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. PREFACE.

To some, the title of my work may seem intentionally
aggravating. It is certainly not my design to begin by
offending those whom I wish to convince. But I think it
right to them and others, to use a title which shall
unequivocally express the purpose of the book. The term
“Woman  Suffrage ” indicates no opinion.v Woman
Suffrage Advocates, hoping to find their views supported,
might have some excuse for complaining that the title was
ambiguous, if not deceptive. A title should, as far as
possible, declare the nature of the book’s contents. My
title shows plainly that I oppose Woman Suffrage. I do
not attempt to sail under false colours. I have then a -~
right to expect' that my opponents will read the book
before they attack it, or the author. Honest consgieﬁtigus
criticism, however severe, will be welcome. Even abuse
from thorough-paced Woman Suffrage Advoaaxtes.(})ﬁo,yi/ng--- .
that the abusers could not reply in any -other way) will

@ thus directly support the author’s views and arguments.

& TItis ir'e;'y natural to impute selfish motives to social,

8 theological, political opponents ; and generally to all who
dare ‘to differ from us. Therefore, in spite of the proverb:
“Qui s’exchse, Saccuse,” I anticipate the charge that I
oppose Woman Suffrage, from unworthy personal motives.
I grant that some men have been, and are still actuated
by selfish motives, in circumscribing women’s work, I
can understand the principle causing men to object to

female interference with male monopoly in professions
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and trades. A doctor nai:urally dislikes female physicians.
I myself once shared in this prejudice. T now think it
right that women should have at least the option of being
“attended by their own sex. A lawyer objects to female
solicitors and barristers.: a clergyman, to female preachers.
And by some doubtless, such purely persdnal feelings
prompt objectionswto Woman Suffrage. But my opposi-
tion to Woman Suffrage cannot truly be imputed to fears
of personal rivalry. It would matter nothing to me if all’
women were voters. Some would doubtless like to send
me. to-immediate execution, for writing this book. Others
more magnanimous, would merely regard me with pity and
" contempt, as they regard legislators who oppose Woman
Suffrage. I am not a party politician. The arts in which
I take most interest, Literature and Painting, have long
been successfully cultivated by women. And however
their rivalship, may apparently, or really injure -male
authors and pa,inters; it must eventually tend to elevate
literary and picforial art. Where then is the unworthy
personal motive for my writing against hWom%m Suffrage ?
I am unconscious of any such, but should I deceive myself,
-~ my error must be apparent in the following pages; and I
shall, to that extent, injure the cause Idefend. T believe
my motives pure—to publish what I hold to be the truth
about Woman Suffrage. If I am right, the publica-
tion of my views must prove directly and immediately
beneficial. If I am wrong, advantage must indirectly
result from the opportunity afforded to Woman Suffrage
Advocates, to expose my fallacies.
, Some seventeen years ago, under the a,dvocacy of the 3
late J. S. Mill, and Mr. Jacob Bright, Woman Suffrage . §
attracted more attention, and came nearer consummation,

%
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ns. than it probably ever will again. In a lecture—*“ A

it 4 Protest against Woman’s Demand for the Privileges of

ing both Sexes ” (delivered at the Architectural Gallery, :

ale § Conduit Street, 4th July, and published in The Victoria

srs. 3§ Magazine, Aug.,,1870)—I said: ¢ European and British

ngs { Women are naturally influenced by the revolt of women in

si- 1 America, where the mania is at its” height, while in

ars 1 Britain, the disease has not culminated.” My prophecy

‘all' 3§ has been amply fulfilled. The division in the Woman

end @ Suffrage Camp is traced in these pages. And for the last

\ers 1 ten years, the Movement for the Political Enfranchise-

nd men of Woman, has dwindled down to a purely selfish,

an 1 petty, peddling Spinster and Widow Suffrage Bill, which -
ich 1 if final, insults Women generally, and especially Married

ong 4 Women. Therefore my illustrations and quotations

wwer 3§ generally date from the time when the battle was con- C
ale @ sistently fought for Woman Suffrage, as a principle; not ,
ate @ asan accident. g *
thy "
ge? '
self, <
nd T

ieve

ruth

ica-

tely !

ctly )

rage

the

rage 3

fion, ' T







CONTENTS.

PART FIRST.
WoMaN SUFFRAGE CONSIDERED IN THEORY, oS A PRINCIPLE.
CHAPTER I . PAGE
Why should Women have the Political Franchise? ... 3
CHAPTER II
Does the Bible sanction Woman Suffrage?
CHAPTER IIL
The Bible opposed to Woman Suffrage . 21
' CHAPTER IV. oo
Nature opposed to Sexual Equality ... e 42
- = CHAPTER V.
Sexual Equality and Subjection of Woman ... V.. 69
CHAPTER VI.
Fallacy of Claims based on Sexual Equality ... - 99
CHAPTER VIIL
Marriage and Maternity versus Woman Suffrage - ... 122

PART SECOND.
WoMAN SUFFRAGE CONSIDERED IN PracTicE, aAND DETAIL.
. . CHAPTER 1 )
Analysis of the Woman Suffrage Bill ... ... 159
/ CHAPTER II.
Women Politicians involve Women Warriors !
CHAPTER III :
Division in the Woman Suffrage Camp .. 224
CHAPTER 1V.
Spinster and Widow Voters against Woman Suffrage! 250
CHAPTER V. ,
Results of Married Women's Suffrage... ... ... 269
CHAPTER VI. '
Results of Woman Suffrage in General - cee 293

CHAPTER VII.
Woman Suffrage Mania : Conclusion of Diagnosis ... 318







SYNOPSIS OF CONTENTS.

PART FIRST.

WoMAN SUFFRAGE CONSIDERED 1N THEORY, AS A PRINCIPLE.

CHAPTER 1.

Why should women have the political franchise >—The
demand involves a radical alteration in the British
Constitution—Dissimutating title: “The Movement
for Women ”—Woman’s assumed right to vote, not
proved—Ask-and-have policy—Subject divided into
two parts—Woman Suffrage to be considered in
Theory, as a Principle: practically in detail.

CHAPTER II.

Does the Bible sanction Woman Suffrage ?—The Bible
and Sexual Equa.lity—Bible professedly ;ccepted as
rule and guide—Tenor and spirit repugnant to Sexual
Equality — Enquiry shirked by Woman Suffrage-
Advocates—They provoke discussion, and must abide
its issue—In all Christian states, women excluded
from political power—Infidel Woman Suffrage Advo-
cates repudiate the Bible, because opposed to Sexual




Contents.

Equality—Purpose of Woman’s formation: What?—
Adam earthly head of Eve—Woman Suffrage Advo-
cates spurn Scripture account as ¢“ the old rib theory ”
—Woman made from man, for a companion‘: not coun- 7
sellor—Man created ; woman formed : the copy ofacopy §
—Man the image and glory of God: woman the glory 3
of man—The tempter beguiled the weaker being— 1
Conjugal subordination binding on all wives—

Maidens cannot have greater liberty than Matrons. i

CHAPTER IIIL

Bible opposed to Woman Suffrage—From Genesis to “?
Revelation entirely against ,laims based on Sexual 3
Equality—Texts adduced—No Christian wife could }
vote against her husband—Alleged servitude in mar- 1
riage—A wife’s fidelity involved in-hér obedience—Man
and wife are one according to Scf‘ipture—Attempts to - @
allegorise Scripture — Freethinking advocates of $
Woman Suffrage frankly admit the Bible against
them—Mrs. Law—Christianity opposes Woman’s ’
Enfranchisement—St. Paul abused for declaring ]
Man’s supremacy—A Swedenborgian lady on Sexual
Equality—Rabid abuse of “Paul,” Bishop Temple, §
Clergy, author, and all differing from her about -

Sexual Equa,lity—Signs of the Times—The Bible con-

sciously, or unconsciously, rejected by female Woman §
Suffrage Advocates—The hypocritical veil sometimes §
thrown aside—Illustrations—Texts interpreted alike
by Orthodox Christians and Infidels, as utterly]
opposed to all claims based on Sexual Equality— ]
Brief address to professing Christians—Conviction

that the Bible is opposed to Woman Suffrage.




CHARTER TIV.

Nature opposed to Sexual Kquality—Woman Suffrage
' Advocates assume what canpot be proved: Mental
and Physical Sexual Equalidy—The Bible truth
“woman the weaker vessel ”” provetd—Strong-minded
hysterical excitement—Granting woman privileges
of both sexes, not Sexual Equality—Mail the head
of Woman—ZEqualisation of sexes chimerical—Illus-
tration—Female exemplar of Sexual Equality—No
personal influence over men—Curious inconsistency
—Inveighing against, she copies him as far as she

can—Crowing hens !—Man-woman deplofably fails

as a sample of Sexual Equality !—Not independent
of man—Cannot escape from protection of mankind
in general—Details of woman’s dependence on man
—Difference between Sexual Equality in theory, and
practice—A lady’s statement that any woman ecan
defend her virtue ! —If true, no such crime as viola-
tion of chastity—Singular defence of women by a
woman !—Received with ¢ cheers ’—Author’s views
supported by Proudhon—Counterfeit Strong-Minded
Women, Amazons—Female Independence, legitimate,
and illegitimate — Political, involve all rights! —
Amazons demand man’s rights added to their own—
The word virago—Aversion to man—Hate, while
copying the tyrant—Amazons destined to extinction.

CHAPTER V.

Sexual Equality and Subjection of Woman — Really
Strong-Minded Women opposed to Sexual Equality—
Extracts—Lady M. W. Montagu, Madame de Staél,




Contents.h

Hannah More, Madame Cottin, Countess Hahn-
Hahn, Mrs. Sandford, Mrs. Ellis, Mrs. Jamieson,
Mrs. Gore, Baroness Burdett-Coutts opposed to §
Woman Suffrage !—Insurrectionary doctrines gut- §
come of concessions to women—Results of civilisation §
reared on sexual non-equality—Sexual Equality .‘,
destroys Woman’s Liberty—Nearest approach to
", mental and physical Sexual Equality in savage races/ i
—There, ., women most oppressed and enslaved!— ]

Negress more nearly equals her lazy lord, whom she
implicitly obeys, than European wife her husband }
whom she despotically rules! — ¢ Subjection of
“Women  applies to Hottentots ; not to European :
nations—Awkward fact—Strong-minded ladies pro- 3
gressing backwards |—Advanced views anticipated by '

~ savages |—Practical Sexual Equality brutalises and §
enslaves woman—Amusing illustration of Sexual
Equality in practice—Destroys chivalry, ecivility, 1
courtesy—Woman asserting Sexual Equality cannot
claim protection — Illustration — Sexual Equality
Advocate wants empire for herself and sect—The }
man-woman shirks man’s unpleasant dangerous |
duties—Proclaims herself in turn equal, inferior, j
superior to man !—The more woman resembles, the }

less she governs man.

CHAPTER VI.

Fallacy of claims based on Sexual Equality—Difficulty |
of one sex understanding the other—Proved in
literature — Authors depiet women better than
authoresses depict men—Novelists cannot disregard
influence of Sex on mind, cha,ra.ctér, conduct—=Sexual




Com‘ents . XV

R TP o3 & SR Y AN S
Equahty Advocates attrlbu%e all divergence and
inequality to Education—As reasonably declare
woman naturally as big and strong as man, and all
bodily differences due to disabilities in dress and
training |—A sensible woman’s reply to Sexual
Equality hypotheéis—-Theory that woman is un-
developed man, uncomplimentary, and false —
American ladies ascribe woman’s superiority  to
« greater complexity of physical organisation!”—
Futile attempt to compare man and woman—Axiom
—The sexes differ mentally, morally, as they differ
physically—Proved by experience, tradition, history,
current observation—Neither Sex absolutely superior )
—Sexual Equality Advocates deliberately insult their
sex— Our Censors and Satirists ” (Victoria Magazine,
May, 1870)—¢ The Coming Woman ”—This carica-
ture of woman repudiated—DResult of judging women
by a purely fanciful standard—Woman ought not to
copy a male model.

CHAPTER VII.

Marriage and maternity versus Woman Suffrage—
‘Woman’s mental subordination—Must accept man’s
teaching—Deficient in Justice—One-sided—Woman
never escapes from male control—Chief grievance—
Connexion between involuntary female celibacy, and
Woman Suffrage agitation—Lowe not included in
woman’s regeneration programme—Sex not re-
presented by insurrectionary women—The domesti-
cated woman—Woman’s earthly mission—Maternity
—Impossible to over-value the mother’s functions—
In fulfilling conjugal and maternal duties, woman -




Contents.

does everything !—Pregnancy and political excite-
ment—Cornelia contrasted with man-aping Amazon
—British matrons will not join the revolt—Mrs. .
C. Hall eloquently censures ¢ The Movement ”—Miss
Emily Faithfull’s criticism—Begs the question—
Imputes selfishness to opponents—A minority of
ambitious women - ¢all British women selfish!—
Spinsters and Widows do not represent wives and
mothers—Why should the vast majority of women
enfranchise spinsters and widows P—Pretence that
women are hindered from doing what they dislike to
do—DBritish women freest in the world—Various
pursuits in which they do, or may engage—Pre-
ference for ddmestic sphere confirms the conclusion
—A natural division of duties between man and §
woman.

- PART SECOND.

WoMAN SUFFRAGE CONSIDERED IN PRACTICE, AND DETAIL. |

CHAPTER I. F /% 7

Analysis: of the Woman Suffrage Bill—Three classes of §
supporters—Bill declared not final: final : uncertain
—Inconsistency of co-operators—Mrs. P. A. Taylor
—National Woman Suffrage Society — Educating
women of England for the Suffrage — Victoria
Magazine—Victory already won !—Disinterested sdp-
port by Spinster and Widow-householders—Potential
voters —No real analogy between male and female
household suffrage — Wives the most important ]
members of society—Fallacy of the citizen argument




Contents. xvii

—Exclusion from burthens a fair offset for exclusion
from privileges—Women cannot make, administer,
execute laws—Miss Becker’s definition of man—Mr.
Gladstone in 1870—Defines Bill as “uprooting the
old landmarks of the country ’—His ¢ education ”
not sufficiently rapid!—Selfishness of second class
female supporters—Bill, if final, partial and nnjust
—If not final, involves suffrage for wives—Cannot
‘be logically and consistently supported by any class
—Grants too little or too much—Logical results of
Woman Suffrage— Electoral rights involve legislative
.privileges—Female voters imply female representa-
tives—Open rupture and deadlock—Woman suffrage

advocates cannot logically negative lady legislators

—Political Rights include everything.

CHAPTER II.

Women politicians involve Women warriors—Hypothesis
of woman’s right to the suffrage—Gelele, King of
Dahome—Army of Amazons!—More strong-bodied,
than strong-minded women—Dr. Drysdale— Wher-
ever men go, women should ‘accompany them ’—
Why not let women fight P—Abolish all disabilities
of sex !—Sexual Equality practically levels all barriers
of modesty and decency—If woman may act: she
may dress like man !—Transatlantic fashions—
Virago ! — < Pantalettes” and principles |—Able-
bodied female Volunteers—Sailors’ chivalry—Press-
gang beaten-off by a woman : fights like a devil, and
claims all the immunities of woman !~Platform
Paradox—Women-Voters softening Political Ran-
cour !—Fact; woman embitters strife | —Illustrations

L




Contents.

—ZFrench revolution—Theroigne de Mericourt—Can-
nibal women !—Charlotte Corday; Madame Roland—
Barricade battles in 1848: women more desperate
than men—Petroleuses in 1871—Peace Congress, i
Lausanne—Ruskin—How women might abolish war |
—Woman’s association with scenes of violence }

deteriorates race—Woman has as much right to ]

embrace a military, as a political career—Woman
Suffrage Advocates inconsistent—Women-warriors }
less mischievous than women-politicians—Rev. Mr.
‘Dunbar on women soldiers and sailors—A Woman’s
Protest against Women Politicians—Woman a noun 1
adjective to the noun substantive Man.

CHAPTER III.

