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Times Change Press has been created to contribute to the American
people’s accelerating awareness of the capitalist social system that
is destroying us and the rest of the world in its efforts to maintain
itself past its time; to provide information and ideas with which to
topple the American Empire and to help prepare the way for a new
consciousness—one based on a collective approach to human
survival, an ecological approach to man and nature and a libertarian
approach to life in a post-scarcity abundance based on the rational
use of technology.

It is time for a world socialist society, free of sexual, racist, ageist
and class oppression—free of all forms of domination—in which
individuality will develop out of, not in opposition to, the
collective whole.

Times change and with them their possibilities;
TIMES CHANGE AND WITH THEM THEIR DEMANDS *

- Our material is copyrighted to prevent reprinting by establishment
publishers for their profit. We readily give permission, when
possible, for its use by people whose purpose is similar to our own.

To help correct existing discrimination in communications, we
especially seek material from women, the third world, youth,
working and poor people.

We need your criticisms, suggestions, manuscripts and graphics, and
will relay correspondence to specific authors when requested.
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EMMA GOLDMAN'S

FIVE SUNDAY NIGHT LECTURES

AT 43 EAST 22nd STREET

NEW YORK

AUTHOR :
ANARCHISM AND OTHER Essays
FusLisnEr or MOTHER EARTH MAGAZINE
—_—

Nov. 19. Communism, the most practical Basis for Society.

Nov. 26. Mary Wollstoncratt the pi of mod

Dec. 3. Socialism caught in the political trap.
Dec. 10. Sex, the great element of creative work.
Dec. 17. Farewell lecture.

Meetings will begin at 8 P. M. Questions and Discussion

Admission 25¢. Tickets on sale at Mother Earth, 55 W. 28th St.
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THE MOST DANGEROUS WOMAN IN THE WORLD
Alix Shulman

When the leaky army transport the Buford steamed out of New
York Harbor for Russia six days before Christmas 1919 with a
cargo of 249 select political deportees, it carried away a unique
American feminist. Emma Goldman, the notorious Queen of the
Anarchists, was the most celebrated prisoner aboard. Thirty years
as an anarchist agitator in the United States had made her name a
household term. Commonly though mistakenly held to have
inspired President McKinley’s assassination, “Red Emma” was
feared as a promoter of violence, anarchy, birth control, and free
love. By the time she was deported she had in fact repudiated
terrorism, both individual and organized, and her position on sex
was political and feminist rather than merely bohemian. But from
President Wilson on down, most people were enormously relieved
to be getting rid of her, with only radicals and an occasional liberal
mourning her loss. With the sailing of the Buford an era came to an
end, and only a rare man and rarer woman agreed with the
Washington attorney who quipped, “With prohibition coming in
and Emma Goldman going out, *twill be a dull country.”

In her own life,! Emma Goldman’s anarchism and her feminism
were inextricably connected. Oppressed for her sex, her class, and
her politics, she went to prison and suffered ostracism for all of
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them. She was three times imprisoned—once for allegedly inciting
to riot, once for giving out birth control information, and once for
conspiring to obstruct the draft—and so often arrested that every
time she spoke in public she routinely carried a book to read in jail.

She used anarchist doctrine to explain the oppression of women,
but she also knew it went deeper than institutions. If her anarchism
and her feminism conflicted, she usually reacted as a feminist. Like
many women on the Left today, when she was put down as a
woman by radical men, she bristled and rebelled. When she
published some of her essays and speeches in book form in 1911
(Anarchism and Other Essays), the collection contained more
essays on the “woman question” than on any other matter,
including anarchism. Throughout her two-volume autobiography,
Living My Life, tuns the steady narrative of the injuries dealt her as
a woman, and of her boundless sympathy for the oppressed of her
Sex.

