school and col-
ege education pursued by girls on the notion that they could do what boys do.
It is possible also that a too Fcrsmtent application in early youth may enfm:ﬁle or
destroy the sex-vitality even of men,— and it would seem that this happened in the
case of J. S. Mill. But, because of the much greater application required to produce
the same effect, this is much rarer in the male.

8 * Periodicity,” says Clarke, * characterises the female organisation, and develops
feminine force. Persistence characterises the male organisation, and lg‘l’:'nr.:h:.-r mascu-
line force,” op. cit,, 120-1. He pointed out, too, how much more the healthy women
of Germany respected the menstrual geri::d than do the less healthy women of our
country., . Stanley Hall recommends a monthly rest for young women, or four
Sundays together every four weeks, Adolescence, New York, 1904, i. s10-1I, ii.
639. “ The genius of man,” says Laura Fay-Smith, *“is for specialised and con-
centrated effort, while that of woman is for adapted effort and distributed en oo
in The New York Times, April 25, 1915, This is not recognised by the feminists,
who will have women work promuscuously with men, at the same work, with the
same persistency. Yet it is recognised by the lower races, who are so often taken
for their models. Among the Zufiis, for instance, where iz division of labour be-
tween the sexes, women are not expected to fetch water from the well during men-
struation: so Mrs. James Stevenson, The Zuwii Indians, in the 23d Report of the
Bureau of American Ethnology, Wasﬁmg‘mﬂ, 1391. p. 303-4. But even in German
Lily Braun pooh-poohs the idea of the menstrual function interfering with woman's
work; ascribes the bad effects to other causes, such as unhealthy clothes and injurious
habits: and tells men that they can know nothing about the subject, as it is not a
function of theirs, Die Frauenfrage, 191-2. In America soon after Clarke's work
Mrs. Jacobi publisfied The Question of Rest for Women during Menstruation, :Bgaﬁ,
in which she concluded there is no reason why normal women should rest during' that
period, pp. 26, 227; and recently Leta Stetter Hollingworth has made some investiga-
tions, published in a monograph on Functional Periodicity, New York, 1914, in which
she found no more disturbances during their menses in four or five women perform-
ing certain tests for two or three months, than at the same time in a couple of men
whom she used as comntrols.
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to certain species of fishes, where the male is larger (and pre-
sumably stronger), but where there can be no question of the
subjection of the female to the male. Also it cannot be general
because in some species the females are larger and stronger than
the males, as again in some other fishes, without any subjection of
the male to the female. Also this theory supposes that subduing
of the mate is necessary for procreation — that the primitive
strong women avoided the sexual act; which is contrary to all
the natural instinct of animals. Furthermore, if large and strong
men mated only with small and weak women, why did this not
produce only an intermediate size and strength in all their off-
spring, male and female alike, while the maximum would be kept
up by the fortuitous matings of both large and strong parents, and
the minimum by those of both small and weak parents? This
would seem to be the natural result, if as is sought to be proved,
size and strength were not natural sex-differentize. Here, to be
sure, is a moot point in the science of biclogy and the theory of
evolution, as to what qualities of the parents are inherited only,
or chiefly, by the offspring of the same sex. * Heredity has no
Salic law,” Mrs. Gilman repeats; and she recognises that girls
inherit from their fathers and boys from their mothers.®® But
she treats this ‘ blessed power of heredity ” as merely preserving
our sexes from too great a divergence, such as has taken place in
the gypsy moth and among bees,* although it has not preserved
them! Whatever be our ignorance on this subject, it would
nevertheless seem probable that if, in any species, a majority of
female offspring take after their mothers in a certain characteris-
tic, and a majority of male offspring take after their fathers in
the opposite characteristic, these characteristics are sex-distinc-
tions belonging to, proper to, natural to, that species, however
they originated. Such seems to be the difference in size and
strength between the male and the female in the higher animals,
especially among the mammalia—and in the human species for the
same reason as in the others. Of the most probable reasons yet
obtainable an inkling has already been given.”” An explanation,

o e L e L

70 Thus Ellis explains the larger size of men as due to the fact that the species has
been increasing in size, and this variation has taken place more in men in accordance
with the general tendency of males to greater variation, Man and Woman, 368. This,
however, we have seen not to be altogether satisfactory. The general difference in
many of the higher animals, and in some of the lower too, J. T. Cunningham would ex-
plain by saying that * the males gained their superior size and strength by fighting for
the female with one another, and throughout their subsequent evolution the males have
led the more active, energetic, and pugnacious existence,” Serual Dimorphism in the
Animal Kingdom, London, 1900, p. 46, Their freedom from the gestation of their off-

spring, we have seen, permits their greater development in other respects. As for the
production of the gentler qualities in the human females, already Geddes and Thomson

-










































66 FEMINISM

Darwin held that in every female male characters, and in every
male female characters, exist in a latent state, because of the in-
heritance through each sex of characters of the other sex.* But
these opposite characters often come to the surface, and appear,
or exist in fact. It seems even to be true that always in the male
appear some feminine attributes, and in the female some mascu-
line ones. Indeed, it has been maintained, by Weininger, that the
absolute male and the absolute female do not occur separately, but
there are only intermediate stages between them.®* The mixture
is not only of the opposite primary sex-organs, as occasionally
happens in hermaphrodites, but usually of the primary, more or
less fully developed, of the one sex, with some of the secondary of
the other. There may be all shades running between the ex-
tremes. Yet most individuals are predominantly of the one sex
or the other, with few noticeable characteristics of the opposite
sex. A small percentage, however, contain enough of the opposite
sex to draw attention. Thus there have been women who ap-
proach in resemblance to men, and have generally abandoned
women’s function; and there have been men who approach in
resemblance to women, and have generally slighted men’s work.
“ Urnings,” or “ Uranians,” these have been fancifully named by
an early Austrian investigator;® and by others they have been
variously called the “third sex,” " the “ intermediate sex,” ® and
the “ alternate sex.” ® They have not infrequently been described
as persons having the body of the one sex and the mind, soul, or
brain of the other.*® A peculiarity of persons so endowed is their

4 Animals and Plants under Domestication, ii. 26, 27.

& Sex and Characier, 7. L, ) At

¢ K. H. Ulrichs, himself one, who, in several publications in the sixties of the last
century, under the mom-de-plume of “ Numa Numantius,” gave them this name, after
allusions in Plato’s Symposium, 180D-181C, because of his admiration, like Plato’s, for
such men. A little ge ore, the Prussian J, L. Casper had written about them, and
still earlier the Swiss H. Hassli, Since then many works have appeared on the sub-
ject, among which may be singled out Krafft-Ebing's Psychopathia Sexualis, pp. 333-461.

T By E. v. Wolzogen in a novel under this title. He compared them to workers
among ants and bees, which workers are, in_fact, such beings systematically produced
in those species,— and among bees, as Mrs. Gallichan notes (The Truth about Woman,
63), the female ovipositor, instead of laying ova, contains the sting (which is only a
mass or mess of rotten eggs). : 4

8 By Edward Carpenter, Love's Coming of Age, 120-40. He indulges in a revery
about *a new sex' being possibly on the make, ** like the feminine neuters of ants
and bees, not adapted for child-bearing, but with a marvellous and perfect instinct of
social service, indispensable for the maintenance of the common life,” 73. But he
says nothing about the development of a perfertile queen, or anything of the sort, to
make up for their maternal deficiency., = | p 3

# By C. G. Leland in a work under this title, London, 1904, in which he advanced
the visionary theory that the subliminal self is the alternate sex in us, asserting itself
as female in man and as male in woman, p. 38. . .

10 The term ** soul ”’ is so used by Carpenter, r.:p. cit,, 123, 131 and by I:Era_ffl:—-Ehmg.
op. cit., 399. Ulrich is quoted as cmplnﬁmg the formula: “ anima muliebris in corpore
virili inclusa.™ Kmﬁt-ébiug ridicules Gley and Magnan for speaking of " a female
brain™ in a man’s body, op. cit., 342-3. He himself maintains it is “only a fem-
inine psycho-sexual centre in a masculine brain. and wvice versa, F m:iaqlﬂm; and he per-
mits Kiernan to speak of *‘a feminily functionating brain™ in a e body, and wice
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reaches a maximum when a certain mean condition of the factor
is reached, and beyond that it descends. To take a homely illus-
tration : if on a cold day you approach a fire, you feel a pleasanter
and pleasanter sensation of warmth up to a certain point, after
which (the equilibrium between the heat from the fire and the
proper heat of the body being reached) if you appraoch still
nearer, your sensation of heat will become more and more un-
pleasant, and a too close approach may lead you to disaster, like
the stupid moths around the flame of a candle. So, undoubtedly,
from a stage of barbarism in which women are treated somewhat
like slaves, there is improvement of civilisation as the condition
of women moves in the direction toward freedom and equality
with men. But it may well happen that after a certain point is
reached (where the amount of freedom given to women is that
which is their due, and the amount of equality with men accorded
them is the amount of equality with men they naturally possess),
any further increment of freedom and equality will have a con-
trary effect. Undoubtedly, also, the perfect civilisation will be
one in which the condition of women is the best possible, both
for themselves and for everybody else; and this best condition of
women is a necessary prerequisite of the perfect civilisation. But
what the best condition or treatment of women is, is precisely the
problem in sociology which is at issue between the feminists and
others. The feminists adopt the cheap and lazy-man’s solution
of saying that the process of approximation of women to men
shall go on indefinitely, and the best condition of women is where
no distinction is made between them and men. This, however,
means that women are to be treated more like men than they
really are, the mean of equilibration between the treatment of
women and the facts of their nature being passed; wherefore it
cannot be the right solution, and the right solution is still to seek.

The inference, then, rightly inducible from history, is not the
pleasant and promising one so commonly and so lightly drawn.
History also supplies warning details of the process of decline.
What happens is that as civilisations reach the culmination of
their cycles women have become freer, have been allowed out of
the home, have been emancipated. from their husbands by receiv-
ing property from their fathers, and have been admitted to earn
their own living. This last is thought a great gain, doing away
with the waste of women either not working or working at home
divided and inefficient. But the result has always been the same:
women have rebelled not only against men, but against their own
nature, and the freer and more independent they have become,
the less willing both they and men are to marry and have chil-
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dren, so that the class or the state or the race that encourages
this tendency, has always died out, or when much reduced, has
been overthrown or conquered by others, in whom this process has
not begun or gone so far. There takes place what Ward, as a
new name for the survival of the fittest, calls “ the elimination
of the wayward.” ** The wayward class or state that passes
beyond and wanders from the mean of the proper treatment of
women, succumbs to a people or peoples that are on the safe
side of the mean and approaching toward it or have not strayed so
far from it. : !

This process has already commenced in our civilisation — com-
menced naturally, unconsciously, an effect of circumstances, of in-
ventions, of man’s greed, of woman’s desire. But it is the busi-
ness of reason to become aware of what it is doing, and to look
ahead in the direction it is going. Instead of calmly examining
precedents, analysing relations, and leading out causes to their
effects, sections of society are now agitated by a new enthusiasm
and idealism, which fire the imagination, but warp the judg-
ment. Men are expectant of, or intend by their own efforts to
establish, the new Jerusalem, with the Jewish ideal of riches well
distributed for blessedness. Women are not willing to wait: they
too are to act, they are to work side by side with men (how their
chests swell at the thought!), they are no longer to leave to poor
men the burden of supporting them and civilisation, they are going
to take part and do their share, no longer distinguishable from
men’s share, And no little pride is mixed in: women have so
often been told they are better than men, that they have come
to believe it.2®* They contest all the points on which men claim
superiority, and accept all those which men concede to them, with