Division in the Woman Suffrage Camp, between qualified,
and unqualified Women—Spinsters and Widows (
alatmed at Matrons’ demands—<“A split in -the §
camp” announced in Victoria Magazine—Cause— |
Contagious Diseases Acts!—Bill imperilled—Strife §
between final, and non-final advocates—A consistent
woman suffrage advocate against the Bill!—Fray
between Strong-minded Amazons—Mutual recrimi- |
nations and accusations of selfishness!—Pot and §
kettle! — Cap fits both — Public Opinton — < Ex- |
travagant and eccentric assertions of female|
personality ”—Miss Faithfull’s logic !—Wives called
selfish and insubordinate for refusing to support
Spinster and Widow Suffrage—A final bill to en-
franchise single women, not Woman Suffrage |—
Spinsters and Widows cannot represent wives—|
.Importance of conjugal and maternal duties—




\"

Contents. Xix

Matrons cannot be subordinate to single women—
Mr. Knatchbull-Hugessen—Political Rachels mourn-
ing over their massacred innocent !—Bill opposed by
opponents, and advocates of woman suffrage—Ezxcited
debate and division at a woman suffrage conference
—Mr. Hoskins— Bill to prevent married woman
suffrage —Mrs. Sims on “worrying ’—Mrs. Rose’s
thorny speech : “ pulling opponents to pieces ’—Miss
Bell refuses-to pay taxes—Man in possession behaves
admirably ! —Unanimous abuse of legislators opposed
to Spinster and Widow Suffrage—Women softgning
acrimony of political debate !

CHAPTER IV.

Spinster and Widow-voters against Woman Suffrage !—
Miss Becker’s versus Mr. Jacob Bright’s statement!

—Wives to remain under political disability—
Serious complication caused by the Married Women’s
Property Act—Sir Erskine Perry on its defects—
Consistent views of “strong-minded” women: get
everything ; concede nothing—Inconsistent refusal of
votes to wives possessing separate property—Mr.
Gladstone’s opinion—Placing wives below single

women, immoral—Ludicrously unjust to disfranchise
women for marrying;Alleged injustice of refusing
votes to female tax and rate-payers—Reply—Real
injustice of politically incapacitating all wives, and
great majority of women by enfranchising 800,000
spinsters and widows—Appeal to Christian women
householders—Selfishness of women resolved to en-
franchise themselves alone—To their advantage
whether the bill be final or not—Eugéne Sue on




C om‘ehts.

Political Women—Bright Bill reckoned up by Irish
Attorney General—Woodall Bill disfranchises wives
for ever.

CHAPTER V.

Results of married women’s suffrage : disruption of
e domestic ties : desecration of marriage—Enfranchised
wife voting against her husbgmd—at another man’s
instigation—Mr. Labouchere on woman suffrage—
Speech of Mr. (now Sir Henry) James—Clerical and
priestly influence—Promotion of matrimonial dis-
cord and wife-beating—Temptation to bribery —The
Spectator—An electioneering agent dividing man and
wife—Opportunities for depravity—Appeal to hus-
bands—Wives canvassed for votes during husbands’
absence—Speech to this effect suppressed in Victoria |
Magazine—Theory : elections sweetened and purified
by" women—Dabbling in political mire and dirt!—
Mrs. Bodichon “ that polling-booths should be made
fit for women ”—Fallacy—Begging the question—
Man must do things women must not—War!—
‘Woman when cruel, exceeds man—Gladiatorial shows
— Bull-ﬁghts~— Municipal - franchise — ¢ Staggering
women-voters supported by staggering men: not
their husbands ”’—Impossible to withhold votes from
qualified married women—~Saturday Review—Sum-
mary of arguments against the bill—British women
the freest—Indirect influence—Alleged grievance of
Baroness Burdett-Coutts not being enfranchised—
Politics would seriously diminish the number of
women distinguished in the fine arts, literature, and
other legitimate occupations.




Contents.

CHAPTER VL

W Results of Woman Suffrage in general—Argument that
i ‘¢ enfranchised women need not vote unless they
wish,” answered by Mr. Bouverie—Impossible to
protect such women: they would be worried to vote
—“ Worrying ” a round game—Argument founded
on petitions for, and none against Woman Suffrage
answered in Parliament—Speeches of Messrs. Bou-
verie, Knatchbull-Hugessen, O. Morgan, B. Hope—
Disgusting petitions strengthen opposition to Woman
Suffrage—Only womanly women influence men—
Letters from Public Opinion—‘Have women counted
the cost? ’—Mr. J. B. McMillan « women trampling
present golden grain, searching for a future phantom
harvest-field ! ”—Spectator—* Impossibility of. com-
bining Woman Suffrage witl-safety of a free state
—Graphic picture of a zealous female fighting voter
by L. O. Pike—What has the Woman Suffrage agita-'
tion done for woman ?—She cannot disregard man’s
good opinion—Eccentric and extravagant assertions
of female personality due to man’s bad example—
Woman reflects her age: holds the mirror up to man
-~Neither sex isolated in good or evil—Revolutionary
period—Attempt to invert the social pyramid—
Woman Suffrage opposed to Couservative principles
—Men’s dissipation, immorality, irreligion encourage
women’s assertion of sexual equality and revolt—
Womanish men affect mannish women—DMan-hating
Amazons denounced by The Globe and by The Lady’s
Own Pagper.




Contents.

CHAPTER VIL

Woman Suffrage mania—Conclusion of Diagnosis—Por-
trait of a woman in revolt—The female man-hater—
Female emancipationists: thoughtless children on
the verge of a precipicé—Spectator—“ ‘Woman’s move-
ment in America, doing almost pure harm”—In-
'tempera.te and indecent writers—Saturday Review—
“A Free Love Heroine”—Mrs. Woodhull—Miss

Anthony—Division in American Woman Suffrage
Camp—Woman’s Rights brain-fever - attacks both

sexes: comparatively harmless-in youth: at a later §
period incurable : sometimes ends in derangement—
Reaction in America—Women petitioning against
Woman Suffrage—Energetic protests against it, by
English women—‘“ A weak-minded female ’—Spinster
and widow suffrage a singular deadlock—Opponents
abused—Contempt of man’s opinion—Why each sex
must merit the other’s esteem—Point of honour in
each sex decided by fhe other—Addison’s illustration
—Do Women’s Rights doctrines tend to womanly
modesty P—Platform versus Home—Normal Woman
Man’s help-meet—The man-woman abdicates her
sex’s rights by grasping at thosé of the other!—
‘Woman’s revolt neither universal nor permanent—
Mental distinctions between the: sexes explain
woman’s superior religious sentiment—Great ad-
- vantages to both sexes—Woman influences man by
her moral and religious example: not by argument—
The womanly woman never juggles, or plays tricks
with her understanding—Conscience a sure guide—
Final words. ’




PART FIRST..

v

WOMAN SUFFRAGE CONSIDERED IN

THEORY, AS A PRINCIPLE. ~ =







CHAPTER 1.
WHY SHOULD WOMEN HAVE THE POLITICAL FBANCHISE ?

“ WaY should not women have the electoral fran-
chise?” ask zealous Woman, Suffrage advocates.
Then they proceed to declaim on the injustice of
withholding that which its partisans quietly assume,
without proof, to be a right! They are bound,
firstly, to’answer satisfactorily this question: Why
should women have the political franchise? The
great majority of men and women still think we
should maintain the existing law, based on eternal
distinction of sex. We logically throw on innovators
the burthen of proof. It is their business to show
ample and sufficient cause for a repeal of the law.
Woman Suffrage is not the simple straightforward
question which the bulk of its interested supporters
purposely, or unconsciously, assume it to be. The
demand of direct political power for women involves
a serious, profound, radical, and alarming alteration
in the British Constitution—neither more nor less
than asking,for the weaker sex, the rights and
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4 Woman Suffrage Wrong.

privileges of both sexes; an attempt to subvert the
normal relations between man and woman; to
obtain for the female half of humanity, in addition
to rights inseparable from sex, masculine privileges
for which no adequate return can be made; and to
claim for woman an independence of her natural
guardian and protector, man—utterly at variance
with disabilities imposed on the sex—not by male
tyranny, but by nature. Woman Suffrage is a revolt
of woman against man, and Mrs. Bullard, of New
York, rightly and honestly called her Woman’s
Rights Journal ‘‘The Revolution.” In spite of
the dissimulation professing to ignore the term
“ Woman’s Rights,” the struggle for female emanci-
pation in America displays the true character and
inevitable results of what in our own country is
- called, with studied vagueness, “The Movement
for Woman,” but which I propose to show is really
a movement against woman! Political rights include
all others! In demanding as a right a privilege,
hitherto # all civilised countries confined to man
—direct political power—woman virtually asserts
Sexual Equality, and claims all man’s rights—of
course, without his duties ;—a claim manifestly un-
just, inconsistent, and absurd.
Woman’s Suffrage advocates assume woman’s
‘ right to vote, as flippantly as if discussing some
"y petty local matter at a parish vestry—not a pro-
found, religious, moral, political, and social ques-
tion, fraught with national welfare and the interests
of humanity. With some, this kind of advocacy

£ 3
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Why should Women have the Political Franchise? 5

springs from sheer inability to grasp the magnitude
of the subject; with others, from a deliberate
determination to perceive or admit no objections
. whatever to Woman Suffragé. ‘Sophistry and special
pleading clearly imply the weakness of the cause
needing such artificial support. To grant one
woman, on any, plea whatever, the political fran-
chise, would be the beginning of the end. Such a
concession would inaugurate a political, social,
moral, religious, and domestic revolution, compared
with which all other revolts are but trivial.

So far as the agitation has gone, it has proved
that the women of Great Britain do not want the
franchise. But it has not yet been shown that any
woman has a right to it. The claim. of agitators is
virtually this: “ We want the suffrage; therefore
we will force it upon a large number of British
women, because they don't want, and have no right
to it.” Miss Amazon and her ¢ Mates >’ want the
suffrage. That is not a proper reason for granting
it. It would not be if, instead of a small minority,
the majority of women desired it. Once adopt the
ask-and-have policy, and where can we consistently
stop? If we permit women legally to do whatever
some women wish to do, and have actually done,
we must permit some women to be legislators, sonie
to be soldiers and sailors, and some to wear men’s
clothes. The Amazonian logic is, that if one woman
in a thousand wants the suffrage, therefore it should
be forced upon the 999 women who do not desire.
to meddle directly with politics! The reason is
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obvious. Miss Amazon and ¢ Mates’” cannot
demand the suffrage for themselves alone. Neither,
if they had it, would it be of any use to thém‘, unless
extended to other women. The agitators must have
a considerable number of women-voters to address,
influence, and delude.

I divide my work into two parts. In Part First
I consider Woman Suffrage in theory, as a principle.
In Part Second I analyse it as a proposition in
detail. I shall descend from generals to particulars,
and examine the proposal for a partial enfranchise-
 ment of single women and widows, as property
holders. I shall show that this fragmentary enfran-
chisement, if final, is unjust to women in general ;
and if not final, is simply preliminary to married
woman, or universal Woman Suffrage—a measure
“opposed to the welfare, true progress, and best
interests of both sexes. Meantime (as Woman
Suffrage must, for weal or for woe, affect the Eternal
prospects of - humanity) I shall consider firstly the
question in its religious aspect, as befitting a- Chris-
tian nation. :




CHAPTER 1II.

DOES THE BIBLE SANCTION WOMAN SUFFRAGE ?

“But I would have you know that the head of every man is
Christ; and the head of the woman is the man.”—1 Cor. xi., 3.

Nomanal Acceptance of the Bible.

AL claims for equal political, civil, and social rights
for both sexes, are manifestly based on the assump-
tion of Sexual Equality. It would then be most
satisfactory to find this vexed question solved in
Holy Scripture. Of course, the Bible says nothing
directly for, or against, Woman Suffrage. But the
Bible says a great deal directly, and indirectly,
against that plausible plea of Sexual Equality, on
which is virtually based woman’s alleged abstract
right to the suffrage. The electoral franchise—
though nominally but a portion of what are termed
woman’s rights'— actually comprehends all the
changes in woman’s position, involved in the vague
term—Female Emancipation. Political, include all
other rights! All claims for equal political, civil,
social, domestic privileges for both sexes, depend on
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the admission, either declared or implied, of Sexual
Equality. Hence Woman Suffrage advocates roundly
assert Sexual Equality. They do not attempt to prove
it, because it is more convenient to assume what can-
not be proved. On this assumed hypothesis, that
woman is man’s equal, Woman Suffrage advocates
labour to prove woman’s abstract right to the poli-
tical franchise.- On this sandy foundation, Sexual
Equality, is reared the whole edifice of Woman's
Rights. '
Woman Suffrage advocates meet all appeals to
Scripture most significantly. In the discussion on
my lecture, “ A protest against woman’s demands
for the privileges of both sexes,” Miss Emily Faith-
full said :—* Lastly, we are supposed to be setting
aside divine teaching. I desire to say most empha-
tically, that if I could not reconcile this movement
with the highest Christian rule, I would never say
another word in its favour. It is true that a few
isolated texts may be quoted, which may stagger §
those who forget that the letter killeth, but the
spirit giveth life.””* The question is thus brought
to a plain issue. Is the movement for Woman
Suffrage, or the political enfranchisement of woman,
consistent with the highest Christian rule? Miss
Faithfull says it is: I maintain it is not. All Woman
Suffrage advocates who do not openly repudiate,
Christianity, profess to accept the Bible as their
rule and guide. They say, a fair interpretation of
its precepts and spirit will not be found antago-
* Wctorz'a Magazine, Aug., 1870, p. 854.

\
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nistic to their movement. But they act most incon-
sistently with this profession of implicit faith in the
Bible. They ought to welcome every objection
which gives them an opportunity to prove that a
devout Christian may advocate a social, domestic,
and political revolution based on sexual equality
and fqmale autonomy. They would do so, if they
really believed their principles consonant with the
aith founded on the Rock of Ages. If it can be
shown that the Bible is really against their movement,
hey are morally bound to choose the only logical
plternative of defeat—repudiation of Christianity,
or Woman Suffrage.

Texts neither *few” nor “isolated” prove the
vhole tenor and spirit of Scripture repugnant to
he shibboleth of Sexual Equality, and consequently’
o Woman Suffrage, and all alleged “ rights** based
pn. that theory. This importans subject was fre-
juently brought before Woman Suffrage advocates
@by myself and others, at the Victoria Discussion
pociety, and elsewhere. Never once was it fairly
net.  We are told sharply that we are wrong ; that
e do not understand the Bible; that we quote
solated texts dealing with the letter, not the spirit ;
hat the Bible can be made to prove anything :
put our opponents always shirk full and fair discus-
ion of this inquiry :—Does the Bible sanction sexual
quality and all the claims based thereon? Itisa
ore subject. They reiterate their orthodoxy indig-.
antly, and hope that in future the Bible may not
e imported into debate. They assume that the
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Bible is with them, but decline to argue the point.
A very convenient mode of begging the question! |
If they were sure the Bible supported their views,
they would eagerly court, instead of shrinking from,
discussion.

- The Bible is very often unfairly quoted, and thus
ostensibly made to support any meaning maintained
by ignorant or unscrupulous special pleaders. I
despise all such dishonest dealiqng. But misuse of
the Bible cannot render us indifferent to its proper
legitimate use and authority. Thke Bible must
throw light on the normal position and duties of

man and woman. Woman Suffrage advocates can- .

not be allowed to ignore all appeals to Sacred
Scripture on the convenient, but transparent, sub-
terfuge, that the Book is too sacred for everyday
use. This is quite as irreverent and hypocritical as
deliberate garbling or torturing of texts into forced
constructions foreign to their real meaning. This}
over-strained affectation of reverence to hide real
indifference, recalls the quarrel between Parson, and
Mrs. Adams. Adams rebuked her for disputing
his commands, and quoted many texts to prove the
husband the head of the wife, etc. Shea
“It was blasphemy to talk Scripture out of m\,
that such things were very proper in the pulpit,
but profane in common discourse.” »
Claims are preferred which, if granted, will revolu-
tionise Christendom ; and yet, forsooth, the Bible must
not be imported into the discussion! Those who make
this cool condition, show too plainly their distrust
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the Bible, and fear that it decides against them.
all Christian States, women are, and have been
pm  time immemorial, excluded from the exercise
direct political power. The exception in the case
 reigning queens is accidental, and more nominal
pn real ; since our constitutional Sovereigns
ign, and we are governed by a Prime Minister.
his exclusion from man’s political privileges must
either in accordance with, or antagonistic to, the
ble’s teachings and spirit. If the former, no
pristian can consistently advocate Woman Suffrage.
the latter, Woman Suffrage advocates must court
e most searching investigation to prove that for
meteen centuries Christian civilised nations have
norantly, or wilfully, violated Bible precepts in
cluding women from the political franchise.
It is remarkable that among revolutionary
vocates in politics, religion, and social structure,
number either openly disavow natural and re-
aled religion, or quietly repudiate all Bible pre-
pts which are not exactly to their taste. Mary
ollstonecraft was the. Mother of the Woman’s
hts movement. “ A Vindication of the Rights of
oman” supplies the arguments rehashed and served
with the sauce piguante of platform declamation.
it the disciples have in some respects gone beyond
eir teacher. Though not orthodox, Mary Woll-
bnecraft devoutly believed in God.* Some of our

Her denunciation of so-called « cunning men “"—the blasphe-
pus impostors who delude silly women of all ranks, by impiously
tending to foretell the future—is worthy of a Christian divine.
e¢ Vol. i,, Chapter XIII.)
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platform ladies are avowed Atheists. The late Mrs.
Emma Martin, a Deistical writer of considerable
ability, defended Woman Suffrage in a well-written
article in the Westminster Review, July, 1854. The
late J. S. Mill adopted implicitly his wife’s views on
Woman Suffrage. The most.consistent advocate
of Woman Suffrage I ever heard, is Mrs. Harriet
Law. She openly repudiates the Bible, on the
consistent and logical ground that its teaching
oppose that liberty of speech and action which she
demands as a representative woman. A lady
advocate of Woman Suffrage, signing herself
“Ierne,” writes that whatever good Christianity
may have achieved, it is mow an obstacle in the
path of progress! (Ezaminer, 18th Oct., 1873).
Mrs. Besant, an avowed Atheist, at the Co-opera:
tive Institute, said: “If the Bible and religion
stood in the way of woman’s rights, then the Bible
and religion must go. The Bible forbade a woman
to speak, and that being so, the Bib‘le_a' must stand
on one side, for we are going to speak.” Here the
trumpet gives mo uncertain sound! These, and
other repudiators of Christianity, are consistent
Woman Suffrage advbcates.