In many ways, the feminist analysis and program Emma
Goldman developed before World War I resembles more that of the
feminists of the 1960’s than that of her own contemporaries. While
her contemporaries were stressing the legal and economic barriers
to wome_n’s freedom, Emma Goldman, like the new feminists, was
:t;]r;z}linl:;r;i txz ;:gog(s):ious“il;ieology and the “inte’r,nal tyrants”
“the average girl is told tlrllat ma:?rl}1 m'fm;cy, al{nosl, she”wrotg,
fed such lies about her sexual nat ‘3ge] Y “er Ultlﬂ?ale _gOﬂl; She‘ls
is thwarted and crippled”—th: : ‘gxe e 0 e en_t Hohe i ;
ol T a;tzonmgs she considered m‘ore basic
legal right. She did not think that ghETOWn B Chisor that
B et e i S ehpersonally hasi ever suffelted
Tt T aa TR EW she suffered daily from being
every man she lived with—m()Jstl d 't e o h.er. ot

y radical men at that—tried in some

way to inhibit her activities as unsuitable to her sex; in her words
they treated her as a “mere female.” j
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Somg parts of Emma Goldman’s program sound as though they
were thought up last month. That this is so testifies as much to the
difficulty in changing the system as to Emma Goldman’s insight. In
important ways, things haven’t changed much. Listen:

[Woman’s] development, her freedom, her
independence, must come from and through herself.
First, by asserting herself as a personality, and not as a
sex commodity. Second, by refusing the right to
anyone over her body; by refusing to bear children,
unless she wants them; by refusing to be a servant to
God, the State, society, the husband, the family, etc.,
by making her life simpler, but deeper and richer. That
is, by trying to learn the meaning and substance of life
in all its complexities, by freeing herself from the fear
of public opinion and public condemnation. Only that,
and not the ballot, will set woman free,2

The changes which have actually occurred over the. past fifty
years—the suffrage amendment, legal and social reforms, even the
so-called “sexual revolution”—have in practice, as Emma Goldman
predicted, hardly liberated women. The revolution she called for is
still to come.

"Emma was born in a ghetto in Czarist Russia in 1869. From the
beginning, her father, whose fury and beatings she remembered as
“the nightmare of my childhood,” continually complained that
she, his firstborn, had been born a girl. Her mother supervised her
sex training with traditional rigour. Not only did she threaten to
whip Emma for “touching” herself, but when she discovered
Emma had started menstruating at age eleven, she gave her a
stinging whack across the face, explaining, “This is necessary for a
girl when she becomes a woman, as a protection against disgrace.”
The gesture made a lasting impression on the child.



After a stormy elementary schooling, in which she excelled
academically but failed to conform in matters of deportment (she
was refused admission to high school because of it), Emma, at
thirteen moved with her penniless family to St. Petersburg. She
went to work in a factory after only six more months of school. It
was 1882; the Czar had just been assassinated and revolution was in
the air of St. Petersburg. There, the already rebellious Emma
learned about the Russian revolutionary women who, leading
independent dedicated lives, lived for themselves and the
revolution, not for their men. Willing even to martyr themselves for
what they believed in, they were completely different from every
woman Emma had ever known. She made them her models—idols,
rather—and followed their feminism.

When Emma was fifteen, her father tried to marry off his
unmanageable daughter. As was the custom, he made the match
and set the price; she was to be transferred from her father’s rule to
her husband’s. When Emma protested that she did not want to
marry—that she wanted to travel, study, learn—her father was
enraged. “Girls do not have to learn much,” he screamed, only how
“to prepare gefulte fish, cut noodles fine, and give the man plenty
of children!” Terrified of her father’s plans for her, Emma fled to
America the following year, settling in Rochester, N.Y., with a
sister. She took a factory job where she met a fellow immigrant,
Jacob Kershner. Feeling lonely, trapped and defeated, Emma soon
married Kershner, only to find all her worst fears about marriage
coming true. The lovers quickly began to hate each other, and the
disastrous marriage collapsed.