24 Pure Sociology, 132, cf. 338.

25 Even in this form: *“ We women are the practical working people, and you men
are the sentimental talking part of humanity,” Mrs. Pankhurst, at the Madison Square
Garden, New York, Oct. 21, 1913 (reported in The New York Times of the next
day)., (And in this form she appears to be followed by a man, Vance Thompson
who says that woman is ** methodic,” but man ** scatters spray and impulse’ an
* gputters,” Woman, 10, cf. 122, 170, 171, 175, 205.) According to Mary Fels (wife
of a successful soap-manufacturer and active phi anthropist) woman_is the patient
and hard laborer and protector, while ** man is, as alwaﬁt._ the fighting, dominating
drone,” ** inherently disinclined to work,” Joseph Fels, Hiz Li e-%lr’ark, New York,
1916 Fp. 200, 210, 213. The limit has been reached bg Emerence M, Lemouche, who, in
her ﬁ"w New Era Woman's .Eﬂ::Ilr speaks of woman as ‘_thp noble creature whom Nature
created superior to him [111:111},’ P. :4?; asking “ wherein is to be found the justice in a
Superior being ruled by an Inferior? ™ 10; arguing that '* what would further prove
the Superiority of Woman over Man is, that she was not, like him, created from clay,”
101; and assertiﬂ% that *‘ the lowest prostitute is yet better than the best of men,"”
6s. Perhaps she had been reading Frederic Harrison, who once wrote: *“ The most
degraded woman is in this [devotion to her offspring] superior to the most heroic
man (abnormal cases apart),” Realities and Ideals, 72, wherein he entered two modi-

fications, which she omits. But the pseudo-scientific basis for these views about the
{i}peﬁlfnty of the female sex we shall later see supplied by another man (Lester F
a-r -
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as plants by rich or poor soil. Observations of this kind led
some of the Greek philosophers and physicians to amend that
opinion. Thus we are told by Plutarch that Pythagoras, Epi-
curus, and Democritus held that the female also emits sperm; and
he further specifies that the Stoics so believed on account of the
resemblance of children to their mothers, which they accounted
for thereby.*” That Hippocrates, or at least some early writers
of his school, held this revised opinion, we know from his (or
their) own works. Thus the work De Genitura (cc. 7-8) ascribes
a generative fluid to women, not only because of the resemblance of
children to their mothers, but because some women are found to
have only male children from one man and only female children
from another man, her fluid being supposed the weaker in the
one case and the stronger in the other. Impregnation, then, this
school regarded as the mixing of the two fluids, the male and the
female; ** and they accounted for the sex of the offspring, and
its different intensities, by the several possible combinations of
these fluids.** Observation of wind-eggs laid by hens, and of
certain facts in connection with women, led Aristotle to modify
this new doctrine in the direction of his own philosophy, by saying
that the female provided the matter whence, and the male the
life-giving agent whereby, the embryo is formed.®® Neither of
these views really went very far in correcting the old view, the
principal element in the seed being still derived from the male;
and the former view continued to hold sway, unaffected by the
fact that throughout the middle ages the doctrine of Hippocrates
was held by the physicians and the doctrine of Aristotle was held
by the philosophers. It was, indeed, only a little over two hun-
dred and fifty years ago that it was discovered, and well within
a hundred years that it was proved, that every female plant and
animal produces spores or ova, and that, in the higher types, the
homolog of the seed developed from an ovule fertilised by a grain

47 De Placitis Philosophorum, V. 5 and 11, That Epicurus employed the same
reasoning, is probable from Lucretius, IV. 1211, 1220.

48 1b. c. 5, also De Natura Puers, c. 1, De Morbis i!uiierum I 24.

49 De Genitura, ¢. 6; De Diaeta, 1. 28-9, already referr~d to, above, p. 67n. A
further reference to the subject may be found in De Morbis, IV. 1. : A5,

50 Aristotle discovered the difference between potentiality (connected with passivity)
and actuality (connected with activity or energy), and was fond of emploving it
whenever occasion offered. So here he represented the passive female as providing the
matter which has the potentiality of becoming this or that, and the active male as %ll:l-
viding the soul-bearing energising principle which makes it hecome this or that. e
embryo he therefore represented as the product of these two elements, and no longer
as either the female's or the male’s single-handed product. See his De Animal. Hist,,
X. ii. 1, v. 1, 7, 9, vi. 2-3, and his De Animal. Gen., L ii., xvii-xxii., IL i., ili. near
end, iv., v, 16". i. end. i{ather curiously, the Nar_ti:n American Naudawessies had a
similar notion, that offspring were indebted to their fathers for their souls and to
their mothers for their bodies: Westermarck, History of Human Marriage, 105-6.
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a beginning the philosophers’ and the physicians’ modified theories
on the subject. The old families dying out, the new men who
came to the front, having no record of their ancestry, cared little
for their line of descent, and left their property to their daughters
as well as to their sons, or, having none, to others. The families
ceased to be the units in the state, and individuals, indifferently
male or female, took their place.** Property went to individuals;
duties did not, which were replaced by humanitarian promptings,
as sentiment happened to suggest. In Rome the course of the
change was better prepared. There, as is well known, existed
from of old three kinds of marriage:—a venerable religious one,
irrevocable, practised by the patricians; a mere purchase of the
wife, ﬂasﬂ_',r rescinded, though at a lnss practised by the rich;

and among the poor a mere cohabitation (probably a survival of
the primitive promiscuity), which, when not broken within the
year, gave marital rights to the husband, but, when broken by the
wife absenting herself for three mghts left both parties free.
When it is said it was several hundred years after the founding

of Rome before any Roman divorced his wife, the first case haing
that of Spurius Carvilius Ruga about 231 B. c.,* this can properly
refer only to the patricians. Upon the extinction of the republic,
the old ideas of duty and obligation being worn out and the com-

mon yoke (conjugium) repellent, only companionship of bed

and board was desired — only voluntary friendship between the
parties; and the last-mentioned of the three became the form of
marriage employed by almost everybody but certain priests, and
the breaking of it was so common that the formality of doing so
became superfluous. The old view of relationship by agnation (on
the father’s side only) was slowly abandoned, and relationship
by cognation (on the mother’s side as well) came to be recognised
prevalently, as had also been the case in Greece.”® Toward the
end of Rome’s ascending period, the Voconian law had been
passed to stem the growing practise, unknown to the old custom, of

men giving real estate to women; but it was incomplete and was
easily circumvented. Then the ‘husband and wife became in-
dependent of each other, and if she had inherited property from
her family, she retained full possession of it (under a lenient

24 Plato’s attitude is significant. Within little over a century after Callias he would
have liked to revive some of the earlier customs which looked to the interest of the
state rather than to the comfort and convenience of individuals; but on proposing
them in his Laws (in whmh he gave up the new communism of hu R;pub.iu‘ and re-

verted to the old communism of the communes), he had to be apul-:?etm toward indi-
viduals, and temper the harshm'.sg uf the old laws I:g providing means discriminating
in particular cases, X =3x %z , 025 D-92

256 Aulus Gellius, IV 3 VI ﬂ_ ] W erius Maximus, II. i !11

28 Note that Plato admitted the w: 5 rclahw:l, and ir.maita as well as males, into
the family council, Lows, XI1. 929 B-C
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in public and to segregate a nuisance. Acts that are not crimes
should not be made into crimes by law. What is not a crime in
crossing a county line, is certaml}r not a crime in crossing a
State line ; and the Mann Act 1s not only contrary to principle, as
also an abuse of a constitutional permission to Congress, but it
leads only to blackmail, and ought to be repealed immediately.
Acts undoing a mistake, an accident, or a crime, certainly are not
themselves criminal. Abortion, at all events on the part of raped
or deceived women, should not be penalised,*® especially as it can
be punished only fitfully, and mostly as the alternative of black-
mail. Perhaps the foolishest law we have in this matter is the
one forbidding contraception. Our federal government here
strains its power over the post-office, and our States directly violate
the constitutional rights of free speech and free press, which
naturally include the right of free science. To identify it with
obscenity is a subterfuge; for then obstetrics would have to be
forbidden. Knowledge of contraception is only an extension of
our knowledge of conception. Knowledge of conception, we
have seen, is one of the things which distinguish men from brutes.
It was a distinct advance when men reached that knowledge.
Some ancient moralists may, perhaps, have inveighed against its
introduction. If so, they acted like some of our moralists. Dif-
fusion of the knowledge and means of contraception, like diffusion
of the knowledge and means of preventing and curing infection,
may facilitate immoral acts; but that is a condition which must
be faced by moralists: they t}ught not to turn their backs on it.
Even from the moral standpoint, it has the advantage, often
recommend for it, of permitting young people to marry early,
and so of removing a cause for young men to patronise prostitu-
tion and for young women to suffer nervous restlessness. Its
employment, also, is a positive moral injunction upon all married
people afflicted with hereditary defects. Moralists, moreover, can-
not shut the door on it altogether. In spite of the law (which
is abrogated in almost every country except ours) such knowledge
now does extend throughout our upper classes: *° the law keeps it
only from the lower classes. The lower classes, therefore, go on
breeding more or less lavishly, while the upper classes have cur-
tailed their breeding. Here is the harm done by our law: it
unbalances Malthusianism, permitting it above, and preventing
it below; which is just the reverse of what should be. The
abolition of the law cannot, unfortunately, bring about the re-
~versal of this sea-saw ; but it may at least help toward a levelling

48 Cf. Forel, The Serual Question, 402, 409, 4
49 Cf, Lydia K. Commander, The American I dm, New York, 1907, pp. 44, 90, 92.
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on taking the prescription of their conduct into their own hands,
will see to it that no more be required of them than of men.?™
The spirit of comradeship, which we have seen demanded for
marriage, is to extend over all human relations. Not only in
work, as we shall see presently, but in play, men and women,
married or unmarried, are to be companions. What is proper for
men to do and enjoy, it is proper for women to do and enjoy.
The sexes are never to be separated: women are to be admitted
everywhere men are, and men everywhere women are, except
only where decency forbids. And how will that hold out against
perfect equality? Already it is proclaimed that the sexes should
bathe together unclothed and unabashed.” Morality, it is
affirmed, will be promoted thereby.”” “ When we get the vote,”
a female suffragist is reported to have said to a Congressional
Committee, ““ there will be no signs before places of amusement
in Washington, ‘ open only to men.”” Men, apparently, are not
to be allowed to amuse themselves by themselves: the eternal
feminine is to be everywhere, oversee everything, take part in
everything. Women are to “see life,” and *“ do things,” just as
men do. Already women attend prize-fights, and witness the
brutalities of nearly naked negroes. Women have complained
that in certain restaurants and other places of refection and
recreation they are not allowed to enter unescorted, although there
is the best of reasons for the regulation, for the sake of respect-
able women themselves. Now the tables are being turned, and in
New York a year or two ago entrance to “ afternoon tea ” places,
where there was “ trotting,” was not permitted to a man unless

75 Among the feminists, however, Pearson sees danger in the choice of this side
of the alternative, Ethic of Freethought, 178, Chances of Death, i. z39n. Christabel
Pankhurst, who ascribes the recommendation of it to men, simply denies that women,
under the lead of the suffragettes, will adopt it, op. cit., 133, ¢f. 125, 135. E

76 This crops out every now and then, and here and there, Thus, e.g., Miss Jessie
Ph——s (her name may be spared), a professoress of physiology in a State normal
cullege, asserts that * children of both sexes, and adults as well, should bathe and
dress together freely and frankly, openly, and without prudish apology.” She does
not seem to be aware that this sort of thing has been tried over and over again,
and has never worked, except among anzmic or cold-blooded peoples, like the Es-

uimaux, whose passionlessness is not conducive to high development. Even the
apanese are now giving up this custom, and it certainly must go, along with the
eishas, when they become thoroughly sophisticated with western civilisation. Let the
ady reformers read the Christian Fathers, who had experience of such things amon
the heathen. In the Apostolic Constitubions it is well said that women should avei
* many-eyed curiosity,” L 3 Cyprian expresses himself still more vigorously: * You
may behold no one immodestly, but you yourself are gazed upon immodestly; you
may not pollute your eyes with disgraceful delight, but in delighting others, you your-
self are polluted,” On the Dress a?glﬂ’irg:'ﬂr, c. 19. Precisely as just and quiet Em'sun:
have to I:I:ln: inconvenienced by government (always exacting an int!rfﬂ'mi} ecause
of the misdoings of unjust and turbulent persons, so the pure have to be put to
inconvenience by the impure, , 1

77 L. A. Hine, to the Worcester Convention in 1850: “ I believe that much of the
immorality that now desolates society is due to the exclusion of woman from a free
and full companionship with man. et it be impressed upon all, that she has a right
to accompany man wherever he ma rilihtfully go, and I ap rehend that the haunts
of vice and shame, now sustained by the *sterner sex,” would soon be broken up,
Proceedings, s57.
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an evolutionist is it absurd to belittle anything because it is a late
product in the evolution of the cosmos.®* He now finds in the
animal kingdom, and even in the vegetable, many instances,
among what he calls “the lowest species,” where the male is a
*“minute and inconspicuous fertiliser,” solely devoted to this pur-
pose, and perishing when it is accomplished,—in some species
even they are little more than sacs, like testicles, containing sper-
matozoa ; while in plants (besides again referring to hemp and
the like) he treats the pistils and stamens as the true individuals,
and refers to the fact that the stamens wither after shedding
their pollen, whereas the pistils go on developing their ovules
(320). This last, of course, is purely fanciful, while as for the
former cases (except that of hemp, which, however, is not a low
species, and is itself entirely exceptional) their peculiarity is that
all of them are specimens of degeneration. Cirripeds, though re-
sembling mollusks, are by their embryology proved to be degen-
erate crustaceans.'® It is true that female spiders are not degen-
erate animals, but the male spiders are, they (like the drones of
bees) never having found anything to do but to impregnate their
females. So also degenerate are all the males (e.g., those of mos-
quitoes) which live ephemerally, having lost even the organ for
taking in food.** To speak of these animals as among the lowest
forms of life may mislead (and Ward was misled), because it
suggests that they are near the beginning of their development,
and are among (or like) the ancestry of the human species.
They are, instead, at the end of an offspringing branch or twig,
and have nothing to do with our line of development, any more
than has hemp. Reference to them, therefore, is utterly worth-
less in the study of human sociology. All parasites are degen-
erate,? and the males, having still less to do than the females,
have generally degenerated more. The cirripeds are not the only
example. In the bopyrus (a parasite in prawns and other isa-
poda) the male is a parasite upon the female, and carried on her
abdomen. In a marine worm, the bonella (of the gepyrea) the