Purpose of Woman’s Formation.

We might expect to find a perfect analogy between
God’s will revealed in Scripture, and manifested in
the physical, mental, and moral structure of His
creatures. If the Bible distinctly declares man’s
supremacy, .and emphatically repudiates those
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principles of sexual equalii:y, female autonomy,
and self-sufficiency, underlying the present agitation
for Woman’s Suffrage, and other alleged rights,”
we have a powerful additional motive for reverencing
Scripture, and acknowledging it as a guide through
time to Eternity. Why, how, and to what end was
the first woman formed ? If this question be satis-
factorily answered, woman’s mission will not remain
an insoluble prdblem. I have heard many declama-
tions on Woman’s Rights, Sexual Equality, Female
Emancipation, Woman Suffrage, etc. None ‘ever
afforded me clear and comprehensive answers to
this complex question. Instead of patiently un-
ravelling the tangled skein, each impetuous,
Quixotic, would-be regemerator of society, and
redresser of women’s wrongs, in the true spirif of
special pleading, proceeded summarily to cut the
Gordian knot, according to his or her favourite
“fad”” of what woman’s position ought to be. It
is impossible to hear and read the nonsense talked
and written by clever men and women, without
sighing for the-decision of some infalli uthority.
Amid the clash of conflicting opiniong,ki/:is a con-
solation to appeal to such an oracle. Turn with
all singleness of heart to the repository of God’s
Word, the treasury of wisdom and knowledge.
The account of woman’s formation in Genesis
removes ‘our doubts.

Firstly, contrast with rejecters of the Bible, a
believer’s opinion. The following exposition is by
the Authoress of ¢ Pre-Adamite Man.” After
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describing\.-g%gm’s golitary condition, she observe
that God provided him the companion he craved
““This, however\; was not done at once. God, whos
wisdom governs all His acts, chose here also

teach His new-born son His divine sovereignt;
and, therefore, ordered that the result should be th4
fruit of what, with due reverence, and in a sens
consistent with the perfection of His attributes, wj
may call an experiment made by Himself in
lower field.” , . :

She describes the creation of the lower animals a
intended to make trial whether there might o
be one or more whose presence and companionshi
should prove the help-meet needed.

“No other interpretation can be given of thf
Divine proceedings here described (Gen. ii., 18):
¢ And the Lord God said, It is not good for man
be alone. I will make him an help-meet for hin
And ’—the result follows (verse 19)—*°out of th

—grotnd, the Lord God formed every beast of th
field, and every fowl of the air, and brought thes
b unto Adam, to see what he would call them,’ etc. |}
' This argument is very much strengthened by th
peculiar expression of the text, “to see what k
would call them.” Had the object of bringing th
animals to Adam, been merely that he might nam
them, the word kear would have been far more ap
propriate than the word see. The latter ven
certainly implies an ulterior purpose beyond th
mere naming of the different creatures ; the oppor
tunity thus afforded Adam to select from amoy
them the required * help-meet.” “ The main resu

=
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was not long doubtful (verse 20), ¢ For Adam there
“was not found an ﬂvelp'-' et for him.” Hence the
necessity of a still“;" further experiment in Eve's
creation. But here in a very special manner, the
woman drew her being from' what had been already
formed. She was not modelled from the dust, like
Adam, but derived her body and life from him
(verse 21). But though woman was thus, to some
extent, one with man, there was a distinctness in the
condition of her creation, that marked her present
identity, and shadowed forth her future circum-
stances.* Her introduction to the world was not
like Adam’s, amid the rugged ruins of an ancient
empire; she was not disciplined like him ; she had
never felt his need, nor, like him, learned by ex-
perience to depend directly on God’s affluent hand,
for the supply of every want as soon as it was
known. She had not seen Eden planted, or peopled
by the Creator for her; but. Eve opened her eyes
on daylight, among the bowers of Paradise, sur-
rounded by the blessings which each day of Adam’s
life had hitherto been accumulating. In her
husband she saw her stay and defence, and while to
Adam God’s first grand lesson was to rely directly

* « Extremely significant also is the difference in the accounts
of man’s and of woman’s material formation. Man is formed of
the dust of the earth, and therefore shortly after invested wigk
dominion of the whole earthly globe as deputy and vices
Him from whom cometh all lordship and authority.~Bat woman
is taken and created out of the bosom or heart of man. Would
human wit have ever invented, or even conceived fhe possibility of

this great marvel of creative omnipotence?” (Schlggel, « Philosophy
of Life,” Lecture IV.).
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on Himself; to Eve He pointed out an earthly head
under Himself, indeed,-but over her, in whom she
might repose her confidence, and to whom she
might applyin her necessities, at once her guardian,
Teacher, provider, and husband.”

Not much Sexual Equality to be picked out of this
interesting commentary on the Scripture account of
Eve’s formation; as I stated at the Victoria Dis-
cussion Society. Accordingly, Woman Suffrage
advocates speak contemptuously of this account as
the * old-rib theory,” in the same breath that they
indignantly repudiate the imputation of “infidelity !
Here, then, the cause, object, why, how, and where-
fore of woman’s formation are distinctly stated.
The cause, that man should not lead a lonely life;
the object, that woman should be a suitable com-
panion and help-meet. The experiment of seeking
a companion among the lower animals had been
tried without success, though not in vain, since by
previous disappointment and experience of his
solitary state, Adam learned to prize more
effectually the acquisition of Eve. Woman was
made expressly to solace man’s lonely hours. No
one {save a prejudiced partisan of Sexual Equality)
will say that the being thus made of, and for, the
man, could be superior, or even equal to him. From
such an explicit statement can readily be inferred
the relative positions of the first pair’s male and
female descendants. They accord with the lessons
of daily observation of sexual distinctions in form
and capacity, of anatomy, physiology, and human
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experience, and are utterly opposed to sexual
equality. Woman was formed not to live apart
from man; not to enjoy life by herself, and for
berself; to be not man’s rival, ruler, servant, or
slave ; but his intimate companion, comfort, solace,
and support—in short, his ¢ help-meet.”
Sir Walter Raleigh observes :—* Woman was
made of, and for, the man, expressly given for a
comforter, a companion, not for a counsellor.”
Another author writes :—* Man, made entirely by
God—for no creature of a similar nature contributed
towards /Ais existence—was fashioned immediately
after the Divine image, and thus, being a copy of so
great an original, perfect, as it were, in his kind.
Nature fashioned himein a strife of grandeur, and
man stood forth the last complete creation that
jssued from God’s hand. Whereas woman who
kucceeded, was not so properly created, as formed ;
nade after man, taken out of his substance, fashioned
nfter af, earthly pattern, and thus but man’s image,
hnd onfy a copy of a copy. But this question is not
eft to be decided by speculative arguments. The
reator’s image was not, we are told, common to
both, “ He is the image and glory of God, but the
oman is the glory of the man.” Thus, then, the con-
lusion forced on the mind is irresistible, putting an
pnd to all cavil; he draws hig irradiation directly
rom the Deity—she only by reflex communication
vith him.”*
* “ Woman, as she is, and as she should be,” Vol. ii., Chap.
(X,
C
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Sexual Equality Disproved by Man’s Fall.

If any doubt can still remain as to sexual non-
equality, man’s supremacy and woman’s subordina-
tion, it is dispelled by the Bible account of man’s

fall. Had woman been as strong-minded as man, §

why did not the most subtile beast of the field
directly address Adam? The tempter wished to
destroy man by causing him to disobey his Creator.
The command to refrain from the tree of knowledge,
was given to Adam, before Eve’s formation. Since
the woman was not expressly included in the
injunction laid on the man, it might have been
expected that Adam alone would have been
tempted. Instead of acting thus, the wily tempter

addressed Eve, well knowing that her mental
capacity being less, and her curiosity greater than

the man’s, the victory would be comparatively
easier over her, than over him. ¢ Fearing a repulse
rom Adam’s superior firmness and discernment,
he watches for, and finds the unhappy moment when
the woman, separated from her husband, opposed
to his (the tempter’s) wiles, inferior powers of
reason and intelligence, with greater softness and
pliancy. He addresses himself to a principle in her
nature, whose immoderate indulgence has “proved
fatal to so many thousands of her daughters—
curiosity ; curiosity, investigator of truth, mother of
invention; curiosity, prompter to rashness, parent
of danger, guide to ruin.”* ‘“What means,” writes

* Hunter, ¢ Sacred Biography,” Vol. i., p. 20.
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Sir Walter Raleigh, ¢ did the devil find out, or what
instrument did his own suﬁblety present him, as
fittest to work his subtlety by ?  Even the unquiet
vanity of the woman. What was the motive of her

disobedience? Even a desire to know what was
B most unfitting her knowledge ;—an affection which
has ever since remained in all her sex’s posterity.”

The tempter beguiled the weaker being, trusting
to her influence over her husband, probably fore-
seeing that Adam would not have yielded to direct
temptation. Man was for the first time rebuked
before his Maker, because he had unwisely hearkened
unto the voice of his wife. While unto woman,
God’s sentence is distinet : “ And thy desire shall be
o thy husband, and he shall rule over thee’” (Gen.
jii, 16). Female logic contends that these words
ere addressed to the offending Eve alone, and that,
even if their application could be made general, they
re only appropriate to wives, and therefore cannot
exclude spinsters and widows from political life.* A
ady answers a lady thus: ¢ Finally, let a woman
laily remember the important command pronounced
by God, ¢thy husband shall rule over thee,” and that
his command was a part of that judgment which
.ve, by her transgression, entailed on all her female
posterity.”’+ The text will not bear any other
onstruction. “ And unto the woman he said, I
pill greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy con-
eption ; in sorrow shalt thou bring forth children,

* Victoria Magazine, Maych, 1871, p. 444.
 Mrs. King, “ Female Scripture Characters,” Eleventh Edition.
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and thy desire shall be to thy husband, and he shall
rule over thee” (Gen. iii., 16). The husband shall
continue to rule over the wife, so long as women
bring forth children in sorrow. The Divine com-
" mand of conjugal obedience was given, not to the
offending Eve alone, but prospectively to all wives.
So much for the ingenious attempt to elevate women
by releasing them from their conjugal allegiance to
their husbands!

The latter argument, that married women only
are to be subject to their husbands, but that single
women are at liberty to enjoy direct political power,
~ and other privileges, from which their married
sisters are debarred, cannot be logically sustained.
To give spinsters and widows greater privileges
than matrons, would be an inducement to women to
remain celibate, and places marriage under a stigma
Such a system would tend to destroy marriage, and
subvert society. 4




CHAPTER IIL

. _THE BIBLE OPPOSED TO WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

- Texts Against Sexual Equality.

From Grenesis to Revelation, the spirit of the Bible is
entirely against claims based on Sexual Equality. Let
Woman Stffrage advocates ponder these texts: * Let
the woman learn in silence with all subjection, but I
suffer not a woman to teach, nor to usurp authority
over the man, but to be in silence. For Adam was
B first formed, then Eve, and Adam was not deceived,
but the woman being deeeived, was in the trans-
gression” (1 Tim. ii., 10, 11, 12, 18); “ Wives,
submit yourselves unto your ‘husbands, as unto the
Lord. For the husband is the head of the wife,
Meven as Christ is the head of the Church. Therefore
as the Church is subject unto Christ, so let the
wives be to their own husbands in everything.
Husbands, love your wives. (Let every one of you so
love his wife, even as himself; and the wife see
that she reverence her husband” (Eph. v., 22, 23,
24, 25, 33). Will any Christian man or woman
attempt to reconcile these texts with permitting a
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wife to vote against her husband, to beard him at
the hustings, and to be canvassed for her vote by a
male electioneering agent, in her husband’s absence ?

Here are some more texts diametrically opposed
to Sexual Equality and Woman Suffrage: ¢ Let
your women keep silence in the churches, for it is
not permitted unto them to speak; but they are
commanded to be under obedience, as also saith the
law. And if they will learn anything, let them ask
their husbands at home ; for it is a shame for women
to speak in the church” (1 Cor. xiv., 34, 35).
Here, the Apostle makes no distinction between
wives and single women. Woman Suffrage
advocates, contend that maidens and widows
should have more liberty than matrons. If it be
a shame for a matron to speak in the church, it is a
far greater shame for a maiden to violate the rules
of decorum regulating her sex and condition. This
I take to be the Apostle’s meaning. He would
have scouted the argument that his precept applied
to matrons alone. “If any man think  himself a
prophet or spiritual, let him acknowledge that the
things I write unto you are the commandments of
the Lord ” (verse 37).

These and many more similar texts naturally
drive the most conscientious Sexual Equality
advocates to repudiate the Bible and Christianity.
But some, eager to reconcile religion with Woman
Suffrage, contend that were St. Paul now alive, he
would advocate female emancipation! I think he
would not! T cannot imagine the great Apostle
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sitting at the feet of platform ladies. Such plain
texts show the spirit of St. Paul’s teaching plainly
opposed to all claims developed from sexual
equality, and especially to Woman Suffrage.
Advocates of such claims complain of what they
call the law of servitude in marriage. According
to Gen. iii.,, 16, and the whole tenor of Scripture
teaching, the wife promises to love, cherish, and
obey her husband. How can any man or woman,
who has been married according to the Church
service, consistently advocate perfect equality in
wedlock P Is this solemn promise to be ignored or
repudiated at will? Yet Woman Suffrage advocates
profess to elevate woman! How? By teaching
her to cancel her marriage-vow ! If she may break
that vow at pleasure in one particular, why not
altogether ? Abrogate the obligation to obedience,
and there remains none to fidelity !/

Woman Suffrage advocates teach: ¢ There
should be perfect equality in the married state.”
St. Paul says just the reverse. And independently
of inspiration, his words are in entire harmony with
nature, common sense, and common law! Every
well-regulated family must have one head. With

- divided authority, no discipline can exist. * No
servant can serve two masters; for either he- will
hate the one, and love the other; or else he will
hold to the one, and despise the other” (Luke xvi.,
13). Imagine the state of that household where
the husband ruled one day, and the wife the next.
What sort of discipline could result from such
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divided authority ? Children and servants would
do as they liked, and poor paterfamilias would soon
be in the Gazette. A lady writer observes: ¢ Let
any man try a democracy in his own family for one
week ; and unless he is surrounded by angels,
instead of relatives and domestics, I predict he will
soon be weary of it. The democratic spirit has
hurried many a parent to an untimely grave, and
many a child to infamy and ruin.” These platform
ladies only pretend to desire equality—what they
really aim at is the wife’s supremacy !

Conjugal obedience is a pleasure as well as a
duty. Every true woman likes to obey her husband

‘in all things lawful. Women despise a hen-pecked
husband, as much as men despise a virago. Give
the wife a political vote—place her as far as law
will permit, on a perfect equality with her husband;
all marital authority is at an end. Under such cir-
cumstap@es, men would fear to marry. No rational
man will put his honour and .parental hopes into
the keeping of a woman over whom he is to have
no control.. All these attempts to obtain an ab-
normal independence for wives, are so many blows
‘aimed, ignorantly, or intentionally, at the marriage
.institution. The Bible says, man and wife are one.
- Women Suffrage advocates say: ¢ They shall be
two !