At a_bout the time she met Kershner, Emma became interested in
anarchism. Almost from the moment she had arrived in America
she had become aware that the poor, especially the immigrants
among whorq she lived, were as exploited as they had been in
Czarist Russm.' She attended occasional socialist meetings in
Rochester. But it was her horror at the trial and conviction of eight
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anarchists, accused of throwing a bomb into a crowd of policemen
in Chicago’s Haymarket Square, that completed her radicalization.
The 1886 Chicago Conspiracy Trial and the hanging in 1887 of
four anarchists was a major radicalizing event for a whole
generation. if was clear that the anarchists were on trial not for any
crime but for their labor activities and their opinions. Emma
followed the Chicago trial raptly, reading everything on anarchism
she could lay her hands on. On the night the men were hanged, she
underwent a profound conversion, religious in intensity. Ever after,
she would date the beginning of her life from that moment. The
rebel turned revolutionary for life. She divorced Kershner, moved
to New York City, and at twenty began a long, rich career as an
anarchist.

At the time Emma joined the anarchist movement, Johann Most
was one of its acknowledged leaders and unquestionably its
foremost speaker. He made Emma his protege, training her to
succeed him on the lecture platform. Emma revered Most and
learned well until Most’s authoritarianism and undisguised male
chauvinism became intolerable to her. Eventually she broke with
him, causing a split in the entire anarchist movement in America.

Her newly acquired anarchism gave Emma’s feminism a
theoretical basis. Marriage, which she already hated from
experience, she began to view as but one more oppressive
institution of capitalism and the State. It made woman into a
domestic drudge and a sex object, to be used for cheap labor and
breeding. Through marriage woman was condemned to lifelong
dependency in exchange for economic security—clearly a bad
bargain. Love and its sexual expression might be “the deepest
element in all life,” but they had nothing to do with marriage. In
fact, love, natural and free, Emma conceived to be the very
opposite of marriage, artificial and restricting. “If I ever love a man
again,” she confided to Alexander Berkman, the man who would
become her lifelong companion, “I will give myself to him without
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being bound by the rabbi or the law, and when that love dies I will
leave without permission.” That was a mouthful in 1889.

Emma became the lover of Berkman and after a while, of his
artist friend, Fedya, as well. The three lived communally until they
rashly decided that, in order to call the world’s attention to the
bloody suppression of the 1892 Homestead Steel Strike which had
left ten strikers dead and hundreds wounded, they must assassinate
the man responsible for the slaughter, the millionaire industrialist
Henry Clay Frick. With cash enough between them for only one
ticket to Pennsylvania, Emma in desperation tried whoreing
(unsuccessfully) on 14th Street to raise the money for a gun, and
Berkman went to Pittsburgh to pull the trigger. Though Frick
recovered quickly from his wounds, making Berkman’s crime
legally punishable by a maximum of seven years in prison,
Berkman received the harsh sentence of twenty-two years.

In trying to explain Berkman’s act to the world, Emma took
regularly to the lecture platform and the stump, becoming
uniquely skillful as a speaker and increasingly active as a
revolutionary. She traveled everywhere, lecturing, demonstrating,
organizing, agitating. Though she took her ideas very seriously,
most Americans thought her simply capricious. For them,
revolution and sex outside of marriage were unspeakable, and
“Red” Emma spoke steadily of both. Whatever she did scandalized
the public. Just as her anarchism seemed to be nothing but an
excuse tf’ 80 about throwing bombs and assassinating tycoons, so
her feminism seemed to her bewildered contemporaries nothing
bx{t an excuse .to g0 about practicing free love. Both interpretations
missed thfe point. f}s an extreme libertarian, she needed no excuses
g)(r :r?ythmg s]?e did. Her e.xperimems with bomb-making, like her
exp riments with love-making, reflected, but didn’t determine, her
1deas.. As her perceptions and theories changed, so did her
practices.

Though most of the attachments she formed with men were

deep and lasting, she was commonly thought to be promiscuous,
even sex-mad. It was surprising, since, unlike a few of her
contemporaries, she did not make a cult of sex, and she took great
pains to state her views on sex clearly and honestly. She was
endlessly outraged at the hypocrisy of puritanism and its attendant
double standard which forced women to be either prostitutes or
“compulsory vestals.” She centered her analysis of women’s
qppression on the sex question because it seemed to her to be the
main weapon society used against women. Believing sex to be “as
vital as food and air,” she thought it inhuman that women were
expected to do without it unless they sold themselves. She, of
course, refused to do either, but at the price of being feared, hated,
and misunderstood. Curiously, men, thinking she offered her body
to everyone, accosted her, and women, thinking she would
contaminate them, fled from her.