18 Ward in his Psychic Factors, 61, 89, cf. 209, actually imitates here the pre-evo-
lutionist Schopenhauer, who thus belittled intellect, treating it as “ merely an acci-
dent”’; cf. also Pure Sociology, 476. _ o i ;

19 So E. Ray Lankester, Degeneration: a Chapter in Darwinism, reit}bhahad in
The Advancement of Science, 29-3o. Ward's ignorance, or oversight, of this is shown
by his speaking of the female cirriped’s development being * mormal ™ and of the
male’'s * enormous” difference from her as “ perfectly natural and normal,” Pure
Sactology, 314, 315. ;

20 Iugthesephemeridx both the sexes are ephemeral, but of course enly in the imago
state, as in all the other instances. In no animal is its whole existence confined to

H &
5 Icl1]'|r{3r;mt Allen remarks very & propos: * Parasites, whether animal or vegetable,
always end by becoming mere reproductive sacs, mechanisms for the simple elaboration
of eggs or seeds,” The Evolutionist at Large, ch. xiii. On the degeneracy of parasites
see E S. Talbot’s Degeneracy, 12-13.
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fare; %2 and he used sexual selection by the female to account for
those differences which could not, in his opinion, otherwise be
accounted for. But Ward uses natural selection, at times, not
at all, or only in the case of the females (for if he used it of the
males, would it not be enough in most cases?) ; and sexual selec-
tion by the female (under which he includes the battling of the
males!) he uses to account for the resemblances of the males
with their respective females, where no such explanation is
needed. Darwin used sexual selection with the moderation befit-
ting a scientist ; and if he devoted to it a large portion of his work,
this was not because of its great importance, but because of the
great difficulty in proving it. Ward universalised it, notwith-
standing that the continued existence of under-sized male spiders,
and of males of a similar sort in several other species, shows that
the females do not always prefer and select and elevate and create
males equal and similar to themselves —a fact for which Ward
cannot account, except by saying that “there are of course excep-
tions ”’ to his rule (328). This fact, indeed, which disproves his
theory, is used as its very base, being treated as an occasional sur-
vival from, and proof of, the primitive condition of universal
female superiority, although not one word is offered to prove
that it is a survival and not a case of degeneracy.

Yet Ward has also another rule, likewise with exceptions, but
with exceptions for which explanations are offered, among them
this very explanation hy means of sexual selection. For Ward
once refers to the fact that * as the male fertiliser [i.e., simply the
male] is a product of reproduction by the organism [the female],
it naturally inherits the general qualities of the organism "—i.e,,
of his mother! (374). What more, then, is needed? The very
second male would resemble the female in all but his distinctive
masculine characters, or at least the males would come thus to
resemble their mothers through this law of heredity alone; or
still more quickly would they come to resemble their sisters, since
by this same law their sisters also inherit from their fathers!*
Now then, if the males in some species are inferior to their
females, this needs to be accounted for by something stronger than

42 Also ll::rg their combats for the females. This is sexual selection, and was so
ir:nﬁed by Darwin; but it is not sexual selection by the female, and never was so treated
arwin.

Y43 Thus he speaks of two facts, “ that the offspring inherits its qualities from both
parents alike,” and *that when only one parent has acquired such [i.e., acquired!]

ualities, the offspring will only inherit half of them,” Dynamic Sociology, ii. 615; and

is he calls a ** universal law of nature,” i. 612, as also in Pure Socielogy, 326. en
from the very first, the sons would inherit half of the greatness of their mothers, and
the daughters would inherit half of the diminutiveness of their fathers, and the two
sexes would immediately be more or less equal in size!
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“ intended ”’ by Nature, and so is not even a reality. Yet to this
unreality he allows an important effect ; for he agrees with Darwin
that this advance of the male beyond the female has re-acted
on the female, and through the partial inheritance by her of his
qualities helped to raise her also (331-2), the creature thus help-
ing to re-create its creator !

Still, Ward recognises that this much of “ male superiority ”
was evolved in our ancestors before they became human, and so
already existed in the earliest specimens of our race (332-4, 3385,
375-0) ; only then 1t was not so great as it has since become,
woman then being “ nearly equal in strength to man,” 5 and ﬂ'lﬁj"
retained in their own hands the selection of their mates.®* This
was the “ matriarchate ” which Bachofen and McLennan discov-
ered from its remnants in archzology and among savages (338-9),
and which was “ probably ” a “ very long stage in the history of
man and society ”’ (340). It lasted as long as men did not know
that they were fathers, and it was “ the only condition possible ”
during the continuance of that ignorance (344, ¢f. 340), as men
were then indifferent to offspring they did not know to be theirs.
When it was learnt that the children are “a joint product of the
man and the woman,”— whereupon the male’s long indifference
ceased,— then “ it is easy to see the important results that would
naturally follow ” (344). It *literally reversed the whole social
system ” (341), “ producing a profound social revolution ” (370) ;
for it substituted androcracy for the preceding gynacocracy.
“ Paternity implied power over the child,”— first of all implying
interest in the child ;—and * equal authority with the mother led to
a comparison of physlcal strength between the sexes ”: *“ in discov-
ering his paternity and accompanying authority, man ‘also discov-
ered his power, which at that stage meant simply physical strength
[cf. 336]. He began to learn the economic value of woman and
to exert his superior power in the direction of exactmg not only
favours but services from her” (345). Hence the subjection of
women; for men now fought among themselves not only for
women’s momentary favours, but for permanent possession of the
women themselves (351), and then, to obviate this turbulence,
they bought and sold the women, and instituted marriage, which
recognises the ownership of women just as agrarian laws recog-
nise the ownership of land.®* Enslaving women (351, 352, 370),
they stole away from them the right of sexual selectmn—that

‘ zegis and palladium of the female sex ™ (336), and, alone among

52 370, although on p. 338 the statement is that the human males then * were con-
s1d¢rah];r la T and. strnngcr than the females ™!

37 33
:,u;mmc ac:a aEJ', i. 617, 618, 630, 637, cf. 649; also cf. Pure Sociology, 355, 376.
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trians. Ward, however, allows that men have thus acted in ignor-
ance of what they were doing — of the great sin of ingratitude
they were committing,— until he informed them of it. He ad-
mits that men (in their ignorance) could not have acted otherwise:
they are not to blame — and least of all present men, who suffer
from it as much, he says, as women do.”® But he implies that un-
less men now make a change, they will be to blame — those of
them who, having been enlightened by him, do not follow his ad-
vice. For our whole social system, because produced under the
“ unnatural ” androcentric system, is wrong. “ Under the régime
of gynzcocracy,” he tells us, “ there could be no proper family ”
(351); and * the primitive family was an unnatural androcentric
excrescence upon society.” 7 Marriage he treats as mere pairing,
*“ as applicable to any other animal as to man,” " and prostitution,
which * becomes natural and harmless in proportion as it is more
fully tolerated and recognised,” is one * form ” of it."* Qur hu-
man marriage, distinguished as “ formal marriage,” ™ in all its
various kinds, consists in * the proprietorship of the husband in the
wife.” 7 Hence Ward looks upon it as essentially a selfish male
institution ; for he forgets altogether about the children, who are
its primary object, but whom he rarely mentions.” Man has, ac-
cording to Ward, *“ shaped all the facts relating to the sexes pretty
much after his own mind.” " He has imposed upon woman in-
equality of dress, inequality of duties, inequality of education, and
inequality of rights. All these things must be changed: women
must dress like men, act like men, be educated like men, and have
the same rights as men (ib., 642-55). Even “ modesty,” a purely
human quality, has “ outlived much of its usefulness,” and “ this
mass of absurdities and irrationalities " is now ““ a serious obstacle

70 Dynamic Socielogy, 1. 656-7. !

71 353. Yet he here compares early polygamy with “ a harem of seals on a rookery
under l'.i;-u: dominion of an old bull.™ {‘his seems to admit patriarchism even among some
animals, and hence its naturalness! But he tones down the admission by denying
tyrannical treatment of the females by the male seal; ** for, although we are told that
the bull does sometimes gentl‘y [!]1 bite his refractory cows, he never abuses or in-
jures them,” the so-called * brutal™ treatment of females being reserved for men,
347. Apparently only * brutal” is the female maltreatment of the male, as in the
case of spiders, where the male * often sacrifices his life and perishes at his post,
323, naturally! as women sometimes do — unnaturally.

72 Dynamic Sociology, i. 617-18. foie

73 Pure Sociology, 357-8. Eu Dynamic Sociology, it is treated as a form of the
kind of marriage known as pﬂlyanevry. i. 6zz—4, 628-9,

74 Dynamic Socielogy, i. 617. ard was one of those who cannot see :.tc]ty g)rolg:r
difference in the relationship between a man and a woman the day before and the day
after their wedding, Pure Sociclogy, 397. ¥

75 Pure Sociology, 356, cf. Dynamic Secielogy, 1. 633. 2 »

76 He does once, in this connection, allude to them, in Dynamic Sociology, i. 604.
Elsewhere he objects to exaggerated instruction of filial piety, ib., ii. 443-4. In
Applied Sociology, 324, “ the diminished birth-rate” is _treat_l:cf as ‘““no cause for
alarm,” it being * the surest possible mark of increasing intelligence,” whereby man-
kind * emancipate themselves trom the tyranny of the biologic law.”

77 Dynamic Sociology, i. 616,
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to the progress of rational development ” (ib., 639). Here, how-
ever, Ward makes a distinction. Primitive men made the women
do all the work. Modern men, at least in theory, do all the work
themselves, and “ support” the women (2b., 11 618). This last
does not execute itself successfully, and cannot, and must be aban-
doned. But we must not go back to the primitive human state,
when men compelled the women to work for them. We must go
back to a still earlier stage, that of all animals, among whom * the
labour of procuring subsistence is performed for the most part by
each individual for itself, the male and the female doing an equal
share of the labour of life.” Thus “ the true progress of society
must naturally complete the cycle of changes, and again make both
sexes producers, as in the animal and presocial stages.” ™ It is
strange for us now at the end to find that at the beginning, among
the lower animals, equality was the rule! It is still stranger to find
this modelling upon the lower animals recommended by an admirer
of artificiality, and especially by one who a few pages further on
objurgates the admirers of nature and asserts that “ it is positively
shameful for scientific men to go back to brute creation for stand-
ards of human excellence and models of social institutions ” (ib.,
662-3). But in a false theory we cannot expect consistency.
However this be, it is Ward’s recommendation. In the future
the sexes must be free and equal.™ Therefore they must both
support themselves and do all other things alike. And differently
(as conceived by him) from animals and from our own progeni-
tors, both the human sexes must in the future be selectors of each
other: there must be “ amphiclexis,” the beginning of which he
finds in romantic love,® in place of both the earlier * gyneclexis ”
and the later and present ““ androclexis ” (361) ; and consequently
gynaocracy is not to be revived and to oust the prevailing androc-
racy, but both are to give way to a compound and hermaphroditic
“ gynandrocratic ” stage, in which “ both man and woman shall be
free to rule themselves,” of course “ on a higher plane ” (373),
though it is, really, the plane of the lower animals. ;

This, perhaps the most remarkable theory in the philosophy of
history ever invented by a sane man, has probably by no one been
accepted in its entirety. Rather, certain parts of it, as advanced
in the first brief exposition in The Forum, where its absurdities
were not revealed, have been unquestioningly accepted by the fem-

78 Ib., i. 652, cf. 661, This, apparently, is * the normal condition,” from which our
miew has made a ** wide departure,’” 655, ;