Independently of Scripture, good wives can quote
Madame de Gasparin that  the happiness of women,
is in obeying ; that they love men of character who
command, and do not dislike the firmness of the
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rule ; that an inert and passive obedience doés not
satisfy a woman; that her love dictates active
obedience—to obey by anticipation, by divining the
unuttered wish, and never to hesitate, save where
obedience might. peril the safety of the loved
person.” This lady supports the Bible view of
marriage, and exhibits greater knowledge of her
sex than all the platform ladies in the world. No
wonder ! They fight for themselves first, and sex
afterwards. This, undoubtedly the character of the
true normal womanly woman, is indignantly and
scornfully repudiated by -those, her direct anti-
podes, who claim the suffrage for themselves as
representative women !

“ But I would have you to know that the head of
every man is Christ; and the head of the woman is
the man. For a man indeed ought not to cover his
head, forasmuch as he is the image and glory of
God; but the woman is the glory of the man. For
the' man is not of the woman, but the woman of
the man. Neither was the man created for the
woman ; but the woman for the man” (1 Cor. xi.,
3,7,8,9). Here the Apostle distinctly refers to
the acconnt of woman’s formation in Genesis, and
bases thereon an argument for man’s supremacy.
Some seek to avoid the inevitable conclusion against
sexual equality, by alleging that the account of
Eve's formation in Genesis is not literal fact, but
allegory.* But if that account be admitted to refer

* They here consciously, or unconsciously, follow Mary Woll-
stonecraft. See ¢ Vindication,” Vol. i, Chapters II. and V.
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in any way, either literally or allegorically, to
woman’s formation, it is equally fatal to the new
doctrine. Those who try to reconcile sexual
equality with Scripture, are compelled to take
refuge in the arbj,i;rm}y~ explanation of the Mystic
Swedenborg. According’to this, the chapter does
not treat of woman’s formation at all. He defines
¢“a help-meet for man” as ¢ the proprium!”

“ Likewise, ye wives, be in subjection to your own
husbands ; that, if any obey not the word, they may
also, without the word, be won by the conversation
of the wives; while they behold your chaste con-
versation coupled with fear. Whose adorning, let
it be the ornament of a meek and quiet spirit, which
is in the sight of God of great price. Likewise, ye
husbands, dwell with them according to knowledge,
giving honour unto the wife, as unto the weaker
vessel” (1 Peter iii., 1,2, 3,4, 7). Here wives
are distinctly told to endeavour to win their hus-
bands, who may be indifferent to religion—by what
means ? By asserting equality, by demanding
rights, the privileges of both sexes? Nothing of
the kind ; but by subjection, by chaste conversation
coupled with fear, by the ornament of a meek and
quiet spirit—by conduct entirely opposed to the
Woman’s Rights platform school! It is impossible
to misconceive the Apostle’s teaching. The most
unscrupulous special pleading cannot twist and
torture these and other texts imto support of
Sexual 'Equality, and the revolution which it
involves. The inspired writer has drawn a beautiful

L
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and touching picture of womanly gentleness and
submissjon; of what a wife should be. St. Peter
was married ; possibly, probably he drew that picture
from the life.

By no stretch of imagination can we conceive St.
Peter (if now in this world) approving of female
platform agitators claiming man’s rights in addition
to their own! Would the wife convert a sceptical
or worldly husband, to be a hearer of the word?
Let her be a doer of that word. By her example,
may she hope to convert her free-thinking husband.
Let her life be a practical sermon. Her Christianity
will appear in her docility, in that grand feature of
humility which, before the Gospel had enlightened
the world, was never accounted a virtue! Indi-
vidual self-assertion is the characteristic feature of
the present keathen agitation for Woman Suffrage;
a direct abandonment and renunciation of the
Christian virtues of humility, modesty, charity,
self-sacrifice, obedience, and, generally, all that
makes women amiable. The wife led astray by
Woman Suffrage advocates, to clamour for the
“right” of voting against her husband, by another
man’s canvass and advice, repudiates the Apostle’s
command, and wrecks the happiness of her husband,
her children, and herself !

Freethinking Advocates of Woman Suffrage.

It is impossible for anyone who respects Revela-
tion to ignore, repudiate, or twist these texts into a
support of Sexual Equality and Woman Suffrage.
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This is still more apparent from the fact that so
many avowed Deists and Atheists advocate sexual
equality, etc. Such persons are quite consistent, and
set an example of candour and honesty to Woman
Suffrage advocates professing Christianity. Free-
thinkers see clearly and admit frankly that the Old
Testament and New Testament are totally opposed to
Sexual Equality; that the Bible distinctly declares
man’ssupremacy,and callshimthe head of the woman.
Freethinkers do not here prevaricate, compromise,
nor tamper with the plain, obvious meaning of Scrip-
ture. Adopting Sexual Equality, they consequently
ignore and repudiate the Bible, and believe that
something they call ¢ progress” will enable them to

‘“ elevate’” woman in direct defiance of Christianity or

~ religion, natural or revealed! They will not succeed,
because (as will be shown) Revelation and Nature
unite in declaring that the weaker must obey, and
accept protection from the stronger sex. 3
- I have heard Mrs. Law inveigh strongly against
“Paul” (as she called the great Apostle to the
Gentiles) for those very texts. And it is to her
credit (as compared with professedly Christian
advocates of sexual equality) that she did not
tamper with the plain meaning of Secripture. She
made no attempt to quibble away or distort the
obvious sense of the words: ¢ Let the woman learn
in silence with all subjection. But I suffer not a
woman to teach, nor to usurp authority over the
man, but to be in silence:” but by refusing to
receive them as an authority, plainly admitted them
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diameffrically opposed to sexual equality ; and that
woman’s emancipation invglves renunciation of
Christianity.

Rev. Mr. Dunbar obs€rves: “A large portion of
Woman’s Rights agfocates laugh at the story of
Adam and Eve. An eminent Lutheran divine began
his sermon, ‘8%t. Paul says so-and-so, and I partly
agree with him.” Many promoters of the new move-
ment go further. They entirely disagree with SS.
Peter and Paul as regards woman’s true position,
but they forget that as the blessed Apostles were
inspired, it is not with them, but with Him who
inspired them that they disagree. The thing formed
is in querulous accents saying to Him who formed it
(her) :  Why hast Thou made me thus?’ The real
grievance of many Woman's Rights ‘advocates is,
not that they have not their rights as women, but
that they are women at all! They think it unequal
on the part of Providence that they should not have
been men, with all a man’s advantages. They do
not wish to be women. The Holy Scriptures are in
their tone and spirit strongly antagonistic to the
movement, but unfortunately in England, every man
is his own Pope,and though holding most of the Bible,
many repudiate parts of it, including SS. Peter’s
and Paul’s views on woman’s duties and position.
This, too, while tenaciously holding to the rest. An
elderly lady, on hearing her favourite theory over-
thrown by an appeal to St. Paul, replied, ¢ Ah, yes;
" that’s where I and Paul differ” With such persons,
of course, argument from a religious point of view -

>




30 Woman Suffrage Wrong.

1s out of the question, but I ask those who have not
yet given up the Bible, to read the following extracts
from the writings of the two apostles, and say
whether reading by the light of common sense and
rules of English grammar, their general ktone, if not
distinet utterance, is not dead against those prin-
ciples put forward by promoters of equality and
women’s rights?” He enumerates texts quoted,
and proceeds: “If any reading these extracts from
Holy Secripture see in them, and their general tone
and bearing; not a condemnation, but an, encourage-
ment to the Women’s Rights movement, then all I
can say is, it would be idle to argue with them, for
if the angel Gabriel were to come down from
heaven, he would not be able to convince them. It

has always ﬁemed‘ to me that there is only a differ-
ence in degree between the man who repudiates a
portion of the Bible, because that portion does not
recommend itself to his private judgment, and the
infidel who iépudiates the whole, because none of it
recommends itself to his private judgment.”*

A Swedenborgian Lady on Sexual Equality.

In 1872 appeared *Signs of the Times,” an
abridgment of Swedenborg’s twelve volumes
(Arcana Celestia), with a - very original * Dedi-
cation,”” and an ¢‘“ Address to Christians.” The
authoress, a member of the Victoria Discussion
Society, and a strong advocate of sexual equality,

* Victoria Magazine, Jan., 1872.
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forwarded me a printed pamphlet of the  Dedica-
tion”’ a®% intended to be, in which she observes:
“1t is scarcely worth while noticing such arguments
as those by Mr. McGrigor Allan, for as soon as the
Bible is understood that poor selfish idea vanishes,
. and it will then be clearly seen that the name Man,
as explained by Swedenborg, is equally applicable
to female as to male,” etc. She gives a synopsis of
the account, of Eve’s formation from ¢ Pre-Adamite
Man,” and adds: * On seeing such erroneous ideas
set forth by a lady, we need not be surprised to see
this gentleman fancy himself a superior creature, °
because he happens to be of the male sex.” She
reprints a letter addressed to the Bishop of Exeter
(8 Jan., 1870)—the present Bishop of London—in
which she writes:  Allow me to say that in this
rotion you are entirely wrong.”  After acknowyledg-
ing a letter from the Bishop’s chaplain (Rev. Mr.
Sandford), she adds: * The Bishop remains speech-
less on this question, and it seems to me that his
views are very shallow and defective, as he dis-
appeared in Sand-ford.” Wit worthy of the wisdom
of a lady who thinks she has logically silenced
Bishop Temple! \

She writes of the Bishops “blind views,” and
adds: “I differ from Paul (sic) and the clergy with
respect to their application of the resurrection ; and
I consider Paul wrong, too, with respect to the esti-
mation ‘he sets on woman (1 Cor. xi., 7). Scott
says: ‘The weman was not originally created
separately, but taken out of man, as part of him,
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yet inferior to him; neither was man created for
woman’s advantage, but woman was created for
man’s advantage.” And Rev. Dr. Anderson, of
Newburgh, Fifeshire, says: ¢ The words “wvery good”
are applicable only to man.” And I say that in this
respect Paul, Scott, and Anderson are wrong, and
it is evident that none of them understand the story
of creation. If they were not selfishly blind, they
would see in the account given in the first chapter
of the Bible, that God created man, male and female,
in His own image,” etc.

According to this female logic, all who differ
from her interpretation of the account of creation
in Genesis, are “selfishly blind.” She adds: «“I
have not anywhere met a clergyman who would
admit woman man’s equal, except Rev. Dr. Tafel, of
the New Church,” whose letter she comments on
thus: “I think that-every woman of sense and
intelligence would read this letter with satisfaction,
but Bishop Temple would not understand it at
all ; neither would those clergymen who imagine
woman’s brains not adapted to the comprehension
of such things. Dr. Tafel allows woman to stand
on an equality with man; a great step in advance
of opinions held by some men.” To Rev. W. Bruce
she writes : “ ] think it would have been more manly
and just if you had written a letter and admitted
your fundamental error, for it is the error on which
all other errors are built; but the great drawback
in some of our literary men of the present day is
this, they will not admit of errors in the opinions
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they hold; but, like the Pope, they are determined
to uphold by one means or other, their own infalli-
bility.”

This denunciation of infallibility in others, comes
well from an anonymous writer, who declares
“Paul,” the clergy without exception, Bishop
Temple, and all who differ from Swedenborg, Dr.
Tafel, and herself, quite wrong! I take it as a
compliment to be classed with those who hold
the ¢ fundamental error” of sexual non-equality.
Such effusions help to confirm me in that opinion.
From this sample of the New Church I am thankful
to remain in that old Church founded by Our Saviour
and His Apostles. This lady’s notion of establish-
ing Sexual Equality is to affirm it, and to scold
all who differ-from her. She observes of woman :
“ There is no doubt that if she were properly
educated, her mental faculties are equal to, if not
superior, to those of man.” The old story, begging
the question—assertion, without a single attempt at
proof ! She agrees with Mrs. Law, in repudiating
St. Paul’s teaching about woman. Both call him
“Paul.” Mrs. Law consistently avows Infidelity,

)

even Atheism. The other professes Christianity, .

"and while declaring ““ Paul ”” and the clergy wrong,
accepts every word written by Swedenborg. Of him
she always writes respectfully and reverentially,
giving him in the title-page of her—or rather Ais—
book, his conventional title of * Honourable.” To
the great Apostle of the Gentiles, the glorious
martyr who sealed his faith with his blood, she
D
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refuses even the attribute of * Holy,” prefixed to
his name by Christians for more than eighteen
centuries. Why is she so bitter against the
Apostle? For this obvious reason. He distinctly
declares the sexes not equal. A self-evident propo-
sition taught by Nature and Revelation.

The book is well-named, *“ Signs of the Times.”
A lady advocate of Sexual Equality publishes a
synopsis of Swedenborg, in which she undertakes to
instruct learned divines/ ;. and to show her fitness for
her self-appointed task, begins by assuming the very
proposition she ought/ to prove, and prints in italics
puerile denunciations of her opponenté,'commen'cing
with an inspired Apostle. I should not have delayed
so long with this member of the *Victoria Discussion
Society, but for her assertion of Sexual Equality, and
the marked attestation she offers to Mr. Dunbar’s
observations. Yet it is only fair to state that this
lady does not advocate Woman Suffrage. At least,
she disapproves of female M.P.s in this strange
phrase : * The woman who yearns for.a seat in the
Houses of Parliament (sic) may ask herself this
question : What is the motive that prompts the desire?
‘Woman might exert her intelligence in instructing
and directing the young into paths of honour and
- duty, but I don’t think she would find the Houses
of Parliament (sic) a proper field for such specula-
tions.” A man, whether M.P. or Peer, is satisfied
with a seat in one House at a time. But according
to this phraseology, the female ¢ statesman ” will not
be satisfied with less than a seat at once in both

L.




The Bible Opposed to Woman Suffrage. 35

Houses of Parli#ment. How it is possible for her
to perform the extraordinary and seemingly super-
human feat, of occupying a seat in both Houses at
once, we are not told. She is to be, at the same
time, M.P. and a Peeress. Her piece of sound
sense, advising woman not to covet ¥Parliamentary
honours, is unfortunately utterly inconsistent with
her pet doctrine of Sexual Equality. For, on this
hypothesis, woman could justly demand the right
to do everything done by man. Nor are deprecia-
tions of the clergy and the préference of Sweden-
borg to St. Paul the best methods of ¢ instructing

and directing the young into paths of honour and
duty.” '

The Bible Consciously, or Unconsciously, Rejected.

Independently of open Infidelity, a portion of those
women who advocate innovations based on” Sexual
Equality have, consciously or unconsciously, rejected
‘the Bible and Christianity. Seeing only one side of

the question—that on which their own immediate
* interests seem involved—they conclude that they
ought to possess certain political privileges and
social liberties now confined to men. Hence these
women assert “Bexual Equality,” and coolly demand
the privileges of both sexes as their * rights.” They
are really indifferent as to whether these  rights ”
agree with, or are repugnant to, Scripture. The
more intelligent know, or suspect, that the Bible
does not sanction Sexual Equality, and its results.
These ladies would continually appeal to Scripture,

&
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. . .. . b
they thought it supported their views. A Bible t;
\ bext against their opinions renders them very un- a
' comfortable. These Women Suffrage advocates t

play at controversy like children. They firstly |
. B
challenge to debate, and make great pretensions to

impartiality in hearing both sides, and "allowing :2
thorough freedom of discussion. But they hiss dc
opinions they do not like, and think opponents very th
unmanly to put forth all their strength to refute
arguments of women posing as self-proclaimed cai
equal$ of men. v
1 These ¢ strong-minded ”” women taboo the Bible an
as too sacred for discussion, unless they can mani. °p
L; pulate, misinterpret, twist, and distort texts to sup- z(:

port Sexual Equality—a doctrine flatly condemned .
. . . . . Bi
in Scripture. Thus they either ignorantly, or deli-
berately, treat the Bible far worse than avowed

:

4

1
i
[
i
i
5
I

infidels, who openly reject it, for the very reason d.ej‘
that it opposes so-called woman’s rights. But these ZZ
Trimmers do not openly reject the Bible. That Su
course would utterly ruin their cause, and scare ol

away many from even investigating their claims. pa
They rather hope by skilful manceuvring and com- qan
promise, to pass through Parliament an abortive ?1?6
and inconsistent measure, and so gradually impress Su
the public with the idea that Woman Suffrage is not )

anti-Christian. When driven into a corner, they pa
profess great respect for the Bible, but assume that :22
they alone understand it; that all who differ from cle,
them are ipso facto wrong ; that every text against are

Sexual Equality can, gnd must be, explained away ;

b
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but as this process might not succeed, they, with
true worldly wisdom, conclude that the best way to
advance Woman Suffrage is quietly to shelve Scrip-
ture! They would like to be able to say of the
Bible : ¢ Oh, no, we never mention it; its name is
never heard.”s They will not thank é’he impulsive -
compiler of “ Signs of the Times” for throwing
down the gauntlet to ¢ Paul,” Bishop Temple, and
the Clergy. When possible, Woman Suffrage advo-
cates avoid all allusions to Scriptural texts, and
when forced to notice such, tamper with, distort,
and coolly deny their palpable sense. Yet these
special pleaders dare to assert that their agitation
accords with the highest Christian rule, and taunt
us with quoting the letter, not the spirit of the
Bible.