Even certain radicals found Emma’s honesty on matters of sex
hard to tolerate. The anarchist’s aging superstar Peter Kropotkin
accused Emma outright of overemphasizing sex. He said woman’s
oppression was mental, not sexual. “When a woman is man’s equal
intellectually and shares in his social ideals, she will be as free as
he,” he told Emma in a heated argument. Finally, exasperated, she
replied, “When I have reached your age the sex question may no
longer be of importance to me. But it is now, and it is... for
thousands, millions even, of young people.” She was likely
mistaken to attribute Kropotkin’s prejudice to his age rather than
to his sex, but at least she did confront him with it. “Fancy,” he
said after a moment’s thought, “I didn’t think of that.”

With Kropotkin, Emma troubled to argue; at the International
Anarchist Conference in Paris in 1900, she got up and walked out.
The French anarchists, claiming to be concerned about getting a
bad press, would not let her read some American papers on the sex
question—whereupon she promptly withdrew as a delegate.

Everywhere Emma looked she observed the damage done to
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women by the subtle as well as the obvious discrimination against
them. She remarked women sacrificing their talents and ambitions
for men; she saw them enslaved by beauty standards; she noted
that they were so protected that they had no identities of their
own; she saw many going through life without any sexual
gratification. But what she found most appalling was the fact that
women, who were invariably exploited by men in the sexual
relationship, also invariably took the rap for the excesses
puritanism allowed to men. Only women were ever punished for
getting pregnant, committing adultery, practicing prostitution. The
men who got the benefit, always walked away clean.

The situation of prostitutes, the most exploited of women,
bared the hypocrisy of the whole system to Emmay; theirs was the
plight of all women.

Nowhere is woman treated according to the merit of
her work, but rather as a sex. It is therefore almost
inevitable that she should pay for her right to exist, to
keep a position in whatever line, with sex favors. Thus,
it is merely a question of degree whether she sells
herself to one man, in or out of marriage, or to many
men. Whether our reformers admit it or not, the
economic and social inferiority of women is
responsible for prostitution.3

No moralist or reformer could bear to read such news, and the
issue of Emma’s journal Mother Earth in which her essay on
prostitution first appeared was suppressed by the government.
Along with the puritans and reformers, whom Emma’s
libertarian brand of feminism incensed, were the vast army of
suffragists. While the suffragists put all their hopes in the vote,
Emma put in it none of hers. As an anarchist, she could see the
value of the ballot for no one. Least of all could it benefit women,
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whose oppression was rooted deep down in the muck of the
system. The suffrage movement was a thoroughly middle class
movement, inimical to the Revolution. Demanding the vote in the
name of virtue, family, and home, most suffragists wanted to
eliminate the double standard by bringing men under the same
rigid puritanical restrictions as women. Emma wanted instead to
eliminate those restrictions for everyone, men and women alike.
Because she refused to support the suffrage fight, she was
repeatedly denounced as “a man’s woman” and an “enemy of
woman’s freedom.”

When Emma began speaking publicly on homosexuality and on
how to practice birth control, the authorities could no longer
tolerate her. She, Margaret Sanger, and others had been lecturing
about birth control generally for years. But general talk was one
thing and telling how to do it was quite another. The latter was a
crime. On March 28, 1915, addressing a mixed audience of six
hundred people in New York’s popular Sunrise Club, Emma
publicly explained for the first time anywhere in America how to
use a contraceptive. She was soon arrested, and after a stormy,
sensational trial, she was given the choice of fifteen days in the
workhouse or a $100.00 fine. Having already served a year in
prison back in 1894 for an inflammatory speech, she had no
qualms about fifteen days. When she chose jail the entire
courtroom cheered her. Margaret Anderson of The Little Review
observed, “Emma Goldman was sent to prison for advocating that
women need not always keep their mouths shut and their wombs
open.” As soon as her sentence was up, Emma went right back to
delivering the same lecutres all over the country. Arrested
repeatedly, she turned every courtroom she could into a public
forum on the right of a woman to control her own body, until even
the judges began to see the birth control issue in a new light.