70 “ The freedom of woman will be the enoblement of man. The equality of the
sexes will be the regeneration of humanity. Civilisation demands this revolution,” b,
657. : : :
80 Pure Sociology, 396, 401-2, 406. The modernness of this love he claims as a dis-
cov of his ow:ﬁyagsf i 4aring’ inck's first work (though noticing his second!) and
a.'lauc?urson’a Ethic of Freethought (p. 401).
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Upon the publication of Ward’s article in The Forum, Grant
Allen saw the absurdity of the inferences from the natural his-
tory relied on, and wrote an answer, Woman’s Place in Nature,
which was published in the same magazine for May, 1889 (pp.
258-63). Here, for a moment running into the other extreme,
he maintained that “ in man the males are the race,” the females
being “ merely the sex told off to recruit and reproduce it.”
“ There are women, to be sure,” he admits “ who inherit much of
male faculty, and some of these prefer to follow male avocations;
but in so doing they for the most part unsex themselves ; they fail
to perform satisfactorily their maternal functions.” He followed
this up in The Fortnightly Review of the next October in an ar-
ticle of Plain Words on the Woman Question, in which he pro-
tested that as “ we [men] hold it a slight not to be borne that any
one should impugn our essential manhood,” so *“ women ought
equally to glory in their femininity.” Yet only four years after-
ward, in 1893, Grant Allen wrote a novel, The Woman Who Did,
in which he went back on these views, and denounced human mar-
riage as an ‘‘ assertion of man’s supremacy over woman.” ® In
this romance, however, the heroine was not allowed to unsex her-
self ; but she gloried in her feminine duty of motherhood, and, in
fact, the want of success of her maternal functioning, under pres-
ent conditions, is the theme of the fiction — or satire, if it be such.
Claiming equality with men, she was willing to sacrifice herself in
behalf of her sisters by making way, like Winkelried, for liberty.®®
She would not subject herself to slavery to man in marriage, and
yet, recognising the function of maternity to be * the best privilege
of her sex” (p. 165), she would enter into “a free union on
philosophical and ethical principles ” (g1, for she was “ one of the
intellectual type ” of women, 139) with the man of her choice.
To such a reformer of the world, whose soul at her death would
“ cease to exist for ever” (269), and whose God was a “ dumb,
blind Caprice, governing the universe ” (157, 193), it was shame-
ful to live with a man a moment longer than she loved him (53),
or to expect other conduct of him toward herself, since each should
“embrace and follow every instinct of pure love,” which is “ the
voice ” of that dumb God! and “ never strive ” for the other’s sake
““to deny any love, to strangle any impulse,” that panted for birth
in them.®” She was resolved, therefore, to be independent and to

85 P, 53, of the Tauchnitz edition.

86 Forel also recommends such pioneering, which he admits “ would require much
courage,” The Sexual Question, 52ﬁ

8T 2064, cf =4, The author, in this connection, treats marriage as a “ mnnnﬁnly "™ of
a woman by a man, 207, 211-12, ¢f. 8o. This is an entire misuse of the term.
“ Monopoly ' is possession of all, or most, of the individuals of a class or kind. To
awit, or to have sole use of, a Eiﬂﬂ'll‘: article is not to monopolise it. Only a polygamous
Sultan may be said to monopolise the women of his domain.
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support herself ; for “ if women are to be free, they must first of
all be independent,” since “it is the dependence of women that
has allowed men to make laws for them, socially and ethically ”; *®
and she would continue thus to do after her marriage-replacing
union, living on by herself, receiving visits from her lover, who
should likewise live by himself, each and every one in his or her
own house, without a servant (83-4). Such wastefulness is
curious in a socialist, although such had been the doctrine and the
practice of one of the earliest, Godwin, who and his wife, Mary
Wollstonecraft, for a time kept separate domiciles, cohabitation
having been one of his pet aversions and therefore contrary to his
principles.®® Yet each is to be the other’s (77, c¢f. 82), the chil-
dren to belong to both, and their support to be shared equally (91).
But how, in general, the male mate, thus separated from his female
friend, was to know that the children he had to share in support-
ing were begotten by him, is not stated ; although in this case, of
course, the woman was “ stainless,” and her union with a man was,
like Tobias’s with his wife, not for lust, but for companionship and
procreation,® Still, the union for this purpose, like Bebel’s ac-
count of unions for gratification, is treated as purely a private af-
air.®* When, however, the child was about to arrive, the woman
had to cease her work, and her male companion had to step in,
take charge, and support her.?? We learn now that the woman’s
self-support was only a temporary subservience to present condi-
tions, since as yet “ no other way existed for women to be free
except the wasteful way of each earning her own livelihood.” As
“an intermediate condition,” before reaching the final stage, it
might perhaps happen that the women of certain classes would
for the most part be made independent at maturity each by her
father,” such “ a first step ” being *“ the endowment of the daugh-
ter.” But “in the end, no doubt, complete independence would
be secured for each woman by the civilised state, or, in other

88 19. Marriage and its annexes are * man-made institutions,” 1635, cf. 58, 84, 2z20.

88 Separate living is, of course, one of the innumerable customs found among primi-
tive peoples. Thus a South Malabar husband and wife do not live together, but the
husband visits his wife at her family home. So also among the Syntongs in Assam,
and among some early Arabs: ¢f. Samson and his wife at Timnah. Instead of advanc-
ing, our reformers always go backward.

90 Tobit, VIIL 7. - : :

91 It was proposed simply that t!‘l?_" should be friends like any others — very dear,
dear fﬁcndﬂl, with the only kind of friendship that nature makes possible between men
and women,” 48 “ Here was a personal matter of the utmost privacy; a matter which
concerned nobody on earth save herself and Alan: a matter on which it was the gross-
est impertinence for any one else to make any inquiry or hold any opinion, They two
chose to be friends: and there, so far as the rest of the world was concerned, the whole
thing ended. What took place between them was wholly a subject for their own con-
sideration,” 87. For Bebel see above, il. 43

82 The author here admits a * prime antithesis — the male, active and apgressive;
the female, sedentary, and passive, and receptive,” 98-9. Yet the whole plot of his
story disregards this prime antithesis!
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tion has been carried to an excessive degree, disadvantageous to
the race (32, 33, 37), though no proof is offered of this except
the effeteness of certain upper-class ladies and oriental odalesques
(cf. 45-6). To the rest of us the true sequence would seem to be
that among the lower animals, where the sexes engage in the same
occupations, they do so because they are alike; and so far as in
mankind their occupations have become different (a secondary, if
not a tertiary, sexual difference), it is because their primary sexual
natures have become different (through the prolongation of ges-
tation and lactation and the development of the menses). But
Mrs. Gilman furthermore — and in this, too, following Ward **
finds a reversal of what is said to be very common among animals,
that among animals the female selects and the male is decked out
in ornamental colours and tail-feathers, for attractive purposes,
while with us the female is over-adorned and the male does the
selecting; all which is treated as “ peculiar” and strange,”
That this reversal of ornamentation should itself be reversed, Mrs.
Gilman does not go so far as to recommend ; but she wishes the
“ selective power ” to be restored to women, expecting all sorts of
benefits therefrom.” There is little basis for anything here.
Among animals, when two lions fight and the lioness goes off with
the victor, she is hardly the selector: she could perforce do noth-
ing else. The cows in a herd of ruminants have nothing to do
with choosing the bull, who is determined in the combats be-
tween the males. When a partridge drums and several females
answer the call, it is he who picks out the ones in the lot he
likes best. Nor does the queen bee select the drone that flies
highest and alone overtakes her.! We need not bother our-
selves, therefore, about the reversal of sex-selection. Men by
courting and women by consenting (or their parents court-
ing or consenting for them) select, within the circles open to
them, those who on various accounts they admire most among
those who most admire them. Economic motives naturally

97 She refers to his Forum article, * in which,” she says, ** was clearly shown the
biological supremacy of the female sex,” 171, :

98 54-5, 05; 140. Also Rosa Mayreder considers the evolution of woman into “a
type ot the beautiful ™ to be * a subversion of the natural order of things,"” A Swrvey
ﬂfpt.i':s HWoman Problem, 126,

99 g2. One reason is peculiar. * Men,” she says, * who are not equal to good father-
hood under such conditions, will have no chance to become fathers, and will die with
general pity instead of living with general condemnation,” 186. The new conditions
are that the father must contribute half to the support of the children and not at all to
the support of the mother: he must merely be equal to her in earning capacity. As the
test is to be much less severe than it is under present conditions, 1t would seem that
fatherhood would only be eased under the new.

1 Mrs. Gilman knows all this: see 11o-11. Yet the * competition ™ of the males in
combat or in other activities, there spoken of, is very different from the competition
“in ornament” spoken of on p. 55. Darwin, of course, nsed female sexual selection
only where he hadp?eamu to suppose it was exerted.
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equality in the vote? Then come the higher animals, especially
the birds and mammalia, antong which the two sexes, she alleges,
are equal and treat each other as such. In general, she says, “ the
female has been dominant for the main duration of life on earth.
She has been easily equal [to the male] always up to our own
race.”” ®# Lastly in the upward sequence comes the human species,
in which, after it left the condition of brutes living in hordes, the
male became, and still is, superior to the female.® What, then, is
to produce a reversal of this progression, and bring back equality
of the sexes? or could this be done without reducing the race to the
primitive condition, destroying civilisation? This is the necessary
inference at least if men are to give up their higher industries
and sink back to the level of women ; but not so, it may be said, if
women are to show the same capacity for work and to level them-
selves up to men. The latter is Mrs. Gilman’s claim, wherefore
she speaks of the new relation between men and women as “a
higher relation” than the old sexuo-economic one (142). The
restrictions being taken off, women are to fly up like a released
spring (cf. 317). This might happen if the restrictions were
merely man-made and recently imposed, and women really, un-
derneath a thin veneer of disuse, had the same capacity as men.
That the subjection of women is only recent, is sometimes implied
by Mrs. Gilman, as when she speaks of the women in the early
German tribes within two thousand years, and even of our imme-
diate ancestors in colonial days within two hundred years, as
““ comparatively free ” and “ in comparative equality * (46, 147) ;
although her whole philosophy is that it began in primeval ages.
Its root, the mother’s care of her offspring, is said to date back,
among our progenitors, perhaps to “ the later reptiles ”;*® and in
our species man’s enslaving and feeding of the female is carried
back to “ the earliest beginnings ” (64) in prehistoric times (60),
since which, though “all astray,” they have “laboured up to-
gether ” through “slow and awful ages.”** Not a word is
offered in proof that Nature has not created the occasion for the
economic relation peculiar to the human species,— perhaps, if she
be providential, for the very benefit which Mrs. Gilman points out

as produced thereby.? All that Mrs. Gilman does is to laugh at:

8 135: ef. Ward's Forum article, 171.

9 The falsity of her explanation of this we have already seen, above, pp. 51, 52.

10 175. The later reptiles would seem to be those now living!

11 See the proem, p. iv.

12 “ This,” the slavery of women throughout the past ages, * was nature’s plan for

reserving and humanising and civilising the [human] race,” says a follower, Gertrude
5_ Martin, in an article on The Education a{ Women and Sex Eguality, in Annals of
the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Nov., 1914, p. 45. _Nature may,
of course, discard at one time what has been serviceable at another. But we need
proof when a biological change is supposed. The enslavement of one race by another
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overlooks that in the past referred to, men and women had sep-
arate work, whereas her ideal is of their warkin§ side by side, as
we shall see; and if in the past women were virile compared with
our women, the men then were still more virile compared with our
men, and, too, their love was not of the high order now contem-
plated. And against the objection that the free and independent
women will not be willing to marry, she urges that “ there is no
ground for supposing that woman’s need of man’s comradeship
would be diminished ” (247-8). On the contrary, she says, “it
is a movement of the woman toward the man ” that is now going
on, “ of the sexes toward closer union”’ (265, cf. 272, 289). But
the closer union is of greater companionship in work and in play,
equal, common, promiscuous, like that of many friends toward
many friends, ever changing; not the exclusive love of lovers,
made permanent in wedlock. Indeed, Mrs. Schreiner depicts a
coming condition when only a portion of women are to be child-
bearers, and then only for half-a-dozen years (70, c¢f. 60-3).
Because women are to do what has hitherto been men’s work, evi-
dently they are to have their own peculiar labour made as light
as possible, and most of them are to be sterile, like the working
female bees. And the alleviation may very well go on to excess,
as here; for in the case supposed the few women devoted to race-
propagation for a few years (very unlike the queen-bee, who
makes up for the other females) could hardly have more than
three or four children apiece. This would be systematised race-
suicide, If Mrs. Schreiner should convert to her views her own
country, England would soon cease to be. But the rest of the
world would not stop on that account, and the British isles would
soon be occupied by another race, with virile men and with women
willing to be women.