Some, indeed, do ‘not preserve even this nominal
deference for Scripture. The hypocritical veil is
either unguardedly or boldly thrown aside. The
mere mention of the Bible being opposed to Woman
“Suffrage, is received with a shrug or a sneer. They
‘plainly indicate that they consider it of no conse-
quence whether religion is for or against them. On
one occasion, when the Apostolic texts were quoted
in debate, a prominent lady advocate of Woman
Suffrage exclaimed : *“ Bother Saint Paul!” Another
plain indication that the Woman Suffrage spirit is
anti-Christian! One lady “bothers” Saint Paul;
" another prints her opinion that ¢ Paul” and all the
clergy are wrong, and ¢ selfishly blind.” Where
are we to draw the line of demarcation between
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these singular Christians, and those Sexual Equality
advocates who openly reject the Bible, like Mrs.
Law, Mrs. Besant, and others? Infidelity is prefer-
able to hypocrisy. The open rejection of the Bible,
Christianity, and God, by advanced Woman Suffrage
advocates, is useful to warn those who really think
a revolution of woman’s sphere compatible with
religion and the Gospel. Women who begin wander-
ing from the right path, by setting up their own
crude opinions—the outcome of unsatisfied yearn-
ings, personal discontent, and ambitious aspirations
for worldly distinctions—against the wisdom of
ages, are ‘ progressing,” more or less speedily, to
utter repudiation of Christianity !

The texts quoted are susceptible of only one
legitimate construction. They are (as I have
shown) interpreted alike by orthodox Christians,
Deists, and Atheists, as entirely opposed to Sexual
Equality, and consequently to Woman Suffrage, and
other alleged * rights’ based on that dogma. While
heterodox Christians reject certain portions of
Scripture, and allegorise others to suit their own
views as to Sexual Equality, etc., unbelievers, far
“more consistently, and with more real respect for
Scripture, altogether reject the Bible as the rock-
ahead to their platform programme of woman’s
political enfranchisement. I close this ghapter by
personally addressing those readers who profess to
unite Christian belief with Sexual Equality, Woman
Suffrage, etc.

You profess that the Bible sanctions your demands,

~
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in spite of these texts which you are morally and
logically bound to explain. Your Christian faith
obliges you to face these texts. Yet you are uneasy
when they are quoted, and, deluded by your self-
constituted leaders, object to the Bible being
dragged into the controversy. If you were not
completely deluded and deceived, you would detect
this artifice and reject it with scorn and contempt.
What! ‘Your leaders dare to tell you to lay aside
your Bible, the book which you accept as your rule
and guide for time and eternity! For you indig-
nantly repel the charge of infidelity. Is this conduct
logical, consistent, sincere? The Bible is your
standard of appeal, the test, the touch-stone of
those new opinions, so glibly trumpeted forth from
the platform; and jrour ¢ guide, philosopher, and
friend” tries to dissuade you from consulting your
Bible! You are shocked at those ¢ advanced”
Woman Suffrage advocates, who sneer and rail at
the Bible. But can you not perceive that these
(however deluded) are at least sincere? That
Atheists and -Deists should demand a thorough
revolution in our country’s laws and constitution,
neither knowing nor caring whether such changes
aé;ree with, or oppose the Bible, is natural. , The
wonder is to find you professed Christians eagerly
demandlng\quch changes, perceiving that Atheists
and Deists openly denounce the Bible, as opposed to
Sexual Hquality and Woman Suffrage. Can you
say you are not convinced ? that I have not satis-
factorily proved the .Bible opposed to Sexual
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Equality ? You can hardly .say so, when Atheists
and Deists, Woman Suffrage advocates continually
quote such texts to prove the Bible does oppose
Sexual Equality. Remember that you have not even
attempted to prove the Bible favouring the “ rights ”
you demand. Between our respective positions, is
this important distinctiong: I invite—you avoid and
deprecate discussion of this crucial question. I,
denying Sexual Equality, treat you as rational
beings—appeal to your reason to decide. Your
platform leaders, declaring women equal and
superior to men, actually insult your understand-
ings by persuading you not to bring the Bible into
the controversy ! s

Imitate the Bereans : search the Scriptures to see
whether these things are.so or mot; refer to the
Bible with a Concordance; turn up all texts con-
taining the words-* wife ” and  woman ;* consult
commentaries and living authorities of all denomina-
tions. It will be interesting to fiid men differing
on Theology entirely agreeing on this question.
Compare the opiniohs of Catholic and Protestant
divines. Take time to come to a conclusion. But
in the interests of truth and religion, be no longer
duped into shunning a discussion continually pro-
voked by the pretensions of your party. Your
leaders assert Sexual Equality. You echo the parrot
cry which they have put into your mouths. You
must prove that it exists, before you can demand
Woman Suffrage as a right. Before going further
in the political and social revolution now inaugu-
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rated, I ask all professing Christians to consider
and reply to these legitimate and weighty objec-
tions ; to take up, one by one, these texts which I
have conscientiously quoted, and to show, if possi-
ble, that they sanction Sexual Equality and Woman
Suffrage. If you cannot, will not, dare not do this,
then, while pursuing the will-o’-the-wisp—Sexual
Equality—you have already lost your Christian
liberty.” I repeat that Sexual Equality and Woman
Suffrage advocates must come, sooner or later, to
secret or avowed infidelity. 1Tt is but a question of
time. Meanwhile, I repeat my own heartfelt con-
viction, the result of matured thought, that tke.
Bible ©s opposed to Woman Suffrage.*

* Since writing this, i\have read “ Woman : Her Mission and
her Life. Two Discourses,” by Rev. Adolphe Monod, delivered
at Paris, February, 1848. Though well aware that orthodox
divines support my opinions, I was struck with the remarkable
unanimity between his views and mine. To give a summary or
extracts would too much lengthen my work. Readers are referred
to the original pamphlet, translated from the third edition, by Rev.
W. G. Barrett. Hall, Virtue, and Co., 25, Paternoster Row.




CHAPTER IV.

NATURE 'OPPOSED TO SEXUAL EQUALITY.

A just biological philosophy is beginning to discredit thase
chimerical revolutionary declamatlons on the pretended equality of
the sexes, by directly demonstratmg, either by anatomical investiga-
tion, or by philosophical observation, the radical differences, both
physical and moral, which in all-animal species, and the human race
more especially, so distinctly demarcate them, notwithstanding the
preponderance of the specific type.

G. H. Lewrs.

_THERE is no plea for Woman Suffrage as a
principle, except on the hypothesis of Sexual
Equality. Once admit woman, not man’s equal,
but by the Creator’s eternal fiat (declared in Revela-
tion and manifested in Nature) compelled to occupy
a subordinate’sphere, there is no injustice whatever
in-withholding from her political power, and other
excluswely masculine privileges, for which she )
certainly possesses ample equivalents in her sex’s
special immunities. If Sexual Equality be a figment
of the imagination, all declamations founded on the
premisses of woman’s abstract right to the political
suffrage are so much wind. Physiological and
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psychological distinctions of the sexes I have treated
fully elsewhere.* Here, the subject must be treated
more summarily. It is, indeed, difficult to refute
arguments for. Sexual Equality, since none such
exist. That hypothesis is alwajrs assumed by Woman
Suffrage advocates. They wisely take for granted
what never has been, and never can be, proved.

We all perceive that woman is not man’s equal.
She is, on the average, smaller and weaker. Thisis
so generally admitted, that among her acknowledged
rights, woman is entitled to man’s forbearance,
courtesy, chivalry, and protection. Fancy a man
offering forbearance and protection to his equal!
Can any idea be more absurd ? He who should
really treat a” woman as his equal, and conduct
himself towards her, in every respect, as to a
fellow-man, would be a churl and a brute. And the
first to condemn him would be the logical lady who
continually casts Sexual Equality in our teeth. But
consistency is not part of - the platform propaganda.
To strike a woman on any pretext or provocation,
short of actual defence of life, is considered an act
of infamous" cowardice. Why ? Because of the
inequality between man and woman. Were it
otherwise we should not thrill at the eloquent lines
in Tobin’s Honeymoon

“ The man who lays his hand upon a woman,

Save in the Way of kindness, is a wretch,
Whom 't were gross flattery to name a coward!”

. * <« On the. Real Differences in the Minds of Men and Women,”
Anthropological Journal, October, 1869.

~
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Do our platform ladies endorse this sentiment ?
If they do, they logically refute their fundamental
claim in their programme—Sexual Equality! Ia
shape, organisation, function, woman differs so pro-
foundly from man, that we do not expect from her
the same labour of hand or brain. Consequently
all civilised nations,.ancient and modern, have
relieved woman from the onerous burthens of
- citizenship which weigh so heavily on man.

During the discussion-of my paper : “ A Protest
against Woman’s Demand for the Privileges of both
Sexes,” Mr. F. S. Johnstone said, * If the men of
England like to chain up all the women in cellars,
they could do so.” This statement elicited ‘ loud
disapprobation.”* In plain English, lady advocates
of Sexual Equality hissed the expression of a physio-
logical truth which they did not like! Thereisa
good deal of human nature in men and women.
“ D—n nature; she puts me out,” said Fuseli.
His works amply prove the statement true. For
he rarely, if ever, painted a human figure less than
eight feet high. Doubtless it is disappointing to
find nature lending no countenance to their favourite
war-cry of Sexual Equality. But why disapproba-
tion ? The gentleman might have parodied Kemble’s
lines in “ The Panel” —

« Perhaps it was right to dissemble your loye;
But why did you hiss me, my dears ?

He paid them a;vefy high comp]iment in taking
them at their Word, reducing to practice the theory
* I’?ctori&Magazme, August, 1870, p. 846.

o~
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of Sexual Equality ; speaking to women as candidly
as to men. The result showed the * strong-minded ”
ones could not tolerate their own pet Sexual Equality
hypothesis reduced to practice. ¢ Loud disapproba-
tion ” might have been excusable had Mr. Johnstone -
said the men ought to chain up all the women in
cellars. This he disclaimed. He only said men had
the muscular power to do so. Isitnot true? Had
he gone still further, and stated that men, if they
chose to combine for such an execrable purpose,
could destroy all the women, he would have stated
an undeniable truth, which, however unpleasant,
only shows more forcibly the Sexual Equality fallacy.

His object was to state, in striking terms, man’s
immense advantage over woman in strength. An
American sensibly asks, * Why scream at the calm
facts of the universe?” a question to be asked
especially of “the Shrieking Sisterhood.” St. Peter
calls woman ¢ the weaker vessel.”” What better
proof of her inferior logical power, than the * strong-
minded ’ ladies’ unreasonable, childish, womanish
. hysterical excitement -at the plain statement of an
indisputable fact. And not at all an inappropriate
reminder in days when women advocate an -insur-
rection of women against men. How compli-
mentary to female intelligence is such advice!
Suppose that women were so foolish as to rise in
armed rebellion against man, is it thought that they
would be victorious in the conflict of brute force ?
In spite of platform invectives against male tyranny,
there is no fear of any such unnatural quarrel
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between the sexes. Even viragoes will not bring it
about. No true womanly woman fears man’s im-
mense preponderance in physical force. God has
allotted to man his strength, ordaining that it shall
be used to woman's benefit—not injury—not to
oppress, but to protect the weaker sex. The
eternal bond of Love guarantees, inclines, man to
be a little more than just to woman. Masculine
women and effeminate men unite ta depreciate
sexual characteristics—manly strength and womanly
beauty—but cannot alter God’s evident apportion-
ment. Man’s superiority in physical force, entirely
disposes of all declamations based on a pretended
Sexual Equality. Woman cannot claim thie privileges
of sirength added to the immunities of weakness.
What do Woman Suffrage advocates mean by
Sexual Equality and female emancipation ? To make
woman as free as man, and quite independent of
his influence and control? To succeed here, they
must first reform human nature, and annihilate the
strongest passion—ZLove. They must isolate the
sexes, and render woman thoroughly self-supporting.
Even a nation of Amazons could not exist beyond a
generation, unless the women occasionally forgot
their independence. Had the Author of Nature
ever designed such a condition, men and women
would not be as they are. Sex could not have
existed. Human beings would have been formed
like bees. Naturalists know that those species
where sex is decidedly demarcated, aresfar more
bighly erganised than neuters, or herméphrodites.
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What is meant by Woman’s Rights?’ To give
woman exactly man’s privileges—neither more nor
less? To grant woman the privileges of both sexes
is not in- accordance with, but contrary to, Sexual
Equality. Clearly, then, to gra.nt. woman man’s
privileges, means to exact from her man’s dutigs,
responsibilities, obligations, mental and physicAl
labour— neither more nor less. This is impossible:
the bare attempt would inflict the most cruel in-
justice on woman. Woman Suffrage advocates
virtually propose thoroughly to ignore, and prac-
tically to abolish sex, as a trivial distinction. There
is a limit to reform in this direction. They will not
effect their purpose, even by an Act of Parliament.
It is a fundamental axiom with lawyers, that Parlia-
ment can do everything, except making a woman a
man, or a man a woman. Female émancipa.tion is,
then, a mere ignes fatuus, pursued by visionaries,
who mistake their own ‘“fads” for truth. ¢ Man
is' the head of the woman;’’ she is “the weaker
vessel.”” The Apostles echo God’s fiat. To the
end of time woman will lean upon man. The
physically and mentally weaker being must claim,
and receive support, protection, guidance, control,
government, from the physically and mentally
'stronger being.

No alteration in our laws, no re-modelling of our
social or political structure can ever produce that
chimerical Sexual Equality, dreamed and screamed
by platform enthusiasts, when woman would be
totally independent of man’s protection and control.
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The platform lady conceives all her class thoroughly
self-capable, and consequently regards man, not as
friend and protector, but as enemy and rival. . She
condemns our political and social system, and
declares the nation will never prosper until women
have votes; meaning, really, until she and her
““mates ” sit in Parliament, and hold office. These
platform women are no more independent than they
“are strong-minded. The great majority—womanly
women—Ilaugh at their pretensions. No woman
can, in the nature of things, ever be so independent
as man. Miss Amazon plays like a child at Sexual
Equality. She poses and proses on a platform, as an
exemplar or fugleman of what she wants her sex to
be in the future, quite unconscious that by her
dress and address, she offers the strongest warning
against that very emancipation which she demands
for women, and takes personally to such a ridiculous
extent. Just in as far as she departs from man’s
ideal' of womanhood, does this pioneer of female .
emancipation forfeit some valuable characteristic,
and essential privilege of womanly women, and
weaken her claim to the especial immunities of her
sex. Arguing from exceptions which prove the
rule, she declares herself man’s equal, if not
superior, and assumes herself the true type of
womanhood. She disdains the plain gold ring
(which most, women covet) as a badge of ‘subjec-
tion” or “servitude;” refuses to exchange her
maiden name for that of a husband, whom she
would be bound, at least, to promise, to “love,
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cherish, and obey.” Apparently this is not the
type preferred by men. From whatever cause,
Miss Amazon is like the virgin Queen, thus flattered
by Shakspere :—

« And the imperial votaress passed on,
In maiden meditation, fancy-free.”

o
The masculine woman does not influence, butrepels;
the womanly woman attracts man. The solemn
promiée of the wife made at the sacred altar, excites
the platform woman, as a red rag excites a bull.
She knows not the powerful influence exerted by
good wives over husbands. To the end of time,
sensible, good ‘men will be indirectly influenced—if
not governed—by their wives. We. cannot over-
rate female influence, so long as woman confines
her persuasive power within its legitimate sphere.
But this powerful, subtle,‘ and irresistible, because
indirect, influence, is not the kind exercised, or
coveted, by the platform woman. Miss Amazon .
detests, because she has abdicated such a personal
power, disdains and bequeaths it to womanly, whom .
she nicknames * weak-minded ” women. The plat-
form enthusiast does not perceive that if mental
strength is tested by personal influence, so-called
weak-minded women possess far more real mother
wit and energy, than so-called strong-minded
women. The man-aping woman, sneers bitterly 4t
woman’s peculiar characteristic—indirect influence
—and calls it underhand, deceitful, false; as if
anything could be more false than a woman who
.has lost the natural instinct of her sex; as if there '
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could be a woman so false as she who gives the lie
to nature, by trying to pervert herself into a man!
The Amazon’s idea of exerting irnfluence over man,
is to challenge him to mortal combat, and then to
plead her sex to shield her from the effects of her
impudence. ¢ Come on, Man!”“cries the woman
warrior. ‘ There lies my gauntlet; who's afraid?
- But, stay, you must have one hand tied behind your
back—and, remember, it is cowardly to strike a
woman.” On these conditions, the battle of ¢ sexual
equality ” is fought. This is no caricature, but
represents two-thirds of the rivalry between, man
and woman, even when apparently most impartial.
Allowance is always made for woman’s work. Her
sex, so far from hl?dermg, helps her. Man is always
heavily handicapped.