Eventually, as World War I threatened to engulf the United
States, Emma turned from promoting feminism to denouncing the
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war and the draft, a “conspiracy” for which she served a sentence of
two years. Immediately after, at fifty, as part of one of the worst
political repressions in America’s history, the government revoked
her acquired citizenship by stripping her former husband of his. She
was then deported asan alien “criminal anarchist.”

For thirty years Emma had been agitating for workers and wom-
en’s liberation in America; by the time she left, only a few women’s
rights had been won. She was one of the few people in the feminist
movement who insisted that there was a difference between women’s
liberation and women’s rights. She knew that “traditions of centu-
ries” could never be wiped out by outward reforms, however urgent
Or numerous or sweeping. Marriage was still the “ultimate goal” of
women, reforms or no. Independence, equality, emancipation were
all illusory if “the narrowness and lack of freedom of the home is
exchanged for the narrowness and lack of freedom of the factory,
sweat-shop, department store or office . . . Glorious independence!”
What was needed, she felt, was a revolution, begun by women them-
selves.

The right to vote, or equal civil rights, may be good
demands, but true emancipation begins neigher at the
polls nor in courts. It begins in woman’s soul. History
tells us that every oppressed class gain true liberation
from its masters through its own efforts. It is necessary
that woman learn that lesson, that she realize that her
freedom will reach as far as her power to achieve her
freedom reaches. It is, therefore, far more important
for her to begin with her inner regeneration, to cut

loose from the weight of prejudices, traditions, and
customs.#

Emma’s predictions, and not the reformers’; turned out to be
correct. In 1920, just after she had been forced into exile, the
suffrage ammendment passed. With the vote, American women
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gained little equality and less freedom. Equal rights wer not even
guaranteed; discriminatory laws remained on the books; the double
standard persisted; job and wage discrimination continued;
domestic and sexual exploitation of women went on as they always
had; and the feminist movement in America quickly fell apart.
Individual **solutions™ replaced political ones.

By the time anyone noticed what had happened, Emma
Goldman, who had predicted it all, had long since been deported
from the scene. If she was remembered at all, it was as a wild
bohemian, an enemy of woman suffrage, a mad terrorist, a witch.
Though she spent the rest of her life in exile fighting the anarchist
fight—first in Russia opposing the Bolshevik superstate; later in
Spain working on the anarchist side in the Spanish Civil War—she
was buried in Chicago, alongside the Haymarket martyrs who had
inspired her life. When she died in Canada in 1940, only a handful
of Americans recognized that she had been, in the words of the
journalist William Marion Reedy, “about eight thousand years
ahead of her age.”

1. For accounts of Emma Goldman’s life, see her autobiography, Living My
Life, Garden City, Garden City Publishing Co., 1934; and the biography
by Richard Drinnon, Rebel in Paradise, Chicago, University of Chicago
Press, 1961.

2. Emma Goldman, ‘“Woman Suffrage”

3. “The Traffic in Women”

4. “The Tragedy of Woman’s Emancipation”

Alix Shulman’s biography, To the Barricades: the Anarchist Life of Emma
Goldman, will be published by Thomas Y. Crowell, N.Y.C., in the Fall of
1970. 15
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From a portrait by Robert Henri




THE TRAFFIC IN WOMEN

Our reformers have suddenly made a great discovery—the white
slave traffic. The papers are full of these “unheard-of conditions,”
and lawmakers are already planning a new set of laws to check the
horror.

It is significant that whenever the public mind is to be diverted
from a great social wrong, a crusade is inaugurated against
indecency, gambling, saloons, etc. And what is the result of such
crusades? Gambling is increasing, saloons are doing a lively business
through back entrances, prostitution is at its height, and the system
of pimps and cadets is but aggravated.