Against such “ amaternal” views,®' as she calls them, from
within the woman movement Ellen Key raises her voice in pro-

31 Another amaternalist, because an apaternalist, Otto Weininger, in his Sesr and
Character, despite his opposition to the woman's movement, 71, and to granting the
franchise to women (any more than to children and imbeciles), 339, may be classed
among the feminists (and the feminist W. L. George bases feminism on Weininger's
theory of the sexes, Feminist Intentions, Atlantic Monthly, Dec., 1913, p. 721), since he,
too, has a solution of the woman question — one which is also a solution of the man
uestion! His is that men should refrain from sexual intercourse with women — and
et the race go, for the continuance of which we have no moral duty, 346. Men
should refrain, because such intercourse is immoral; and it is immoral, because in it a
man makes use of a woman as a means instead of an end, :%3?. This is but a misappli-
cation of Kant's well-known ethical principle. Kant himself never so applied it, and if
this application were correct, it would lead to the condemnation of kissing, and even
of hand-shaking, We have a right to use others in exchange for allowing them to use
us. We may hire servants, though we ought not to force any one into gervitude, In
sexual matters Kant’s principle only forbids rape. Weininger's errors, standing out in
strong contrast with some of those still to be described (especially Mrs. Gallichan’s),
are instances of the aberrations of the age, by himself deseribed, %:{!19-3o+ but without

his apprehending that they mainly belong to the culminating period of an excessive
civilisation.
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better right to the direction of affairs than they. Men, though
supporting children in general, are supposed to be willing to give
up all rights over them, and to renounce having any children they
can call their own, returning to the mother-right (and paternity-
ignorance) of primitive times, though on the “ higher plane ”
to which the efforts principally of men have raised women, and
which consists in forgetting the means whereby the elevation was
attained. And although women are to remain different from
men, and therefore attractive to men, it is expected that this sys-
tem of promiscuity will work smoothly and satisfactorily to all
concerned ! and the children who have a mother but whose father
will be the state, are to be as well brought up as children are now
who have a real father to boot! Surely if our present individ-
ualism @ deux must give way to something else, it will not be to
this, or the state that makes the exchange will itself give way to
those which do not.

A maternalist, if not also a paternalist, is the physiologist Forel,
whose r:,nmprehenswe work on The Sexual Question contains
many wise suggestions, but also some very deleterious matter. In
it he advocates an approach toward free love,®® and a return to
many of the practices and excesses of the matronymic period.
He considers “ the most advantageous form of marriage for the
future ” to be “a kind of free monogamy (eventually [with per-
missive] polygamy), accompanied by obligations relative to the
procreation of children and to the children procreated. Polyan-
dry should only have an accessory right to existence in certain
pathological or exceptional cases” (182). His principle, in
agreement with Bebel's (and Pearson’s), we have already seen.?
More fully expressed, it is given thus: *“ Penal justice has only
the right to intervene [in the sexual province] in cases where
individuals or society are injured, or run the risk of being in-
jured ” (401). The latter proviso is too lightly taken. He does
not think a third party [the child] is injured, provided the law
puts certain obligations, mostly of a pecuniary sort, upon its
unassociated parents. For he admits that “ one of the principal
tasks of man’s sexual morality will always be to restrain his
erotic polygamous desires, for the simple reason that they are
especially apt to m]ure the rights and the welfare of others”
(455) ; wherefore it i1s the duty of the state to penalise such
offences. Or if undesired children were always avoided, by the
common use of anti-conceptional measures, which he describes
and recommends (although that part of his work is omitted in the

36 PAF 371, 377, 384-5, 525, of Rebman’s edition of C. F. Marshall's translation.
e, il. 43.
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tionary. The history of women’s work, among the most civilised
peoples, is always one of continually increasing inferiority in
comparison with that of men.

At present, among ourselves, men’s industries have been driving
out of business the domestic industries of women, and, throwing
women, and with them children, out of employment at home, are
calling them into the lower rounds of factory work, converting
them into wage-earners, placing them side by side with men, in
competition with men. Those left in the home are left in com-
parative idleness. This is not a new phenomenon. Men have
invaded women’s industries at different times since the race
began ; and, after intervals of various length, women have found,
or had assigned to them, other industries. Men drove women
from pastoral occupations, from agriculture, from house-building,
from pottery, from basket-making, from spinning and weaving,
even from sweeping and cleaning and washing and from the
preparation of food for the table,— did so by the superiority of
their work, and have reduced women to be only their helpers and
employés, under their guidance, to manipulate their machines in
the small details fitted to female capacity. As long as this outside
wage-earning labour of women is confined to their early adoles-
cence, before they marry, no harm is appreciable. When it ex-
tends, and when an effort is made to extend it, to the whole life-
time of women, disregardful of their vocation as mothers, it
threatens the continuance of the race which permits this condi-
tion ; and such cannot be a perpetual, settled state. We are now
nearly in one more such period of transition, and are still in an
unsettled state, before things shake down into another stable
equilibrium. A problem is before us, and upon its solution de-
pends the question whether the equilibrium shall be restored in
our cycle, which may then continue its advance, or shall not be re-
stored until our cycle shall have come to its end and a new one be
beginning. The solution, it would seem, must be the old and
natural one, of women having new work within the reach of their
abilities, compatible with their maternal function, and such as they
can perform at home, in the company of their children, without
competition with men. Then again will they be in a state, no
longer of fancied independence, but of recognised dependence on
men. ;

This they — some of them — do not like, The little taste of
competition with men, unsatisfactory as it might seem, has
whetted their appetite, Instead of desiring to bring women’s
work to the home, and leaving work abroad to men, they wish the
present tendencies to go furtl%er, and all work to be thrown open
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substantially the same education for both the sexes; idealised the
marriage of a man and woman engaged in different occupations
and sympathising with each other’s difficulties and successes ; and
demanded that women as well as men should perform “ all human
duties — anything that is lovely and of good report.” *** In this
matter Mrs. Schreiner has put herself in the lead. She pro-
claims that “ for the present we [women] take all labour for
our province,” and she cites the judge’s seat, the legislator’s
chair, the statesman’s closet, the merchant’s office, the chemist’s
laboratory, the astronomer’s tower: “ there is no closed door
we do not intend to force open” (though one might won-
der why they do not enter and occupy those already open be-
fore trying to force others); and all this as an experiment,
for “ acting in us, and through us, nature will mercilessly expose
to us our deficiencies in the field of human toil, and reveal to us
our powers.” * All past experience is to be cast to the winds, as
if it were no better than chaff, although this is the subject that
has probably been more than any other experimented with. Only
recently, in the last century, for instance, an experiment was tried
of employing women side by side with men in coal mines, half-
naked on account of the heat: and it was found to brutalise all
concerned ; wherefore it was stopped by law. Is this law to be
repealed, and the experiment tried over again? Oh, no, that is
only a menial affair! It is the higher departments that are to be
experimented with now. Well, Mrs. Schreiner notices that in
intellectual professions, like medicine, woman has frequently
“ broken ” into them, and ‘“ again and again taken her place be-
side the men in these fields of labour, showing thereby not only
aptitude, but passionate and determined inclination in these
directions ” (231). On the contrary, the history of those ex-
periments shows ever recurring lassitude on the part of the
women ; for they no sooner entered those professions than they
dropped them: one or two generations have always sufficed.
Still, “ we [women] seek to enter the non-sexual fields of intel-
lectual and physical toil, because we are unable to see to-day, with
Lis The Highty Sdgcation bhdl pusiviie s ?;sﬁzﬂril?;'alﬁhqm “ What such work
which women can do better than rr_nmi is,l it must be women's pu:ﬁaae to ?;d tgﬂu;
ut before this is possible to be decided, all fields of activity must open
to enter.” The Truth about Woman, 68. * First there must be a time of what may well
prove to be dangerous experiments,” 28¢. For * what women can or cannot do is as
yet unproved,” 302, cf. 314, 290. Similarly Mrs, Hale, re-echoing Mrs. %ch_reuiu;:.
At least until, by free experiment, all women have learnt what their true limitatio
may be, they demand all labour for Ehmr r?ﬂvm::t:ﬁ;’ Iﬂ ?ﬁtﬂﬁﬂgj}fﬁ gi{:iﬂib 1:1-3}:3 {}r‘:ﬂ:::t.;
;Eir :!h-:?rlf:'e’irﬁs:n?? piglzt.atelglf ?:-T:ﬁcorlgené t?latg'the j::a city for work of child-bearing

and child-rearing women is different from that of childless women. This little over-
sight is generally made by those who wish to experiment with this matter.
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regard to them, any dividing wall raised by sex which excludes us
from them. We are yet equally determined to enter those in
which sex does play its part, because it is here that woman, the
bearer of the race, must stand side by side with man, the begetter,
if a complete human wisdom . . is to exist” (202-3). The
blindness (inability to see) in this exquisite bit of feminine logic
is frequently repeated. To the objection that men will still be
better economic producers than women, she answers: “ We see
no reason why they should be so;” ** and she relies on a possi-
bility that woman’s smaller muscle and finer nerves may in the
future render her labour more valuable than man’s (218-19), be-
cause, like the rest of the feminists, she looks forward to that
paradise of women, the coming reign of peace and tranquillity,—
a period, she calls it, of preservative and creative activity,
different from the pugilistic and destructive activity of the past;
and in this new period, so wholly different from all that has
preceded, woman's work may be more valuable (224-5). So it
1s because of the long-desired advent of the reversed millennium
that the renewed experiment is to be tried! And what if the
peace be broken? In that case, viewed, however, as obsolescent,
Mrs. Schreiner admits that women are not to be soldiers (past
experience is here to be followed); but she tells us that the
nation which first employs women as financiers, in the com-
missariat, as inspectors of provisions and clothing of the army,
etc., “ may be placed at a vast advantage over its fellows” (178).
The idea seems to be, that women are to do the house-keeping
part of the military service, which will set all the men free for
fighting. But it is forgotten that women have never proved
themselves capable of doing house-keeping on a large scale.
Nothing prevents them, for instance, from hotel-keeping; yet
while there are many female boarding-house keepers, with the
fewest exceptions hotels are managed by men. The shutting of
one’s eyes to past and present experience is, indeed, the char-
acteristic of all feminism. But progress, one exclaims, is made

14 217, Thus, again, she sees now “no such natural and spontaneous division of
labour ™ as that which existed among savages when men fought and women coocked,
tilled, and wove, 161; and because of this inability to see her way through the greater
modern complexities she concludes there is none. In fact, a great deal of the argumenta-
tion of the feminists consists in taking their inability to see why a thing should not
be as sufficient reason for thinking it should be. This myopia probably reached its
climax in Mona Caird’s assertion that * it is really difficult to see why a father should
not be expected to devote himself wholly to domestic cares,” The Morality of Marriage,

ondon, 1897, p. 7. “ We have,”” Mrs. Schreiner further says, “ no adequate and
scientific data from which to draw conclusions; and any attempt to divide the occupa-
tions in which male and female intellects and wills should be Emglﬂ}'td must be to
att:rn;it a purely artificial and arbitrary division,”’ :ﬁg. For a very fine division, going
into all details, perhaps we have not adequate scientific data, under modern conditions;
but this does not show that we have not adequate data for a rough division, along

and lines of cleavage, allowable to be overstepped by exceptional cases, but not call-
Eg for all men and women to disregard them. '
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difference may be. Private employers can use their own discre-
tion, and generally do so. Large corporations, however, and the
the government must enact general rules. In them it would be
invidious to employ white men and coloured men, or men and
women, side by side in the same positions, at different wages ac-
cording to their colour or their sex. For instance, if the under-
ground railway in New York should employ as ticket-choppers
white men at some of the stations and coloured men at others,
without regard to the traffic, getting from them as nearly as
possible in the long run the same work; or if it should employ
men as ticket-sellers in some of its booths and women in others,
with similar indiscrimination of service,— it would seem unfair
to pay the white men more than the coloured men, or the men
more than the women, as long as they all were found equally
satisfactory in a rough way, since the finer shades of distinction
could not here be invoked.*® So it is that in most positions of
our civil service men and women are paid the same. But in New
York City from 1900 to 1912 male and female public-school
teachers were paid differently. The discrimination seems, in the
circumstances, to have been somewhat too great, for while there
were more than enough male applicants, there was a deficiency
of female; and yet, from another point of view, here as elsewhere
throughout our country our male teachers are not paid enough
to fill the profession with professionals, the practise being to
accept young men who teach only temporarily while preparing
themselves for other better-paying professions, with the anoma-
lous result that more women (though the proportion is not large)
than men assume this profession as their life-work.** But apart
from the ill-adaptedness of the rates, a hullabaloo was raised
over injustice and indignity to the women teachers, in their be-
ing forced to accept less pay for equal work. Yet the discrim-
ination had the good effect of attracting into the teaching force of
this city more men (small as was their number) than previously,
and so of stemming somewhat the tendency of effeminisation, not
only of boys, but of men, and of public opinion, of which the
effeminate character is so pronounced in our country,— an effem-
inisation which our female teachers and their friends would do
better to praise, since they approve it, than to deny.?* The
method of making the discrimination, however, was wrong;
for men and women were examined together and appointed al-