Miss Amazon aims at direct mﬂuence, and has
‘none whatever, except over effeminate men. She
poses as man’s rival, and is astonished and indig-
nant when men take her at her word, and refuse
her the advantages of the sex which she repudiates.
Manly men detest mannish women. Had Omphale
been an Amazon, Hercules would never have spun
at her feet. The man-woman naturally regards
man as her enemy. But the complaint goes more
deeply. She thinks Nature partial and unjust not
to give woman a man’s brain, a man’s muscles, a
man’s beard. Miss Amazon either makes a virtue
of necessity, or remains single on principle. Thus
she can more completely and consistently declaim
against “ male tyranny ” and *female slavery,” and

¢

”
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work to regenerate and rehabilitate her ¢ unfortu-
nate, down-trodden sisters,” as she miscalls the
freest, happiest women in the world. Curious illus-
tration of consistency and strong-mindedness, that
her grand aim in all she says and does, is to become
as man-like in thought, word, action, looks, dress,
and deportment as possible! But she is a failure.
The jackdaw in borrowed plumes was immediately
detected by the peacocks. Miss Amazon cannot
altogether become a man. Sex is sex,and even a
masculine woman' is but a sorry. caricature of man.
Unwomanly she is, but the assumption of the foga
virtlis does not convey manly qualities. The
Amazon is still hampered by her sex. She cannot
- evade the Almighty fiat which. made her a woman ;
.she cannot quite unsex herself; she must accept
" the consequences of being born of the feminine
gender. She has a woman’s form and face, though
neither is improved by the wear and tear of the
passions produced by platform oratory. She has,
to a much greater extent than she imagines, a
woman’s nature. In spite of her masculine tastes,
ambition, and * strong mind,” the masculine woman
remains more woman than man. A perfect human
hermaphrodite, a being who impartially represents
male and female elements unitéd, does not exist.
Nature is very tenacious of sex. Miss Amazon
should remember the fate of erowing hens.

Though nominally an unprotected female, affect-
. ing to have soared beygnd such old-fashioned pre-
judices, and .to glory in her independence, Miss
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Amazon’s appearance is forlorn. As a sample of
Sexual Equality, female emancipation and womanly
autonomy, she is a failure. The world says she
has blundered. Miss Amazon retorts upon the
world that charge with compound interest.
¢ Society is wrong; anybody and everybody is
wrong, except myself,” says Miss Amazon. Moral
obliquity hinders the clear mental perception neces-
sary to self-knowledge. She has no husband. So
far, well. She is not subjected to any individual
man ; not living under the sway of any particular
“tyrant.” Her hatred of men is only less than
~ that of Nero, when he wished the human race had -
but one neek, that he might sever it at one blow.
This prejudice so perverts the *strong mind”’ that
she cannot perceive this self-evident truth: That
she cannot dispense with man’s protection, in scme
form, individually or collectively, personally or
- generally,” directly or indirectly—not occasionally,
but continually, daily, hourly required, and be-
stowed. What a humiliating condition for the
Sexual Equality advocate, declaimer on woman’s
rights, would-be emancipator of herself and sex,
from all manly control! ~She lives under the pro-
tection of her country’s laws, enacted, administered,
executed by men. And in no country are these
laws generally so just, or so impartially administered
as in Great Britain. She rails at, and condemns,
these laws, without understanding them. One plat-
form lady characterises Law as the * thieving busi- -
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néss.”* Yet so high is the integrity of the British
judge, that a hint that he could be bribed, would
provoke mirth, rather than indignation.

If in ease or affluence, Miss Amazon’s-fortune has
been accumulated by man’s ihdqstry, and secured to
her by man’s provident and loving foresight. She
should reflect that she had two parents, a father as
well as a mother. Miss Amazon is protected in life,
property, honour, and liberty, by British soldiers,
sailors, marines, coastguards, militia, volunteers,
yeomanry, police, fire brigade, etc.—all men ! She
may employ men servants, whom she could not

_properly -replace-by female domestics. All these

services, and many more, connected with procuring
daily necessaries and luxuries, are performed by
men, whom she and other foolish women flippantly
eall “the odious sex.” Imagine what would be
the condition of women—especially -in the upper
and middle ranks, if the men now carrying on this
vast machinery were to strike. Yet no thought of
gratitude due to the other sex, ever enters Miss
Amazon’s mind. Her microscopic mental vision
discovers nothing beyond flaws and defects in that
‘grand and wondrous edifice of civilised society,
patiently reared in the course of centuries, by men,
and over which woman presides ngprally, and
actually, as Queen. “The grand functions of woman
# «The fighting, quarrelling, and thieving business is now
equally, honourably, and lucratively divided between the army and
the law.” Mrs.’ King, on the ¢ Cold Mutton and Buttons” Argu-
ment, Victoria Magazine, May, 1871, p. 14.

-—
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are maternity and rearing children; she thus fulfils
duties appointed by the Creator, quite as important
in the scale of being as those of man. So little
demand is there for woman’s assistance in those
departments which are the essential prerogative of
man, that could the male intellect be suddenly
suspended or paralysed, there is not sufficient con-
ception of the abstract qualities of justice, morality,
truth, and virtue in all the women at present in
the world, to keep civilisation alive for one week.
Take away the strong protecting arm of man, and
woman sinks into an idiot and a slave.”*
Furthermore, woman’s inevitable dependence on
man may be irrefutably proved, and strikingly
illustrated, thus: Suppose Miss Amazon, return-
ing from the lecture-hall, where she has surpassed
berself in asserting . woman at once equal and
superior to man, and ridiculing the idea that she
can, under any circumstances, require protection
from the tyrant. While travelling alone, she is
suddenly attacked by a male ruffian—a wretch who
abuses to woman’s outrage, the strength given for
her protection. Suppose Miss Amazon loses her
courage and presence of mind, when both are most
required ; or that she is unprovided with fire-arms;
or lacks nerve to use them ; or that she falls into
hysterics ; or, at any rate, that she is unable to
defend her life, purse, or virtue, against a man far
stronger than herself. In such critical circum-

# « The Intelledtual Severance of Men and Women,” by J.
McGrigor Allan, p. 29.
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stances, the strongest minded, most independent,
most courageous \and energetic woman, feeling her
sex’s weakness in her manifest inability to cope
with a robber, ravisger, or murderer, would gladly
welcome the intervention of guard, passenger, or
any other/brave man, even if totally opposed to
Woman Suffrage. The very possibility of such a
practical lesson should teach Miss Amazon the vast
difference between Sexual Equality as a platform
theory, and Sexual Equality as a fact. And the
knowledge that all women  travelling alone are
~ exposed to such risks, should make platform ladies
blush to sneer at woman’s need for man’s chivalrous
protection.

Woman must depend on man for protection.
Were it otherwise, every woman travelling alone,
would be at the mercy of any ruffian she met. Yet
a lady disdainfully repudiated as an insult, the idea
that woman stands in need of man’s protection. At
the Victoria Discussion Society, 3rd June, 1871,
Madame Noel said: *“ As to the normal state of
woman being the protection of man, I have only to
say I think very little of a lady who wants father,
brother, or somebody to protect her virtue.”* This
announcement was received with * cheers.” Ha(}
these impulsive cheerers .reflected, some, surely,
would have perceived that they had applauded a
very doubtful compliment to their sex ! The state-
ment implies that every woman is able to protect
her virtue against violence. The obvious reply is,

* Victoria Magazine, July, 1871, p. 245.

e
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that there is in our Statute Book a crime which
was until recently a capital offence, and is now oc-
casionally punished by imprisonment for life, or for
a long term of years! If every woman can defend
her virtue, there is no such crime as violation of.
female chastity ; every man who bas been hanged
for the imaginary offence of rape, has been judicially
murdered ; and every so-called ravisher, who suffers
in any way, on conviction of such a charge, is un-
justly punished! To deny that such a crime can
be committed; and to infer that no woman, under
any circumstances, can part with that which
virtuous women prize beyond life, except wvolun-
tarily, is a very singular defence of women by a

woman! Still more singular is it that such a
* defence should be received by ¢ strong-minded ”
ladies, and their male allies, with ¢ cheers.” The lady,
thought she was praising her sex, and so, too,
evidently thought the cheering ladies! - Yet no
male satirist ever brought so severe a charge against
. woman. Our wise male legislators, recognising
woman’s physical weakness, protected her against
male violence ; threw a shield round the poorest and
most disreputable woman: but lady legislators, -
defenders of their sex, would take away this shield !
Surely Whateley and Balzac were right. The arch-
bishop defines * woman as a being who cannot
reason, and who pokes the fire from the top.” The
novelist writes: *“ Woman is the most loglcal of
beings after the child.”

These views are supported by an eminent French
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author, in this extract: “I do not regard the ques-
tion of marriage, wonian, and the family, in the same
light as you, or any of the new light party, whose
ideas have come to my knowledge. I do not admit
that woman has the right to separate her cause
from that of man, and to claim for herself a special
justice, as if her first enemy and tyrant were man.
Whatever reparation may be due to woman, and
whatever her right to dount as a third with her
husband (or father) and children, I do not allow
that the most vigorous justice can ever make her
man’s equal. Also,’I do not any the more admit

_ that this inferiority of the female sex constitutes for
_ it either servitude or humiliation, nor that it lessens

it in dignity, liberty, and happiness. I maintain
_that the contrary is' truth. - I, therefore, consider
the sort of crusade which some estimable ladies
of this and of the other hemisphere are making in
favour of the prerogatives of their sex, not as a

" symptom of the geuneral renovation which is taking
. Place, but as an exaggerated symptom of a defect

belonging distinctively to the sex’s infirmity, and
incapacity of krowing and governing itself.

“ No, Madam, you know nothing~about your sex.
You do not know the first word of the question

" which you and your associates agitate with so much

noise, and so little success. And if you do not
understand it, if in the eight pages of reply to my
letter, there are forty fallacious arguments; that
springs precisely (as I have already said) from your
sex’s infirmity. By this word, whose exactitude is
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perhaps not irreproachable, understand that quality
of your comprehension which only allows you to
seize the connection of things, so far as we men
place your fingers on them. There is in woman, in
the brain, as in the function of maternity, an
incapacity to conquer by itself its native inertia (!)
an incapacity which man’s mind can alone over-
come, and which it cannot always set to work.*
“In two words, I can establish, by observation,
reason, and facts, that woman, weaker than man in
muscular force (which you yourself acknowledge), is
not less inferior to him in regard to INDUSTRIAL,
Pr1LosoerIC, AND MORAL PoWER ; 80 that, if woman®
condition in society should be settled as you claim
for her, by the same justice as man’s condition, it

is all over with her—she is a slave (sic). To which
I also add, this is precisely the system which 1 dis-
claim—the principle of pure and rigorous justice,
that terrible justice which the Romans compared to
an unsheat}hed sword, jus strictum, and which obtains

* A most shrewd remark, confirmed by daily observation, and
true of women’s amusements, as well as serious occupations. How
dull are ladies, after leaving the dining-room, before the gentlemen
have rejomgd them! KEven dress and scandal cease to interest.
They require the stimalus of male society to overcome their
natural inertia. The grand arts of Coquetry and Flirting cannot
be very well practised between two women. A ' male victim is
required for vivisection. Even a lady author admits that “to
some women, there is an incomprehensible pleasure in the mere
presence of a man ; his appearance gwes a zest and excitement to
matters otherwise most commonplace.” [Mrs. Randolph : « Wild
Hvacmth ? chap 28.] An admirable exposure of Sexual Eqnallty
and Woman Suftrage.
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between individuals of different sexes (qy., of the
same sex). What is the principle differing from
justice (and whlch however, without justice would
not exist) felt by all men in the depths of their
souls, and which only women distrust? Is it lover ?
Not so. I leave it to you to divine (!) And if your
penetration succeeds in disentangling this mystery,
I consent, madam, to sign your certificate of genius
—Et eris miki magnus Apollo. But then I shall
bave gained my cause.*

* What has most surprised me since thls hypo-
thesis of Sexual Equality (newly derived from the
Greeks, with so many others) has sprung up among
you, is that it counts among its partisans nearly as
many men as women. I have long sought the
reason of this caprice, which I at first attributed to
a chivalrous zeal. I think now that I have found
it. It is not to the credit of the cavaliers. I shall
be happy, Madam, for your sake and for theirs, that
upon this solemn examination, it shall appear that
the new emancipators of woman are the loftiest,
widest, most progressive, if not the most‘me&@,lie,
geniuses of the age.”t

Counterfeit Strong-Minded Women !

No term, perhaps, is more abused than that of
“gtrong-minded women.” That there are mental
differences among women, as well as men, is

* Does the author mean Pity ?

t Translation of two articles,in December and January Numbers

of Philosophical and Religious Review (1856 apd 1857). Corres-
pondence between Madame Jenny D’Hericourt, and M. Proudhon.
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apparent. But what constitutes a strong mind in
woman, i8 a vexed question, answered in totally
opposite ways, according to our views of woman’s
legitimate province. Certain women now arroga-
ting a special claim to, or rather an actual monopoly
of, strong-mindedness, do not hide their light under
a bushel. They publish their views by press and-
platform, saying in effect: “We are the strong-
minded.” It is affectation to ignore them. They
usurp a title belonging to totally different women.
I discriminate between women who deserve, and
those who assume, the appellation. I believe in
really strong-minded women too firmly, to have any
faith in the counterfeit. I prefer real, to mock
“turtle ! \

To prevent confusion from employing one term
ironically, and in good faith, I call counterfeit
. strong-minded ladies, Amazons! They possess fair
average ability, cleverness, great volubility, moral
courage, zeal, great confidence, and inordinate self-
esteem. Their plausible platform platitudes seem
true to superficial hearers. It requires judgment,
patience, and experience, to separate wheat from
chaff ; the small amount of truth from the large
heap of assertions and assumptions. The principal
Amazonian tenet—Female Independence—is in one
sense good  and trye; in another, bad and false.
Do they demand for woman the best education of
which she is capabler That every girl should be
trained suitably to capacity and station, to some
business or trade, by which she may, if she choose,