How is it that an institution, known almost to every child,
should have been discovered so suddenly? How is it that this evil,
known to all sociologists, should now be made such an important
issue?

To assume that the recent investigation of the white slave traffic
(and, by the way, a very superficial investigation) has discovered
anything new, is, to say the least, very foolish. Prostitution has
been, and is, a widespread evil, yet mankind goes on its business,
perfectly indifferent to the sufferings and distress of the victims of
prostitution. As indifferent, indeed, as mankind has remained to
our industrial system, or to economic prostitution.

Only when human sorrows are turned into a toy with glaring
colors will baby people become interested—for a while at least. The

19




people are a very fickle baby that must have new toys every day.
The “righteous” cry against the white slave traffic is such a toy. It
serves to amuse the people for a little while, and it will help to
create a few more fat political jobs—parasites who stalk about the
world as inspectors, investigators, detectives, and so forth.

What is really the cause of the trade in women? Not merely
white women, but yellow and black women as well. Exploitation,
of course; the merciless Moloch of capitalism that fattens on
underpaid labor, thus driving thousands of women and girls into
prostitution. With Mrs. Warren these girls -feel, “Why waste your
life working for a few shillings a week in a scullery, eighteen hours
a day?”

Naturally our reformers say nothing about this cause. They
know it well enough, but it doesn’t pay to say anything about it. It
Is much more profitable to play the Pharisee, to pretend an
outraged morality, than to go to the bottom of things.

However, there is one commendable exception among the young
writers: Reginald Wright Kauffman, whose work The House of
Bondage is the first earnest attempt to treat the social evil—not
from a sentimental Philistine viewpoint. A journalist of wide
experience, Mr. Kauffman proves that our industrial system leaves
most women no alternative except prostitution. The women
portrayed in The House of Bondage belong to the working class.
Had the author portrayed the life of women in other spheres, he
would have been confronted with the same state of affairs.

Nowhere is woman treated according to the merit of her work,
but rather as a sex. It is therefore almost inevitable that she should
pay for her right to exist, to keep a position in whatever line, with
sex favors. Thus it is merely a question of degree whether she sells
herself to one man, in or out of marriage, or to many men.
‘Whet.he.r our reformers admit it or not, the economic and social
inferiority of woman is responsible for prostitution.

Just at present our good people are shocked by the disclosures

20

that in New York City alone one out of every ten women works in
a factory, that the average wage received by women is six dollars
per week for forty-eight to sixty hours of work, and that the
majority of female wage workers face many months of idleness
which leaves the average wage about $280 a year. In view of these
economic horrors, is it to be wondered at that prostitution and the
white slave trade have become such dominant factors?

Lest the preceding figures be considered an exaggeration, it is
well to examine what some authorities,on prostitution have to say:

“A prolific cause of female depravity can be found in the several
tables, showing the description of the employment pursued, and
the wages received, by the women previous to their fall, and it will
be a question for the political economist to decide how far mere
business consideration should be an apology on the part of
employers for a reduction in their rates of remuneration, and
whether the savings of a small percentage on wages is not more
than counterbalanced by the enormous amount of taxation
enforced on the public at large to defray the expenses incurred on
account of a system of vice, which is the direct result, in many
cases, of insufficient compensation of honest labor. !

Our present-day reformers would do well to look into Dr.
Sanger’s book. There they will find that out of 2,000 cases under
his observation, but few came from the middle classes, from
well-ordered conditions, or pleasant homes. By far the largest
majority were working girls and working women; some driven into
prostitution through sheer want, others because of a cruel,
wretched life at home, others again because of thwarted and
crippled physical natures (of which I shall speak later on). Also it
will do the maintainers of purity and morality good to learn that
out of two thousand cases, 490 were married women, women who
lived with their husbands. Evidently there was not much of a
guaranty for their “safety and purity” in the sanctity of marriage.2
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is even more emphatic in characterizing economic conditions as
one of the most vital factors of prostitution.