20 Cf. W. G. McAdoo in Miss Strachan’s book, 25, 404.

21 So in_Miss Strachan’s book, 52, 337, 342, Es.:, 450, 4

22 The Report of the Mosely Commission (English) several years lﬁ* nught have
helped to epen our eyes to this condition, but for wilful blindness: cf. Miss Strachan,
op. cit.,, B1-9. Also Admirals Fiske and Chadwick are better authorities in this mat-
ter than Miss Strachan.
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that of the latter. Young women, therefore, compete in the
wage market with young men on a different footing, just as
married and partially supported women, when they go out to
labour, compete unfairly both with other women and with mar-
ried men. Young women, to be sure, may sometimes be bur-
dened with parents and other relatives to support, and widows
with children; but, as we have seen, men are equally exposed to
this burden and normally have the other burden besides. There-
fore the competition of less-burdened and individual women with
family-supporting men brings down the wages of men, and so
keeps many of them from marrying. This adds more unfair
competition of individual men with the family-supporting men,
and belies the original distinction between men as family-sup-
porters and women as individuals, depriving men, as far as it
extends, of this justification for their higher wages. The evil
therefore growing, the destiny seems to be that no men shall any
more be family-supporters, and all, men as well as women, shall
be mere self-supporting individuals. And this, unprevented by
the few children that shall continue to come into existence, valued
for their rarity, spells the end of the nation that has got itself
into this inextricable scrape.

The difficulty in which such a nation finds itself (and as yet
we are only near its beginning) evidently is enhanced by any
effort to encourage the employment of women and to raise their
wages and salaries toward equality with those of men. Marriage
is one of the vocations of women by which they earn a living.
Mill spoke of it as *““the one vocation in which there is no-
body to compete with them,” which they have all to themselves,
and for which “ the majority of women ” are * always likely ” to
feel a preference.®® Notwithstanding the false sentimentality
that is now backing up feminism by denouncing marriage for
anything except what is called pure love, but which is mostly
little else than sensual attraction,®* all the care of the home and
of the children she bears is a worthy means of livelihood, of
which no woman need be ashamed. But the more she earns
already, or has the prospect of earning, in some other occupa-
tion, the less inducement has she to take up this one. It is not
so with men. For men marriage is not a money-making, but a
money-spending arrangement. The more a man earns, the more
he has to spare and the more he longs to spend it in this way:

88 The Subjection of Women, 03. z !

84 E.g., *“ The fact that so many women are led to _maﬂz in order to improve their
material condition, is hateful to our ideals,” along with the idea that "i ndence
of women would improve marriage '’ on the ground that * fewer women would marry

because of necessity ": editorial in the New York Press, Feb. 21, 1910, quoted by
Miss Strachan, op. cit., 437.
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then he will wish to keep up his end. High salaries, thus, of
men, are conducive to perpetuation of the classes of persons
capable of earning them, and of women, to their extinction.
Surely the progression which is praised is in the wrong direc-
tion.*7

Near the commencement of the feminist movement in America,
at the Worcester convention in 1850, a woman advocate of equal
opportunities to labour for women as for men, and of the equal
preparation of girls as of boys “ for every post of usefulness and
profit that they might choose,” said: “ The newspaper press, clerk-
ships, and book-keeping, not to mention different offices of govern-
ment (whose duties are principally writing), would, if they were
equally open to our daughters, afford them an opportunity of
well-paid and congenial employment, would relieve them from
the necessity of marriage or want, and thereby add dignity and
energy to their character.” ®® People prepare their sons to make
their way in the world that they may be able to marry; and now
people are advised to prepare their daughters to make their way
in the world, equally independent, that they may not need to
marry! To educate boys to be men, is to help perpetuate the
race ; to educate girls to be like men, is to help bring it to a stop.’®
Surely the distinction in the nature of the sexes is sufficient to
. justify a discrimination in the preparation of the young for
their life-work, and to condemn the present-day decay-fore-
shadowing denial of discrimination.*® Assist young men to ad-
vance themselves in the world, and in all probability you are
leading them to marriage and the rearing of a family: help a
boy and you are helping a girl, and are providing for the
future. Assist young women to advance themselves in the world,
and in all probability you are leading them away from marriage
and from the rearing of a family: help a girl and you help her

37 The blindness on this subject is truly amazing. The New York Press, in its
editorial of Feb. 21, 1910, already cited, calls this argument against the e ualisation
of pay not only * reactionary,” but * short-sighted 1 A Catholic priest, J. F. Delany,
writes: “ I recall reading somewhere that the effect of the success of this agita-
tion would be to confer such a degree of independence upon the women teachers as to
deter them from marriage, That I believe to be rot; insanely amusing rot, but rot
all the same. Even if i1t were so, I cannot but think it a piece of singular good
fortune that would keep them from linking their lives with those of some of the
superior sex who plume themselves on being the lords of creation,” in Miss Strachan's
op. cit., 481. Some of the writers in this book show men so insanely chivalrous as
to believe that, if anything, women ought to be better paid for their work, 374, ‘Elf;
484; which opinion the authoress herself seconds, 116-17. They think only of
iné‘ividuﬂ, never of the race; and yet they pride themselves on being far-sighted!

88 Mrs. Abby H. Price, Pracseariﬂg.r, 23, cf. 34-5.

88 See also on this subject Mrs. John hi'art:m, eminism, 223-4.

40 Cf, Clarke: * The progress and development of the race depends upon the
appropriate, and not on the identical, education of the sexes," Sex in Education, 161,
Similarly Brooks, The Laow of Heredily, z73. On " the danger to the eral good
of mankind " from equalisation of the sexes, sce also Adele Crepaz, The Emancipation
of Women and its Probable Consequences, English translation, London, 1893, pp. 51-67.
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alone, and are shutting your eyes to the future** Found a
college for males, and you are aiding the advancement of the
race. Found a college for females, and you are abetting race-
suicide. Already the statistics of some of our female colleges
show that barely one-half of the graduates marry; that of these a
fifth have no children; and that the remaining forty per cent.
(of the whole number) have a trifle over two children apiece, so
that, if half of these be boys, every hundred female graduates
leave behind them in the next generation about forty-four daugh-
ters.*? At this rate (which in reality is still lower, since some
of the children are sure to die before reaching maturity) the
class from which these highly educated women and their hus-
bands come is doomed (but for possible action by the other highly
educated men who marry non-collegiate women) to speedy
diminution and gradual extinction. But, though our male college
graduates, on the whole, show a somewhat better result (it has
been reckoned half as good again), it is by no means satisfactory
from the point of view of future generations. And for this
poor showing by the men the existence of so many female col-
leges i1s also to a great extent responsible, as they subtract so
many otherwise eligible partners. Things being so in the green
leaf, what will they be in the sere? When the feminist goal is
reached and as many young women as young men are educated
not only in colleges but in post-graduate departments and in
business schools for all the professions, the birth-rate in the up-
per classes may be expected to sink to the vanishing point.*®

41 Elizabeth Blackwell, the first woman doctor in the nineteenth century (the modern
Apnodice), is a good example. In her Auwtebiographical Sketches entitled Pioneer

ork 1 Opening the Medical Profession to Women, she tells us she was one of nine
children, and rejoiced in the * great advautz:,jge * of having * been born one of a
large family group” {p 1 of Everyman's ed,), Yet she gchh:ratcir chose to be-
come a physician and *° thus place a strong barrier between me and all ordinary mar-
riage,” 23. She therefore never entered even an extraordinary marriage (whatever
that might be), but adopted a dau&hter; and two of her sisters, who followed her in
the woman's rights movement, and one of them in the medical profession, likewise
did not marry and each adopted a daughter. Thus the advanced females of a talented
family, successful in their careers, ceased to propagate their line. r

42 See an article by Mr. and Mrs. John Martin in The New York Times, Aug. 29,
1915, which cites all the investigations that have been made on the subject. )

48 Mill actually took this restraining influence upon marriage and the size of families
as a reason why women should receive the franchise and have all occupations opened
to them, Political Economy, 1I. xiii. § 2, and IV. vii. § 3;— and if the opening of
occupations to women exerts such an influence, much more will the preparation of
them for them exert it. Having worked out his philosophy in days pre-Darwinian
and pre-Galtonian, Mill knew nothing about the correlation between discouraging
breeding from the incapable and encouraging it from the capable. Instead, he had an
indiscriminate antipathy to much breeding, and showed no apprehension of any danger
from under-breeding going too far. For, though the passages referred to were
concerned mostly with the labouring classes, the following shows that he extended

is views to the upper classes. * Little improvement,” he wrote, “can be expected
in morality until the producing large families is regarded with the same feelings as
drunkenness or any other physical excess. But while the aristocracy and the clergy
are foremost to set the example of this kind of incontinence, what can be expected
from the poor!” foot-note in EI. xiii. § 1. How those who can support large families
and have them can set an example to those who cannot support them and yet have
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This was not anticipated by the persons who started the move-
ment — the pioneers of “ the higher education of women.” Mrs.
Emma Willard, perhaps the very first leader in America, had
no experience of this sort during the early days of her seminary
for young ladies.** It was, in truth, her intention and purpose
to turn out her pupils to be “ better wives and mothers.” ** She
probably had, and her followers still seem to have, the notion
that as the higher education of men makes them better husbands
and fathers, the higher education of women will have a cor-
responding effect. But this is a false argument. The higher
education of men makes better teachers, clergymen, physicians,
chemists, engineers, military and naval officers, lawyers, states-
men, etc. If it helps men on in the world, it makes them better
fathers and husbands only in the sense of better providers. But
women as wives and mothers are not the providers of the family.
Hence a higher education that helps to make women better pro-
viders, encroaches on the men’s sphere. It is useless unless it
is put into execution, and then the woman, being a provider,
has not time to be a mother, whether she be wife or not. This
is precisely the chief social difference between men and women
(a direct result from their primary as well as their secondary
sexual differences) that providing for the family does not in-
terfere with the man’s occupation as husband and father, but it
does interfere with the woman’s occupation as mother and hence
with her proper occupation as wife. Hence the good done to
men by higher education does not follow in the case of women.
Nor is the higher education of women necessary to enable them
to teach their children; for apart from religion, morals, and man-
ners (which, far from being specialised, are apt to be neglected
in colleges), mothers teach their children only the veriest ele-
ments of the various branches of knowledge, professional teach-
ers being employed to do the rest. The higher education is not
needed in motherhood, and, being in the way, it tends to keep
women out of motherhood.

Other results meanwhile are produced, contributing to the
grand finale, such as wastefulness and unfairness. Our femi-
nists speak of educating girls just like boys, that they may take
them, he did not attempt to explain. As well say the rich ought not to have auto-
m:}hifes, because they might set an example to the poor. Besides, the having small

families, among people of any intelligence, does not indicate continence, but only
carefulness. f ' ¥ :

44 ** An English traveller said to me: *‘Maddam, you are making a grand experiment
here; . . . but I fear you are educating girls too h1gh(iig and that they will not be
willing to marry.” But I have never experienced any :fﬁﬁ.’:mll;1 of this sort,” quoted
in J. Lord’'s Li'j?e of Emme Willard, 107. This was in 1830, aturally the effect did
not appear S0 S00M. . ) ! d ]

45 I'J:“_ﬂ_a Life, 42, 51-2. She included * domestic science” in her curriculum, ib.
70~2, which, however, is mostly omitted to-day.
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position on account of any merely temporary disability. If, in
fact, the husband shall have any duty toward his wife, it will be
to find a position for her, or to make one, if he can. Already
the new form of nepotism has appeared of a public official ap-
pointing his wife to an office in his control.®*

Still, if this new condition be introduced, Nature will again
step in and block the plan, which does not recognise the distinc-
tions she has established —in human beings at least, whatever
may be her arrangements in other species. If there were never
to be any children, and if women were not organised for pro-
ducing children, marriages being mere unions for pleasurable
intercourse, the plan might be carried out. But women are so
organised, and society cannot last without children. By their
organisation, as we have seen, women are periodically enteebled,
especially in the years of education and apprenticeship — of prep-
aration for any other life-work. If in youth they prepare as
hard as young men, they as women are likely to be either broken
in health or stunted in child-bearing capacity, let alone child-
rearing aptitude. The women who are capable of doing women’s
work, are not capable also of doing men’s work. By their or-
ganism women are limited to special work, or to the lower ranks
of work more suitable to men. Those who prepare themselves
for men’s full work, are handicapped in their own proper work.
And if ever children do come, the mothers are confined for a
time, and whether they or other women be employed, the care
of young children devolves on women as their special work, which
no man, as a rule, can or will perform. Some male animals may
do so. A few male fishes see to the hatching of the eggs spawned
by the females; the male sea-horses carry in a pouch the eggs
of their mates; the male obstetric frogs perform the whole
labour of incubation; and male ostriches attend to their fledg-
lings. But if any men ever regularly performed such work as
" the last-mentioned, that tribe or nation would soon end, Even
the couvade was too much to permit any race adopting it to
amount to much. Per contra, when women engage in professional
work like men, as they assume certain obligations that cannot
thereafter be laid down without loss, in addition to their not
improbable incapacity there is superinduced an unwillingness to
have children, who would interfere with their work.® More-

64 E.g., on Long Island a judge appointed his newly wedded wife to be his
“ confidential secretary ™ at a salary (to be paid by the public) of $I+¥I:I-G a vear. It was
not allowed, but not on the ground of the appointee being his wife. See The New
York Times, May 6, 1913. More recently a Governor of Colorado has appointed his
wife Associate-Governor, iccping the salary in the family.