£
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gain a livelihood quite independently of marriage ;
not be compelled to accept a husband without love,
and ashamed to claim damages for breach of promise.
So far, I cordially agree with Amazons! But this
old grievance, conveniently trotted out on plat- "*
forms, is fast becoming, if not already quite, obsolete.
- It was preached and practised by sensible parents
long before modern Amazons were born! George -
III. had all his children taught a trade. No in-
telligent reader will so far misunderstand me as to
suppose I depreciate a proper portion of independence
in woman. That kind of independence is a virtue in
both sexes. ButI maintain that woman’s indepen-
dent action ought not to be, and never can be, -as
great as man's; and, consequently, to take man for
her exemplar in this respect, must be fatal to
woman’s modesty and happiness. However flatter-
ing to abnormal female ambition, the theory of
Sexual Equality,and the charming vista of privileges
opened by such a view, the idea of woman enjoying
man’s latitude of expression and conduct, is shown
by every day experience to be practically impossible,
and morally wrong. Decorum utterly forbids each
sex to model itself on the other, and that boldness
of speech, demeanour, and conduct, so becoming to -
a man, ‘would be simply intolerable in a woman.
The normal relation of the sexes never was, nor
can be, equality. Man is woman's natural guardian
and protector. Women (Amazons excepted) are
well aware of this; and prefer not to remain un-
protected females, so that when travelling they may,
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v

in addition to chivalry and law, have the personal
defence of their respective husbands. (
Our Amazons.mean much more than this legiti-
mate independence : they seek independence, not
individual, but embracing the whole sex. -Woman's
absolute independence of man, at variance with dis-
abilities imposed on the sex, not by male tyranny,
but by nature ; to subvert normal relations between
male and female, founded on centuries of éxperience,
and sanctified by revelation, diStinctly proclaiming
the obvious truth : ** Man is the head of the woman.”
Amazonian principles tend directly to female revolt.
Women are deceived into the belief that they are
slaves, and taught to regard man as their natural
enemy. Amazons continually gird at man as
woman’s oppressor, and advocate a female trades
union, totally incompatible with law, marriage,
family, home, and actual distinctions of sex. Our
Amazons want boys and girls taught, not merely in
the same school, but in the same class ; to learn and
play together ; * young men and maidens to attend
the same college, listen to anatomical and physio-
logical lectures, walk the hospitals, dissect and
# « (On the Separation of the Sexes in Education,” by Whateley
Cooke Taylor, Victoria Magazine, December, 1870. The writer
means well, but has not sufficiently reflected that the promiscuous
mingling of boys and girls in the play-ground would have most
disastrous results. Listen to the obscene language; note the
obscene acts of boys, when unobserved{ Girls would learn things
which no virtuous woman ever knows! The other day I heard
some little boys, “ebout twelve or thirteen, roaring out the mdst

filthy songs,“which they seemed to compose impromptu] *Would
any mother have liked her daughters to play with such boys ?
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. vivisect together! They vilify medical men and
others, who protest against the flagrant abomina-
tion of mixed classes. They demand for woman
man’s education, and man’s rights added to her
own: woman’s right to go wherever man goes, to
do whatever he does, share in all his amusements,
dress, and work, literally *from pitch and toss to
manslayghter.” They would thrust her into the
struggle for existence, into the most foul and fetid
political mire, into the fiercest rivalry with man, in
peace-and. war. Woman Suffrage attacks every-
thing "established ; announces every imaginable
change: Political, involve all rights/ Amazons
really want women on juries, in pulpits, at the
bar, on the bench, in both Houses of Parliament :
women exercising all branches of legislative, judicial,
administrative power; women free to contract and
annul marriage at pleasure; women eligible to all
offices—civil, naval, military ;' women having a right
to be whatever man is—soldier, sailor, policewoman,
firewoman, navvy. A woman presiding at a public .
meeting is literally a chairwoman ! Of course the
logical Sexual Equality advocate indignantly re-
pudiates the name, and insists on being called Mrs.
or Miss Chairman / , \

Political Amazons are chiefly spinster and widow
. "householders, who would be enfranchised by the
paltry little Bill annually defeated. They represent
neither the Woman Suffrage principle, nor their
sex; certainly not wives expressly excluded from
the Spinster and Widow Suffrage Bill. ‘Amazons
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do most admirably represent a strong individual and
class determination to have their own way, apd to
wield political power, because they believe that
votes would lead to other important privileges.
Never doubting their own infallibility, the slightest
hint that they are mistaken, enrages them. They
cannot conceive wise, sincere, honest opposition.
They denounce all opponents “in the lump” as
“ selfishly blind.” They accuse men of fearing female
rivalry. Imputation of motivés is a very favourite,
but around game. I emulate Amazonian frankness,
and return the compliment. Their object, wholly
self-interested, personally and selfishly ‘ambitious, is
to alter every law, custom, institution, usage, '
opinion, which they imagine to bear oppressively on
themselves! Amazons demand a license of speech
and conduct, political and social, sanctioned neither
by Divine nor human law : all a man’s rights, with-
out any curtailment of woman’s privileges ; male
. liberty of speech and action, joined to female
impunity. Entrance sinto "every profitable and
honourable calling, with little to do, and plenty to
get, by a sham competition ; knowing that they
have little or no chance in a bond-fide rivalship with
man. Repudiating hard, disagreeable, dangerous
work, 'they claim all man’s political and other .
privileges, and<to be absolyed from discharging
all a citizen’s onerous, responsible, and dangerous
duties. - . C
By enfranchisement, AmaZons mean woman’s
(their own) right to do exactly as she likes ; not to

o
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be ruled, but to rule; to have her first choice of
everything ; to intercept honours, rewards, place,

rank, wealth, sinecures —every gratification of

vanity, ambition, acquisitiveness, without man’s
equivalent labour and respousibilities: woman’s
right to pleasure and profit, minus pain and loss.
Amazons will not descend with man, their * equal,”
‘into the world’s dusty arena, and share in masculine
drudgery, obscure toil, danger, and violent death.
In the hour of peril, Amazons claim protection from
their “equal,” like other\ women. This is the
praetical programme of ther}}‘atform propaganda, the
logical illustration of Sexual Equality, and Woman

Suffrage! But unable directly to demand these in-’

consistent and incompatible privileges for them-
selves, as individual or class exceptions, they vote
themselves disinterested, chivalrous representatives
of their oppressed sex! They, as pioneers of pro-
gress, impudently pretend that women in general
endorse their extravagant and outrageous assertiqns
of female personality. Amazons say  the move-

ment”’ has passed beyond the sphere of ridicule,

while actually ashamed to call “the movement ™ by
its proper name—*‘ Woman’s Rights,” implying an
agitation which has ceased to be ridiculous, only
where it has become positively offensive ! Amazons
represent a sect, not a sez. They are, for simple,
deluded women, exactly what demagogues are for
jgnorant, discontented men. - Amazons no more

represent women, than organisers of noisy Republi- .

cau processions, with flags and red caps, represent
' F
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the people. In all ages, masculine ambitious women,
spurning the control of religion, law, custom, com-
mon-sense, an¥ duty, have sought latitude and license
for themselves, demanding liberty for their sex;
modestly constituting themselves its representatives.
The word virago (most objectionable as applied to
woman) means a man-acting woman, or, shartly, a
man-woman. Amazons, boasting themselves as
“ strong-minded,” desirous to obliterate all distinc-
tions of sex, repudiate the term wviragoes, as a gross
insult. Yet to whom can the term be applied so fitly
astothem? They are ashamed to be called, what they
are not ashamed to be! Impossible to show more
forcibly the wisdom of adhering to nature, which
gives each sex its distinct province. Man ranges
the world. Stature, strength, and beard show him
intended for an active outdoor life. Woman’s
existence is more sedentary. Her sphere is home.
She should not copy man. Amazons would destroy
the social structure, founded on the broad, general
distinction of sex. They would train woman to
think, |feel, talk, dress and act like man.in all
lespect to plunge into political turmoﬂ rival man
in all fields of lucrative labour, and to repudlate a
domestic sphere. They would make woman, man-
acting, man-woman, or a mrago ! No fencing with
words can disguise the fact: What hypocrisy to
shriek against the name, while glorymg in being

exactly what the name describes !
Another Amazonian characteristic is aversion to
n. They copy, while hating the tyrant!- Men
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who think ill of women, are not strong-minded.

Confirmed woman-haters are neither wise nor good .
-men. Amazons, being man-haters, are not strong-

minded. Excited by vanity, enthusiasm, and plat-

form cheers, Amazons mistake a petty, local, tem-

porary popularity for enduring fame. They accept

in earnest the ironically-given title of *strong-

-minded,” and dream that it will be confirmed by
posterity. -Another delusion! Thinking only of

themselves, of their own immediate imaginary per-

sonal interests, pursuing popularity at “any price,

they totally ignore future generations. Their motto .
is Apres-nous, le déluge! They leave ‘the labour of

making, and providing for posterity, to the majority
. of sensiple women, whom they denounce as ¢‘ weak-

minded”’ for minding the¢ir own affairs. Female

demagogues are exceedingly dictatorial, spiteful, and

furious against women,/'who renounce them and all

their works. Amazmll%lespise wives and mothers, for -
condescending to fulfil woman’s mission, and being
. that for which they/were formed—* helps-meet ” fori..
men. Hating man too deeply -to promise to love,
cherish, and obey, Amazons leave no pledges to pos-
terity. The finest specimens of man-woman are thus
destined to complete extinction. The Amazon cannot
perpetuate her race. Her urgent mission for Number
One, absorbs all her time, energies, and ambitien. She
leaves the weakness of wedded love to the * down-
trodden weak-minded ”’ majority. He would be a
bold man, who should propose to an Amazon. Men
do not care to court bad copies of themselves.
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Well for the world, perhaps, that Amazons. steel
their hearts to Cupid’s darts ; but the cause of great
weakness to the platform propaganda. Would Miss
Amazon only deign to become wife and mother, she
might transmit to a second self an Amazonian
daughter, her instinctive antagonism to Jnan, and
illustrate her principles by showing how %o rear an
Amazonian family—the girls trained to rule, father
and sons severely snubbed, and taught to obey.
Amazons will never sucgeed in regeneration, till they
conquer their antipathy %o generation. Even should
our Amazons condescend to copy their prototypes,
. and sacrifice their principles for posterity’s.sake, a

self-supporting Amazonian race is extremely pre-
carious, if not impossible. Normal women love to
please and obey their husbands. The married
Amazon would make her husband obey her! She
"must then select some poor hen-pecked creature
who will allow his wife to rule. If the daughters .
¢ take after ”’ their father, the hereditary Amazonian
_ instinet is lost. The chief use of Amazons is to
show what women ought not to be. They under-
stand neither their sex nor themselves. The strong-
mindedness which they so arrogantly claim to mono-
polise, belongs to those modest, retiring, domesti-
cated women whom Amazons patronise, pity, and
misrepresent. In the next chapter, I shall quote
"from works of Really Strong-Minded. Women, to
condemn, and confute the fallacies of Counterfeit.
Strong-Minded Women.




CHAPTER V.

* S8EXUAL EQUALITY AND SUBJECTION OF WOMAN.

“The female has a cell less in the head—a fibre moré in the heart.”

. . CHAMFORT.
Y

. Really Strong-Minded Women.

Ir Amazons are right, Woman’s present position,
* public opiniogs and the great majority of women,
ignoring claims made ostensibly for them, but really
for the *Shrieking Sisters ”’ themselves, are all
radically wrong. I maintain the great majority of
women right. Repudiating revolutionary doctrines,.
women show sound cominon sense, and are -really
far more entitled to be called stromg-minded than
the revolting minority. I emphatically deny the
title of strong-minded to a clique of female fanatics,
“ long-haired lunatics,” vain, conceited, fussy, would-
be leaders of their sex. I will strip these jackdaws
of their borrowed plumes. ¢ Pompous, sweeping, .
flippant assertions,” shrieks Miss Amazon, hysteri-
cally. I proceed to proof. I Joim issue with
Amazons on their own Tom Tiddler’s grownd of

A//\), 4°
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“strong-mindedness.” Their principles are directly
and eternally opposed to published precepts of Really
Strong-Minded Women. These novel Amazonian
doctrines are denounced by the wisest of men and
women. Views of women the most select, second
those of the majority. Woman’s position is settled
by women. Amazons only declaim against Oppo~
nents. Really Strong-Minded Women argue, and
expose the sophistry which they condemn.

Many women distinguished in literature, and
otherwise celebrated, have admitted that woman
must live under man’s protection, and make no pre-
tensions tq¢ Sexual Equality. Even Mary Wollstone-
craft has granted the male to be stronger than the
female, in this passage :—*“In the government of
the physical world, it is observable that the female
in general is inferior to the male. The male pursues,
the female yields. This is the law of nature, and it
does not appear to be suspended or abrogated in
favour of woman. This physical superiority cannot
be denied, and it is a noble prerogative!”* Far
better entitled to the term strong-minded, than any
platform political Amazon was Lady Mary Wortley
Montague, authoress of ¢ Letters written during
travels in Europe, Asia, and Africa, to Persons of
Distinction, Literary men, ete.”” Travelled English-
women were then rare. She first gave accurate
and trustworthy information respecting life in the
Harem. Lady Mary had opportunities which no
man could have. Her interesting descriptions

* ¢« Vindication of the Rights of Woman,” Introduction, p. 3.
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remove much ignorant prejudice on the supposed
slavery of Eastern Women—a stock plaitform subject
with Amazons. Lady Mary proves that *the
manners of mankind do not differ so widely as our
voyage-writers would make us believe.” Such a
woman’s opinions on her own sex, are ignored and
depreciated only by Amazons. She condemns female
literary ambition thus :—¢ The use of knowledge in
our sex, beside amusement in solitude, is to moderate
passions, and learn to be contented with a small
expense, the certain effects of a studious life, pre- .
ferable even to that fame which men have engrossed.
You will tell me I have not observed this rule. You
are mistaken. Only inevitable accident has given
me any reputation that way. I have always care-
fully avoided it, and ever thought it a misfortune.”

She rebukes a race which has greatly increased—
female pedants and pretenders to learning—thus :-—
“ These women are ridiculofis, not because they have
learning, but because they have it not. One thinks
herself a complete historian after reading Echard’s
Roman History; another a profound philosopher,
having got by heart some of Pope's unintelligible
essays;* and a third an able divine, on the strength
of Whitfield’s sermons. Thus you hear them scream-
ing politics and controversy.” One would almost
imagine Lady M. had assisted at a modern
Woman’s Rights’ Convention, or Woman Suffrage

* Here*the lady is wrong. Pope’s meaning is always clear to
thinkers. But we must make allowance for some bitterness towards
the Satirist of ¢ Lady Mary.”




72 Woman Suffrage Wrong.

- Meeting. She evidently knew the Shriel:ing Sister-
hood of her day;.or her genius enabled her to
anticipate the present “Movement.” This keen
observer would have despised our Amazons chatter-
ing to identify their own fancied interests with
woman’s abstract claim to the franchise. This
justly-celebrated and really strong-minded woman'
declares against giving woman political power, thus :
—* I do not complain of men for having engrossed
government. - In excluding us from all degrees of
power, they preserve us from many fatigues, and
perhaps from many crimes.” This grand truth is
otherwise expressed by Balzac, thus :— The sanc-
tity of women is irreconcilable with the duties and
the liberties of the world. To emancipate—is to
corrupt them.”

