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with me that the law ought to be al­
tered so that those men could be dealt 
with ?

Take what happens to the woman if 
her husband dies, and leaves her a 
widow, sometimes with little children. 
If a man is so insensible to his duties 
as a husband and father when he makes 
his will, as to leave all his property 
away from his wife and children, the 
law allows him to do it. That will is 
a valid one. So you see that the 
married woman’s position is not a very 
secure one. It depends entirely on her 
getting a good ticket in the lottery. If 
she has a good husband, well and 
good : if she has a bad one, she has 
to suffer, and she has no remedy. That 
is her position as a wife, and it is far 
from satisfactory.

Now let us look at her position if 
she has been very unfortunate in mar­
riage, so unfortunate as to get a bad 
husband, an immoral husband, a 
vicious husband, a husband unfit to be 
the father of little children. We turn 
to the Divorce Court. How is she to 
get rid of such a man ? If a man has 
got married to a bad wife, and he wants 
to get rid of her, he has but to prove 
against her one act of infidelity. But 
if a woman who is married to a vicious 
husband wants to get rid of him, not 
one act nor a thousand acts of infiedlity 
entitle her to a divorce ; she must prove 
either bigamy, desertion, or gross 
cruelty, in addition to immorality be­
fore she can get rid of that man.

Let us consider her position as a 
mother. We have repeated this so 
often at our meetings that I think the 
echo of what we have said must have 
reached many. By English law no 
married woman exists as the mother of 
the child she brings into the world. In 
the eyes of the law she is not the 
parent of her child. The child, accord­
ing to our marriage laws, has only one 
parent, who can decide the future of 
the child, who can decide where it shall 
live, how it shall live, how much shall 
be spent upon it, how it shall be edu­
cated, and what religion it shall pro­
fess. That parent is the father.

These are examples of some of the 
laws that men have made, laws that 
concern women. I ask you, if women 
had had the vote, should we have had 
such laws? If women had had the 
vote, as men have the vote, we should 
have had equal laws. We should have 
had equal laws for divorce, and the 
law would have said that as Nature 
has given to children two parents, so 
the law should recognize that they 
have two parents.

I have spoken to you about the posi­
tion of the married woman who does 
not exist legally as a parent, the parent 
of her own child. In marriage, children 
have one parent. Out of marriage 
children have also one parent. That 
parent is the mother—the unfortunate 
mother. She alone is responsible for 
the future of her child ; she alone is 
punished if her child is neglected and 
suffers from neglect. But let me give 
you one illustration. I was in Here­
fordshire during the bye-election. 
While I was there, an unmarried 
mother was brought before the bench 
of magistrates charged with having 
neglected her illegitimate child. She 
was a domestic servant, and had put 
the child out to nurse. The magis­
trates—there were colonels and land- 
owners on that bench—did not ask 
what wages the mother got ; they did 
not ask who the father was or whether 
he contributed to the support of the 
child. They sent that woman to pri­
son for three months for having neg­
lected her child. I ask you women 
here to-night, if women had had some 
share in the making of laws, don’t you 
think they would have found a wây of 
making all fathers of such children 
equally responsible with the mothers 
for the welfare of those children ?

Let us take the law of inheritance? 
Often in this agitation for the vote, we 
have been told by advanced members 
of the Liberal Party that to give votes 
to women on the same terms as those 
on which men now have the vote, 
would be to strengthen the influence of 
property, and to help to continue the 
existing laws of property.