66 In The New York Times, April 13, 1 ?:4. Miss Mabel Powers appra'.rlnFIy quotes
a ‘" wonder child,” eleven years old, \%ini red Stoner, of Pittsburgh, as follows: “1I
think we should have two Presidents of the United States —a Mr. President and a
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284 FEMINISM

retain their superiority only by the exclusion of women in general
from the franchise.®®

Hence it is much saner for public-spirited women to work for
particular reforms directly, collaborating with the men who
desire the same measures and helping to win over others, than
to pursue the indirect course of first obtaining the franchise
for other women as well, which may jeopardise their primary
objects. Mrs. Pankhurst says of the English divorce law, it is
so bad that in her opinion it alone “ wuulg justify a rebellion on
the part of women.” #8 Well, if that were so (which it is not), it
is possible that if women had * militated ” against that law, they
could have got its amendment with one-tenth the amount of
agitation they have wasted in the effort to get the suffrage. In
the last resort, women must get what they want from men, by
men’s permission. If they get certain desired rights (as to
hold real estate), it must be by men’s grant. If they get the
suffrage, it must be by men’s concession. Hence the latter is
not the proper means for the former. Evidently the men who
would yield up so little apparent a right as that of the suffrage,
would more willingly of themselves respect the more obvious
rights, or improvements, to which women should call their at-
tention ; 3 and if they are not just enough to do the latter, they
are not likely to do the former,*— or if they were flattered and
cajoled into doing it, they would not observe it. Women, after
all, must confide in men to execute the laws; then why not con-
fide in them to make them??® The suffrage, said one ardent

32 Now we have the good men backed up by the good women in opposition to the
bad men. Then we shall have the good men and women in opposition to the bad men
and women. This will not be a gain on the side of goodness. o Miss Emily F. Bissell,
A Talk to Women on the Suffrage Question, 7; cf. Mrs. A, J. George, Woman's Rights
vs. Woman Suffrage, 5. The superiority of women’s influence, while they remain out-
side politics and act in a non-partisan spirit, is well described iJ:.r Mrs. Barclay Hazard
in her address, Oct. 3o, 1907, How Women capn best serve the Stote, published by the
New York State Association opposed to Woman Suffrage.

83 Speech at Hartford, Nov. 13, 1913, Ferbatim Report, 30. ;

34 (,Pf Miss Catherine E. Beecher: * They [men] cannot be forced by the weaker
sex to resign their power. It [the relief of evils] must be sought, then, as the gift of
justice and benevolence. If, then, there are laws and customs that we deem unjust and
oppressive, the short and common-sense mode would be to petition the law-makers to
c an%& these laws according to the rules of justice and mercy. Instead of this the plea
is, ' We cannot trust you to make laws; give us the ballot, and we will take better care
of ourselves than you have done or will do. Now, any class of men who, after such
an implication of their intelligence and justice, would give the ballot to woman, would
most surely be those most ready to redress any wrongs for which the ballot is sought.
Why should we not rather take the shorter and surer mode and ask for the thing needed,
instead of the circuitous and uncertain mode involved in the ballot? ”’ Woman Suffrage
and Woman's Profession, 17-18, ¢f. 191—2. Similarly A. P. Marvin, in the Massachu-
setts Constitutional Convention of 1853, Report of Debates, ii. 749-50, 751-2.

35 Cf. Hart: * If women really believe that men are persistently unjust to them, or
insufficiently amenable to their influence, how can they really believe in the possibility
of obtaining their wish in this respect [of the suffrage]? And would not the plea for
the necessity of the sufirage be proved to be ill-founded by the very fact of its success? "
Woman Suffrage a National Daﬁeer. :

38 Cfc Mrs. Johnson: If Mrs, Ezild could not trust her husband, her son, her
brother, or best friend to look after her interests, she certainly could not trust the car-
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208 FEMINISM

strength enough to wield the arms when acquired; for weaklings
could not retain the possession of land. As civilisation advances,
the metals are mined more abundantly, and small arms become
cheap enough for the lower classes to procure them; whereupon
they too, when they also acquire intelligence enough to combine
and to concentrate their power, force their way into control of
the government. On the other hand, large weapons in the shape
of artillery become too expensive to be owned by individuals, and
can be managed only by the state. Hence land- and other prop-
erty-owners always at last cease to be the only class having power.
Intelligence, of course, has always been an essential factor, but
on another plane or story. Intelligence can do nothing of itself,
it can only give direction to force. And force alone, without
intelligence to guide it, is nothing: a muscular idiot plays no part
in the state because his force fritters itself away, being used for
no determinate purpose. Intelligence, however, in one person or
in a few persons may often command the force of other men. It
is, then, through their force that it operates. Intelligent indi-
dividuals and classes, as especially in the early days of every
civilisation-cycle the priesthood, have always been powerful, but
only, by their monopoly of science, as using advice, warning, and
persuasion to direct the force of others. If women had been
originally endowed with, or their manner of life had developed,
intelligence similar, or equal for this purpose, to that of men,
they would no doubt have retained a prominent position at least
in the priesthood ; which, but for a few scattered exceptions, they
nowhere have done. Although women formed the first priest-
hood, as Karl Pearson has shown, they were surpassed by men,
who ousted them also from this occupation, whereupon those of
them who persisted, degenerated into witches, attempting to hold
communication only with the powers of earth'or the dead and
buried — the infernal gods. '
Even within the ruling class, contests for leadership and bick-
erings over the distribution of booty were often carried on by
fighting amongst themselves, although such contests it would
require little intelligence to frown upon, because they would
weaken the class over against other classes, and the tribe over
against other tribes. Hence the combination of fighting men had
to keep order within their own territory; which completed the
purpose of government. But there might be struggles for the
possession of the government itself. Now, it appears that men
were long ago in possession of sufficient intelligence to perceive
(for this would be very plain in small bands) that instead of
fighting to see which faction was the stronger, the same result
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countries, like ours originally and our western States still, labour-
ing men and foreigners have even been offered the franchise as
an inducement to their coming, so much were they needed by
those who settled there first; and in the neighbouring States in
the East the ruling classes have found it necessary likewise to
extend the franchise as an inducement to their labourers to stay
at home. DBut even in our happy land everything has not been
so peaceful, and in Rhode Island, which for two or three gener-
ations after the Revolution was ruled by a small and uneven
electorate, a rebellion, known as Dorr’s War, was necessary to
compel a revision of the constitution and to gain the admission
of the greater part of the male population. What was going on
in America, by attracting emigration from abroad, induced
greater democratisation in Europe and led to the widening of
the electorate there too. So it happened that in many countries
practically all men have been admitted to the franchise; and in a
few of our States, beginning in the West, where women were
fewest and most needed, even women have been admitted.

The process has often gone too far even where confined to men:
in some countries too many men have been admitted, through
force of momentum of the movement. This was notably the
case when, in our country, a party in the North gave the political
franchise to the newly emancipated slaves in the South, only with
the result of causing much confusion at first and ending with
the practical disfranchisement of the weakly organisable negroes
there by the strongly organised whites, who, being the stronger,
. would not submit to the weaker, with complete disregard of
numbers. But it is the case, to some extent, everywhere, almost
normally, through the impossibility in human affairs of perfectly
conforming practice to theory. It occurs wherever universal
male suffrage is adopted. For, as we have seen, the cripples and
those dependent on public charity have no claim for admission,
nor have foreigners till they are thoroughly identified with the
country of their adoption and completely detached from their
native state. Not strictly in agreement with the theory, also
weak men have been admitted to the franchise, although stronger
women are excluded,— and yet not altogether so out of agree-
ment, after all, since weak men can often fight, when it comes
to blows, better than strong women. But it has ever been thus,
and the disagreement is only that of practice in general, which
is rough and never able to take account of trivial exceptions.
When new classes became strong enough to demand recognition,
also their weak members were admitted, as we have seen, and
not inaptly, since in the strong classes already in possession also






































































































334 FEMINISM

— the safety of their country, of their children, of themselves.
As in peace they share equally in the benefits of civilisation
mostly made by men, so after war they share equally in the bene-
fits of victory mostly won (if won at all) by men. Their serv-
ices in war no more entitle them to the vote than their services
in peace, the factor of sufficient force being absent in both cases.

(2) By most of the women who desire the vote, and their
niale advocates, reliance is put on the other alternative. It is
evident that if all men were good, individually within each state
obeying of their free will the laws, and collectively between states
refraining from preying upon one another, using only moral prin-
ciples for the guidance of their actions, then women, on the
supposition of their having equal intelligence (which children
have not, so that here the distinction is supplied why children
should still be excluded), would be as competent as men to vote
and take part in making the laws, since their lack of physical
force would no longer be relevant in governmental affairs, when
through the universal obedience the laws automatically execute
themselves. In fact, governments and the division of nationali-
ties into states would then be of little importance, since the moral
laws of conduct do not need legislation to tell what they are, and
all that would be necessary would be, as advised by the socialists,
some committees of administration in the natural territorial com-
munities for managing their common interests. Extremes meet,
and as mankind began without government when they were brutes,
they may end without government when they are saints.
Women, however, are not to be placated with this idea of their
being admitted to participation in government only when gov-
ernment is no longer of importance.’* Consequently those who
now wish to participate maintain the entirely inconsistent posi-
tion that while government is still needed, men are good enough
to be guided only by opinion and right reason, without the need
of force — that the minority obeys the majority simply out of
respect for the right of the majority to have its way,'* and that,
though policemen at least, if not soldiers, are still needed, the laws
somehow enforce themselves.?®* People, to be sure, do not all
agree as to what is right in all details, and therefore government

11 Thus s‘u-_:t'{l years ago Paulina W, Davis said: * The rule of force and fraud
must well nig e overturned, and learning and religion and the fine arts must
have cultivated mankind into a state of wisdom and gusﬁcp tempered by most benef-
icent affections, before woman can be installed in her highest offices,”” Presidential
Address at the Woman's Rights Convention, Worcester, 1850, Prﬂcutfing:, 10, Yet
ghe desired the vote even then.

12 Cf. Mrs. Jacobi above, p. 317n. ;

12 Cf. W. 1. Bryan: * This [the force] argument is seldom offered now [?!], for
the reason that as civilisation advances laws are obeyed because they are an ml.&

sion of the public opinion, not merely because they_ have power and lead
them,” Formal Statement published in the newspapers July 17, 1914.
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duties. And, in truth, if they get the suffrage, they will get only
a privilege and not a duty.?* They will still be different from
men, and their citizenship will still be different from men’s
citizenship.®® Is it just, then, to give women the suffrage? On
the contrary, it is the height of injustice, since justice is to give
every one his due, but this is to give to women more than their

due.