Madame de Staél was a first-class literary woman :
no mere writer of sensation-novels, galvanised into
temporary notoriety; no pretender, or platform
declaimer on Sexual Equality and Woman’s Rights.
Byron observes :—* Never before have those facul-
ties peculiar to man, been developed as the possible
inheritance of woman.” Yet, far from putting forth
Amazonian pretensions, this really strong-minded
woman powerfully protests against woman’s claims
to meddle in politics, in the eloquent sentence placed
on the title-page of this work. And this celebrated
authoress of works which are classics, further
observes : “ Let women be denied these rare literary
talents which, far from gaining them men’s affec-
tions, make them their competitors, and that ex-
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cessive vigour of mind, that profound faculty of
.attention, with which great. geniuses are endowed.
Their weak organs are not formed for this. Let us
not, however, be accused as unable to write with
warmth, and incapable of describing love. The
keart only must serve woman, instead of instruction
and experience, and may render her worthy of feel-
ing that of which she is incapable of judging. She
is indeed exalted by reflection, but weakness and
sensibility must ever be the leading features of her
character.” Finally, she pronouncés emphatically
against Sexual Equality, thusi—* God, in creating
man first, made him the noblest of His creatures;
and the most noble creature is that one who has the
greatest number of duties to perform.”*

A contemporary Englishwoman, not so brilliant -
or original, but equally strong-minded, was Mrs.
Hannah More. Her works abound with statements
directly opposed to Amazonian theories. She
observes : ¢ Each sex has its respective appropriated

qualifications which would cease to be meritorious, . _ ’

‘the instant they ceased to be appropriated. -Nature; ’
propriety, and custom have prescribed certain

* Contrast with this utterance by a woman of genius, modern
women’s depreciation of man, as “the odious sex,” ‘things in
trousers,” “ the ruffian man,” etc. A young lady observes: ¢ In
most marriages there must be a considerable condescension on
woman’s part. Why should she—refined, sensitive, unselfish,
sympathetic, cultured, thrilled in every fibre by indignation at
injnstice or brutahty3 enthusiastic in all good—why should such a
-creature stoop, tétmate with a being at his best cast in a far coarser
mould than herself, if not that she is driven to it by sad necessity?”
. (¢ Britomart,” D. T'., 26 Sept., 1888).
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bounds to each; bounds which the prudent and
candid will never attempt to break down ; as indeed .
it would be highly impolitic to annihilate distinctions
from which each acquires excellence, and to attempt
innovations by which both would be losers. Women
never undersitand their interests so little as when
they affect those qualities and accomplishments
from the want of which they derive their greatest >
merit. ¢ This is the porcelain clay of human kind,”
says Dryden of the sex. Greater delicacy implies
greater fragility, and this weakness, ‘natural and
moral, clearly points out the necessity of superior
" ¢aution, refinement, and reserve. We put the finest
vases and costliest images in places of greatest’
security. - So situated, they find protection in_their
weakness, and safety in their delicacy. Men are
formed for the more public exhibitions on the great
theatre of human life. Like stronger and more
substantial wares, they derive no injurys-and lose
no polish by being always exposed and engaged in
the constant commerce with the world, their proper
element, where they respire their natural air, and
exert their noblest powers, in situations calling
them into action. They were intended by Provi-
dence for bustling scenes of life; to appear terrible
in arms, useful in commerce, shining in counsels.”
A most interesting analysis and comparison of
mental distinctions. of the sexes, concludes thus:
“ As a further confirmation of the different bent of
mind in the sexes, we have heard of many female
wits, never of one female logician; of many admir-
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able writers of memoirs, never of one chronologer.
The mind in each sex has some natural bias, con-
stituting distinction of character ; the happiness of
both depends on the preservation and observance of
this distinction. Where would be the superior
pleasure and satisfaction from mixed conversation,
were this difference abolished ? Were the qualities
of both invariably and exactly the same, no benefit
or entertainment would arise from the tedious and
insipid uniformity of such intercourse. Considerable
advantages are reaped from a select society of both
sexes. Rough angles and asperities of male manners
are imperceptibly filed, and gradually worn smooth
by the polishing of female conversation, and refining
of female taste; while women’s ideas acquire
. strength and solidity by their associating with in-
telligent, judicious men. Is it not better to succeed
as women, than to fail as men ? to shine by walking
. honourably in the road marked out by nature,
custom, and education, than to counteract them all,
by moving awkwardly in a path diametrically
opposite ? to be good origimals, rather than bad
imitators ? to be excellent women, rather than in-
different men ?”’

Madame Cottin observes : ““ Women having neither
depth in observation, nor connection in ideas, cannot
possess genius. People may ascribe this fruth de-
monstrated by facts, to their education. They are
mistaken ; for how many men of the lowest extrac-
tion, surrounded by prejudices, destitute of means,
and more ignorant than the majorrity of women, have
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exalted themselves to the summit of glory, by the
~ mere force of their genius? No woman that I
know of, has yet done the like.”” In denying genius
to women, Madame Cottin carries humility too far.
The authoress of * The Exiles of Siberia” forms one
among the galaxy of eminent literary women who
disprove the assertion. Diderot observes: * When
women possess genius, its imprint is moré original
in them, than in us.” Madame Cottin’s view, how-
ever, finds other lady supporters. Countess Hahn-
Hahn observes: * ¢ Inspiration is the electric shock,
and history shows it only received by men.’ “Only
by men,” interrupted Faustina, ‘and Hebrew
prophetesses, Roman matrons who laughed at
death, priestesses of German tribes, and heroines of
Saragossa:’ I except the mere impulse. When
woman’s heart is moved by love, the electric spark is
communicated, and the fire of inspiration flames_up.
Even then, woman desires only to suffer and die for
what she loves. No woman was ever excited to
the creating, controlling, world-lifting point—never
by inspiration. By intrigue, caprice, likely enough.
She amuses herself with these occasionally. But it
never entered into a woman’s heart to make her
lover immortal, like Petrarch’s Laura, and Dante's
Beatrice. They do not even master art, much
less conquer science. That woman remains to be

born capable of interesting herself for an abstract
" idea, to the extent of enduring chains and tortures
for its sake, like Galileo, with his B Pur si muove.
We cannot so much as form an idea of a female
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sSocrates.”” Nor, I add, of a female Columbus,
Bacon, Newton, Homer, Handel, Milton, and Shak-
spere. “In matters intellectual and moral, the
long strain beats them dead. Do.not look for a
Bacona, a Newtona, a Handella, a Victoria Huga.
Some American ladies tell us, education has stopped
the growth of these. No! mesdames, these are not
in nature. They can bubble letters in ten minutes,
that you could no.more deliver in ten days, than a
river can play like a fountain. ~They can sparkle
gems of stories: they can flash little diamonds of
poems. The entire sex has never produced one
opera, or one epic, that mankind could tolerate for
a minute: and why? These come by long high-
strung labour.””* -

Mrs. John Sandford observes: “ Seldom are
women great proficients. The chefs d’aeurres of -
~ the sculptress need the polish of the master-chisel,
and the female pencil has mnever yet limned the
immortal forms of beauty. Woman's mind is
perhaps incapable of the originality and strength
requisite for the sublime. Even St. Cecilia exists
only in an elegant legend, and the poetry of music,
if often felt, and expressed, has seldom been con-
ceived by a female-adept. A low estimate of
female pretensions is certainly not the fault of the
present day. “Women are in danger of being spoilt,
but they cannot complain that they are little valued.
On the contrary, their powers are often too highly
rated. Their natural defects are overlooked, and

#* Charles Reade: ¢ White Lies.”
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the consideration in which they are held, the in-
fluence they possess, and the -confidence placed in
their judgment, are in some instances dispro-
portionate with their true claims. This is the
cause of their occasionally aspiring to situations,
and intruding upon offices for which they are not
fit. They are betrayed into overweening conceit of
their powers, and willing to put them to proof.
The indulgence with which their efforts are treated,
prevents their consciousness of failure, even when
unsuccessful. A woman obtains distinction for
attempts little to the credit of any but a female
candidate. Her sex is at once a recommendation
and an apology. She should be Spared severe
criticism, but should not presume on indulgence.
Nature assigns her a subordinate place and powers.
She should feel this, and not arrogate the superiority
of the other sex, while claiming the privileges of
her own. The reputation of a clever woman is
easily obtained ; less than a_schoolboy’s learningis
sufficient to confer it. Minerva’s pretty votaress

lisps a page of Virgil, spells an ode of Horace, and -
is thought a prodigy. Such distinction is tempting,

~ and especially so, when gained at so little cost. It

is quite different with the other sex. Many a

weary step must a man take to gain the laurel, and

often is his meed withholden, even when fairly

earned. But the female bel esprit flutters from

one fancy to another; writes a sonnet, skims a

'i)eriodical, deciphers an alphabet, divides a crystal,
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glitters it an annual, and the crown of Corinne is
by acclamation placed on her brow.”*

Mrs. Ellis observes: *“ As women the first thing
of importance is to be content to be inferior to
man, in mental power, in the same proportion that
you are inferior in bodily strength.”t ¢ Look at
all the heroines of.romance and reality, at all
female characters held up to universal admiration—
at all who have gone down to honoured graves,
among tears and lamentations. Have they been
learned, accomplished women, who could speak
many languages, solve problems, and elucidate

ystems of philosophy ? No; or if they were, they
have also been dignified with the majesty of moral
greatness—women who regarded not themselves,

their feebleness, or susceptibility of pain, but who,
endued with an almost superhuman energy, could
trample under foot, every impediment between them
and the accomplishment of some great object wholly

unconnected with personal exaltation or enjoyment,
and related only to some loved being whose suffer-
ing was their sorrow, whose good their gain. Never
yet, however, was woman truly great, because she
had great acquirem ; nor can she ever be great
in herself—personally, and without instrumentality
—as an object, not as an agent.”’}

The following would lose its piquancy somewhat

* ¢ Woman : in her Social and Domestic Character.”
t ¢ Daughters of England.”
I “Women of England.”
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. ~
by translation: On regarde une femme savante,

comme on fait une belle arme: elle est ciselée
artistement, d’une polissure admirable, et d’un
travail fort recherché; c’est une piece de cabinet
que 'on montre aux curieux, qui n'est pas d’usage,
qui ne sert ni a la guerre, n¥3a la chasse, non plus

qu’un cheval de manége, quoique la mieux instruit

du monde.”*

Mrs. Jamieson observes: « Seldom are women
great proficients: woman’s mind is perhaps in-
capable of the originality and strength requisite
for the sublime. The female pencil has never yet
limned the immortal forms of beauty.” She adds
this pithy truth, entirely opposed to woman’s
claims for political power : ¢ Women are illustrious
in history, not from what they may have been in
themselves, but in proportion to the mischief they
have done or caused. The best female characters are
precisely those of which History never heard, or
disdains to speak.” Goldsmith expresses the same
truth, thus : *“ The modest virgin, the pruhent wife,
or the careful matron, are much more s:erviceable
in life, than petticoated philosophers, blustering
heroines, or virago queens.” Distinguished literary
men and women completely agree as to woman’s
true position. Mrs. Gore personifies  Female
Domination ” in Mrs. Armytage, graphically
describes the mischievous consequences of a woman
grasping at inordinate power, and frankly states
her conviction that in a comparison of intellectial

* La Bruyere : ¢ Les Caractéres.”
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power ‘‘a first-rate woman wpuld make only a
third-rate man.” The Baronesy Burdetf-Coutts is
not only opposed to Woman Suffrage, bat dis-
approves of Women being on the Schogt Board. At
a meeting of the Dialectical Society, I stated this
fact. Tt elicited this characteristic remark : “ More
shame for her!” Thus, women forming a trade
union, to obtain what they call their ¢ political
rights,” would coerce other women to support their
views, and freely impute unworthy personal
motives to all conscientious opponents. Should
Amazons ever get the upper hand, they would
carry on ‘“ The Movement by a reign of terror.”
These “elegant extracts” sufficiently display the

contrast between ¢ Counterfeit, and Really Strong-
Minded Women.”

Sexual Equality destroys Woman's Liberty !

The independent attitude of Amazons, their
irrational claims, and insurrectionary doctrines are
the outcome of concessions by the stronger to the
weaker sex; and could not exist but for the high
state of civilisation and social structure reared on
‘the practical acknowledgment of sexual non-equality.
This flourishing state of affairs, the remarkable
degree of liberty permitted women to ventilate
imaginary grievances, and have real grievances
removed, would be imperilled, destroyed, and
rendered impossible by the Sexual Equality principle.
Amazons do not perceive that all their declamations
about Equality, and all demands based on that false

G
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hypothesis, tend to weaken the immense influence
now wielded by womanly woman, solely through
the pathetic appeal to man’s better, higher nature,
continually, silently, but most effectually made
by her weakness. In some countries, men and
women approach far nearer equality than in Europe
and her colonies. Among American Aborigines, in
Central Africa, and with savage and semi-barbarous
races generally, mental, moral, and physical distinc-
tions between the sexes are far less, than in highly-
civilised nationd. Were the Sexual Equality doctrine
true, it should conduce to the advancement, exalta-
tion, rational liberty, and happiness of women. We
should then find such countries exhibiting the
glorious results of the nearest approach to the
Sexual Equality axiom of Amazonian platforms! Is
it so? The direct contrary is the fact. There,
. women are really in subjection and slavery. There
exists neither gallantry, courtesy, nor pity to woman
as ““the weaker vessel.” There, consequently, the
Sexual Equality principle is carried out practically to
the bitter end. Among savages, wives have most of
the bard work to do, and are made to do it sub-
missively and without a murmur. The youth
signalises his arrival at manhood, by going home
and beating his mother ; treating her exactly as he
would another man. The bridegroom who should
omit to knock down, and forcibly carry away his
intended ; the husband who should never correct his
wife by casting a spear at her, would be expelled
from respectable savage society, as dangerous
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innovators on established usages. And the women
are not merely patient,but appear quite reconciled to,
and even gratified with these customary and striking
marks of manhood “and devotion. The North
American squaw would utterly despise the chief—
her husband—who should be guilty of such a
breach of etiquette, as to touch with his little finger
her burthen, or assist her to hoe her maize, instead of
lying asleep in his wigwam, while she labours. Such
are the customs where there is the nearest approach
" to Sexual Equality ; where they do not argue about,
but act upon that pleasant hypothesis! The negress
is far nearer equality, in all respects, to her lazy
lord, whom she implicitly obeys, than is the delicate
European lady to the husband she has promised to
opey, but whom she despotically rules!

Curious to learn if there was one strong-minded
lady able to draw the logical conclusion that Sexual
Equality, instead of adding to, must practically
diminish woman’s privileges ; I stated this interesting
and conclusive fact at the Victoria Discussion Society.
The strong-minded ladies received it with laughter,
as they receive every fact which does not suit their
theory, or chime in with their preconceived opinions.*
Are women competent to discern truth when it
involves abandoning a favourite prejudice, and seeing
two sides of a question P It seems not : or Amazons
would surely perceive that the immediate result of
that Sexual Equality, they covet in words, must strip
woman of the privileges she owes to man’s protec-

* Victoria Magazine, July, 1871, p. 240.
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tion. What Amazons actually want are man’s,
added to woman’s privileges. A child of fourteen
knows that such a condition is not Sexual Equality :
that woman cannot be at once treated better than,
and on an equality with, man. Amazons who cannot
perceive this self-evident truth, prove themselves
incapable of reasoning, and deceive themselves.
Amazons who do perceive such an obvious truth,
know that their whole agitation for the privileges of
both sexes, rests on a deliberate and transparent
subterfuge ! A determination, at all hazards, to
uphold the Sexual Equality hypothesis, is not favour-
able to*the reception of truth. Amazonian advocates
are less able to assimilate facts, and weigh evidence
impartially, than womanly women, who have not

injured their intuitive capacities to observe, per-
ceive, and reflect, by futile attempts to demonstrate
a contradictory hypothesis leading to a reductio ad
absurdum.

Amazons may laugh : they cannot deny the very
significant and awkward fact, that precisely in
countries whose inbabitants present the mnearest
approach to Sexual Equality, women are really
subjected and enslaved! While in Europe, and
European Colonies, where mental and physical
inequality of Sex is greatest, women enjoy most
liberty! Here is, indeed, a practical commentary
on the text of Sexual Equality ! Had Mill’s ¢ Subjec-
tion of Women™ been written to display woman’s
condition among Negroes, Hottentots, American
Indians, and Australian Aborigines, the title would
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have-been perfectly appropriate. But as to civilised
women in Europe and America, ¢ Subjection ’ is far
more nominal than real. Legitimate subordination
there must ever be, until Amazons can either alto-
gether abolish Sex, or cultivate woman’s physical -
strength up to man’s standard. When they bring
sexual rivalry toa trial of strength, instantaneously
the weakest will succumb ; as in those happy savage
lands where the platform paradox is reduced from
theory to practice; to which, if they were con-
sistent, Amazons would immediately emigrate!
Amazons by laughing, try to conceal the awkward
fact that they are progressing backwards. Their
merriment is somewhat forced. It is a logical
deduction that woman’s direct self-assertion tends to
defeat its cherished object—liberty ; and so far from
disarming man, challenges an appeal to physical
force. In most cases of wife-beating, the hushand
has been provoked by his wife’s taunting language.
The soft answer turneth away wrath. The woman
who so far forgets her sex, as to defy her husband,
need not wonder if he so far forgets manhood, as to
raise his hand against her ; <.e., treats her as he would
a fellow-man who had insulted him ; and thus carries
into practice the theory of Sexual Equality, giving
woman exactly the same rights as those of man!
Woman’s first duty is to curb that unruly member,
the tongue. The increase of wife-beating in the
bumbler classes, and of quarrelé,‘ dissensions, and
ill-usage of women generally, is directly due to those
insurrectionary doctrines taught by Sexual Equality
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advocates, who think they benefit, elevate, and
educate women, by a theory long since reduced to
practice in Central Africa! This is the Movement
for Women. Advanced views of ¢ Shrieking Sisters ”’

- in Europe and America, have long been anticipated

by the King of Dahome, and by savages generally !

The late Mr. Hain Friswell observes :—J.
McGrigor Allan refers to our citation of his
assertion that ¢ sexual equality ’ is typical of savagery
—a very acute remark, which, of course, got laughed
at by the Victoria Discussion Society. ¢ Wher-
ever women are men’s slaves—say in the red tribes
of America, New Zealand, Africa, Australian
Aborigines—there is, and will be, a near approach
to equality, and, indeed, a perfect mental equality.’
[Yes; men excelling only in bravery, brute force,
agility and strength ; women in cunning, and cruelty.
—Ep. F. H.] Of course, the strong-minded ladies
receiv