In all this there is nothing that prevents women from the
expression of opinion; for this is within their competency.
“Why,” asks a woman suffragist, “ should not women have the
right to speak for themselves, and by their own mouths to make
their own wants known?” * They have: with us they have
this right in public, everywhere they have it in private. Women
demand the franchise and entrance into every department of
government, says another feminist, because *““they are bound to
give the state the benefit of their insight.” * They can give the
state this benefit perfectly well as things are. Women are the
natural critics, encouragers, restrainers, inspirers of men’s ac-
tions. They should be ﬁstened to, and they are listened to when
they show intelligence enough to deserve it.®®* But be they ever
so wise, they are not to decide. The voting booth is not the
place in which to express a mere opinion or desire: there men
express power and determination, which women have not to ex-

81 Cf. Mrs. A, M. Dodge: * The vote of the man is a sort of contract to sup-
port the verdict of the ballot box, if need be, by the jury box, the cartridge belt, the
sherifi's summons, The voting woman is exempt from these obligations. She is a
privileged woter. . . ., Certainly it is unequal suffrage while women retain the ex-
emptions demanded b;,' their physical nature, and exercise political power without
political responsibility,™ W oman ;Hfﬂ]‘gﬂ' opposed to Woman's Rights, Annals of the
Amer. 4‘*‘|Lr:aﬂlr.l of Pol. and Soec. Science, Nov., 19014, p. 99. (S0 Mrs. Humphry Ward
had oppozed woman suffrage as giving women iEw:nl.rtu' without responsibility,” in a
letter in The Times, March 8, 1907. It might be equally correct to say it would
give them responsibility without J;owcr; for in either case what is attempted to be
given i1s more than can be received. H. Owen was inaccurate here in saying that with
the vote women would have * complete power without final responsibility,” Woman
Adrift, 3?.) On the other side cf. Mrs. Jacobi: * Certainly if women claim to exer-
cise the functions of sw:rem‘nlgy. they must be prepared to assume a fair share of the
public duties of citizenship. Precisely because they must be exempted from milita
and constable duty, where the¥ would be of no use, should women be expected to hol
themselves in readiness to fulfil such functions as those of jurors,” * Common
Sense,” etc., 35. So, to take f;m;rl: in one of the easiest of men’s political functions is
to assume " a fair share ™ of the voter's duties!

82 Mrs. John Martin: “ A woman’s vote has no guaranty behind it, and therefore
she can never be a citizen in the same sense that a man is a citizen. At most she
can only become a sort of left-handed or morganatic citizen — never quite legitimately
wedded to the state. She can vote only by courtesy as a sort of honourary citizen,
a citizen emeritus, not an active, sustaining member -::-l? the body politic,” Femsnism, 323.

38 Mrs, Jacobi, “ Common Sense,” etc., 223.

84 Mrs. Schreiner, Woman and Labour, 205,

85 Cf. Mrs. Johnson, Woman and the Republic, 51—3. As a rule, in the culminating
and declining periods of civilisation female authors and artists, because of men's
gallantry and, women's vanity, receive more attention than male authors and artists of
corresponding merit. It is acalogous to the greater glory accorded to women, in the
early period, for equal deeds. %Iu-elia was unﬂurcﬁ with an equestrian BtatuttH
the Romans for a feat which would have passed unnoticed performed by a man (a
too, for one not altogether honourable or allowable to a man); and the modern Grace
Darling won fame for assisting her father in a bold rescue.
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press.*® In the affairs in which women are wiser than men, if
such there be, they would be like experts, who now are often
summoned by legislative bodies, or imposed upon them, to give
information and advice, but whose vote is not taken. So far
as they have sufficient intelligence, let them raise their voice ; but
as they have not sufficient force, theirs is not the will of the
state.

Suppose angels frequented the society of mankind, possessing
perfect intelligence and the power of communicating thought
to us, but not having bodies or any influence upon bodies, com-
pletely lacking in physical force. Their numbers would then be
wholly immaterial, and their voices would not be counted. They
ought to be listened to and their counsel heeded ; and that would
be the case, as far as men were wise enough to comprehend their
wisdom: the majority of men, accepting their advice, would
compel the rest to observe it. Women are not such angels; for
they possess some physical force and not so much intelligence.
~ But so long as their physical force is not enough to command
consideration, their intelligence, however great it may be, de-
serves only to be consulted.*” If they can persuade the majority
of men, the majority of men will adopt and execute their ad-
vice.®®

This view of the case answers all the previous arguments for
woman suffrage. It shows that women ought not to feel hurt
at being excluded from the political franchise, because their
exclusion does not indicate that they are inferior to men on the
whole, but only in the one respect, by all acknowledged, of not
possessing force enough to carry on government. It shows that
on account of their inferiority in force, they have not a right to
take part in government,— on the contrary, that it is an unfair

26 Hence the error of this demand, that men should *' enfranchise women and let
them go to the polls, and there allow them to express their political opinions after the
manner accorded to present-day [male] wvoters’: Penelope Pauli in The New York
Times, Feb. 14, 1915. “ It should be remembered,” says Rossiter Johnson, ** that
every popular election has two phases — the phase of discussion, and the hase of
determination. In the canvass (the phase of discussion), men exchange facts and
arguments and express their opinions. When that is over, they go to the polls
where each one expresses his determination that the conduct of the gpovernment shall
be thus and so — provided enough men are found to be on his side,” The Blank-
Cariridge Ballot, 7. A

37 Annie S. Peck says she wants to vote because she desires ''to be regarded as
an intelligent human being,” in The New York Times, Feb. 28, IQIE. She does not
desire to be regarded as a strong human being, capable of ﬁghﬁnﬁ or her own and
others’ rights. She would show more intelligence if she recognised that in the ques-
tion of suffrage this is the main point.

88 This discloses the error of the principle upon which Condorcet rested his argu-
ment for woman suffrage, above, p. 7. If Swift's Lilliputians were a reality and
lived amongst us, since they were * sensible beings, susceptible of acquiring moral
ideas, and of reasoning on these ideas,” we should no doubt recognise in them cer-
tain rights, but as they would be incapable of taking part in the public defence, we
should not feel ourselves called upon to acknowledge in them a right to perform a
duty which they would be incapable of carrying through. Their rights would be
principally to protection. They would have civil, but not political rights.
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which only women would take part; or in each case the other
sex would be admitted only as spectators or auditors, and be
consulted only as critics. 1f, again, in the women’s sphere men
were more capable than women in the men’s sphere, it would
only be more natural for the men to take more part in the
women's congress than the women in the men'’s.

Now, there actually is such a division between the proper
occupations of men and women. Men's talent is for govern-
ment, women’s for society. Government and society are dif-
ferent, though they are related. The distinction has never been
better expounded than by one of the first who drew attention
to it. “ Society,” said Thomas Paine, “is produced by our
wants, and government by our wickedness; the former promotes
our happiness positively by uniting our affections, the latter
negatively by restraining our vices. The one encourages in-
tercourse, the other creates distinctions. The first is a patron,
the last is a punisher.” ** He omitted only to say that society
was made by women, government by men, society being an
extension of the family, government or the state a limit set
thereto. Else all that we can now say on the subject, is to
amplify what he said. Society acts for positive good, govern-
ment negatively to prevent evil. Society regulates manners, gov-
ernment morals. Society only prescribes rules of conduct, gov-
ernment sees to their execution. Society at most punishes the
breakers of manners by ostracising them. But it often works
badly, and welcomes the greatest thieves and the most immoral
men and women, if only they are not caught; but it is the
function of government to catch them. Government defends
society from its own evil elements, and from outside enemies.
It manages the police and the army. It employs force, while
society employs only opinion. In government, therefore, only
men can properly take part; but in society women play the chief
role. Society is woman’s province, not only in the narrow
sense of the fashionable set, but in the wider sense of human
companionship.** And socially woman’s is the superior sex, but
man’s is the superior politically.*®

Thus already we have that supplementation of the masculine
factor by the feminine factor, so much desired by the feminists.

41 Common Sense, opening. 3 )

42 Cf. Riehl, Die Familie, 24; also Rev. Underhill, reported in the New York Sun,
March 20, 1910. Forel only shows carelessness of speech when he demands equal
*“eneial ' rights for women, The Sexual Question, 368, cf. so4. Cf. also Mrs, Jacobi
abkove quoted, p. z3sn. i £

43 So Comte recognised in women *“a secondary superiority considered from the
social point of view,” Cours de Philosophie positive, iv, 406,, 408; cf. Systéme de
Politique positive, i. 210 (where, and on p. 211, he also says man must command, be-
cause of his greater foree, despite his lesser morality and his consequent lesser worthi-
ness), and iv. 62—-3 (where he treats of ** the sociocratic supremacy ' of women).




























































366 FEMINISM

nothing. Divide it and all property so that it is equal to every-
body, their happiness would be less than where inequality reigns,
because none will have the pleasure of eminence, none of assist-
ing or being assisted, and some will still have more than they
deserve and others less. The golden mean should be observed in
all things. When it, wherever it be, is approached, the greatest
happiness (as far as due to wealth) exists — and also the greatest
contentment, and consequently the greatest peacefulness.

A country that has attained this degree of fortune and of wis-
dom, may be able, the best of all, to defend itself. It will be
the least likely to attack others, and also the least likely to be
attacked. Let one country after another reach this condition,
and keep it,*® and wars will cease forever. There is no other
prospect for stopping war, except during the periods, of longer or
shorter extent, when the countries whose recognised interest is
peace are stronger than the countries whose apparent interest is
attack.

But to all this woman suffrage contributes nothing. We have
not the slightest reason to suppose that woman suffrage will
hasten free trade in our country, or in any country; not the
slightest, that it will hasten the curbing of * trusts,” the improve-
ment of the financial and monetary system, the better distribution
of wealth, even the better production of children. Woman suf-
frage goes off on another track by itself, for the righting of an
alleged wrong that does not exist, by making equal what nature
makes unequal, and for instituting certain reforms (many of
them bad) that belong more to society than to government — at
all events not to the national government, and in our States are
beyond the power and the comprehension of the women who per-
form their own function in life. Much less does feminism help
the matter, which would weaken the most advanced nations and
races, and would leave the rest to grow and become strong enough
to destroy them. Like the advocates of socialism, these women
and their male abettors dream of an ideal end and of reaching it
at one bound by adopting certain off-hand direct and easy meas-
ures that would have all sorts of indirect consequences, to which

26 There is, in a given condition of science and industry, in any country a maximum
population for the attainment of its maximum happiness, present and future, all things
considered, reference to colonies included. When a country reaches this maximum
ﬁopu]atiun, it will be well for it to adopt birth-control and medium-sized families, to

eep its population steady; and it will then still recommend small families for the in-
competent and large families for the competent, to balance each other and improve
the Erced, Our country is not yet in this condition; nor even is England, or France,
with a wview to their colonies. These still need to recommend large families even
to the indifferent — those between the competent and the incompetent. But they
do not., They anticipate a condition they have not yet reached, and even so they
do not adopt the policy advisable for such a condition (though an exception has been
quoted, p. 143m.). Our country, with its prn_hihitiun of imstruction of contraception to
the ignorant and incompetent, is the worst sinner of all.
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majority of the people of the Union wished a certain kind of
representation (one which should disregard the distinction of
colour) for the national representation — and to that they had a
right; but, not content with obtaining it for the national rep-
resentation, they forced the same upon all the States individually
for their State and municipal representation — which was wrong,
and had baleful effect in many parts of the Union. It ought to
have been sufficient, if the majority of the people of the United
States desired negro suffrage, to have forced it upon all the
States for the national representation, in the States that did not
want it as well as in those that did, since that was a national
affair. But they went too far, beyond the true principle of our
union, when they forced it upon every State, whether it wanted
it or not, for its internal representation, since that was each
State’s own affair. The same mistake now threatens to be re-
peated in the case of woman suffrage. Its advocates now agi-
tate to pass an amendment requiring all States, not only in their
national representation, but in their internal representation, to
disregard the distinction of sex. Such a third violation of the
real spirit and true principle of our federal union would be in-
excusable. Luckily this undertaking is not likely to succeed at
the present moment, and there is a short respite for deliberation
before the further spread of woman suffrage makes the prospect
imminent.

In its place, what is needed is a proper amendment of the fed-
eral constitution, that shall at last establish the federal and State
representations upon their appropriate footing. The national
representation should be separated from the State representation,
the whole nation regulating its national representation, uniform
everywhere, and letting each State regulate its own representa-
tion, diverse according to its special needs or views. Then
every State that wanted woman suffrage for its own affairs,
could have it without affecting other States, and others need not
have it in their affairs if they did not want it, while the whole
nation might adopt it or not for its affairs according as the
majority of the people, or of the States, of the whole nation
approved or disapproved it. The initial mistake was made
through too great a regard for States’ rights; the second mistake
was made through too great a disregard of States’ rights: this
proper arrangement alone holds the balance even. If such an
amendment were now made, it is probable that many more States
would adopt woman suffrage for their own affairs, perhaps all,
and yet at the same time the whole nation would be saved from
having any part of its national representation chosen by women.





























































