“Although prostitution has existed in all ages, it was left to the
nineteenth century to develop it into a gigantic social institution.
The development of industry with vast masses of people in the
competitive market, the growth and congestion of large cities, the
insecurity and uncertainty of employment, has given prostitution
an impetus never dreamed of at any period in human history.”

And again Havelock Ellis, while not so absolute in dealing with
the economie cause, is nevertheless compelled to admit that it is
indirectly and directly the main cause. Thus he finds that a large
percentage of prostitutes is recruited from the servant class,
although the latter have less care and greater security. On the other
hand, Mr. Ellis does not deny that the daily routine, the drudgery,
the monotony of the servant girl’s lot, and especially the fact that
she may never partake of the companionship and joy of a home, is
no mean factor in forcing her to seek recreation and forgetfulness
in the gaiety and glimmer of prostitution. In other words, the
servant girl, being treated as a drudge, never having the right to
herself, and worn out by the caprices of her mistress, can find an
outlet, like the factory or shopgirl, only in prostitution.

The most amusing side of the question now before the public is
the_ indignation of our “good, respectable people,” especially the
various Christian gentlemen, who are always to be found in the
front raltnks of every crusade. Is it that they are absolutely ignorant
of t_he' history of religion, and especially of the Christian religion?
Or is it 'that they hope to blind the present generation to the part
played in th_e past by the Church in relation to prostitution?
Whatever their reason, they should be the last to cry out against
.the ur_lfortunate vietims of today, since it is known to every
;];ii]tgii:gtans;ug:t :ihzfn prostitution- is of religious origin,
R su:}rleb Or many centuries, not as a shame, but as

> y the Gods themselves.
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“It would seem that the origin of prostitution is to be found
primarily in a religious custom, religion, the great conserver of
social tradition, preserving in a transformed shape a primitive
freedom that was passing out of the general social life. The typical
example is that recorded by Herodotus, in the fifth century before
Christ, at the Temple of Mylitta, the Babylonian Venus, where
every woman, once in her life, had to come and give herself to the
first stranger, who threw a coin in her lap, to worship the goddess.
Very similar customs existed in other parts of western Asia, in
North Africa, in Cyprus, and other islands of the eastern
Mediterranean, and also in Greece, where the temple of Aphrodite
on the fort at Corinth possessed over a thousand hierodules,
dedicated to the service of the goddess.

“The theory that religious prostitution developed, as a general
rule, out of the belief that the generative activity of human beings
possessed a mysterious and sacred influence in promoting the
fertility of Nature, is maintained by all authoritative writers on the
subject. Gradually, however, and when prostitution became an
organized institution under priestly influence, religious prostitution
developed utilitarian sides, thus helping to increase public revenue.

“The rise of Christianity to political power produced little
change in policy. The leading fathers of the Church tolerated
prostitution. Brothels under municipal protection are found in the
thirteenth century. They constituted a sort of public service, the
directors of them being considered almost as public servants.””3

To this must be added the following from Dr. Sanger’s work:

“Pope Clement II. issued a bull that prostitutes would be
tolerated if they pay a certain amount of their earnings to the
Church.

“Pope Sixtus IV. was more practical; from one single brothel,
which he himself had built, he received an income of 20,000
ducats.”

In modern times the Church is a little more careful in that
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direction. At least she does not openly demand tribute from
prostitutes. She finds it much more profitable to go in for real
estate, like Trinity Church, for instance, to rent out death traps at
an exorbitant price to those who live off and by prostitution.

Much as I should like to, my space will not admit speaking of
prostitution in Egypt, Greece, Rome, and during the Middle Ages.
The conditions in the latter period are particularly interesting,
inasmuch as prostitution was organized into guilds, presided over
by a brothel queen. These guilds employed strikes as a medium of
improving their condition and keeping a standard price. Certainly
that is more practical a method than the one used by the modern
wage-slave in society.

It would be one-sided and extremely superficial to maintain that
the economic factor is the only cause of prostitution. There are
others no less important and vital. That, too, our reformers know,
but dare discuss even less than the institution that saps the very life
out of both men and women. I refer to the sex question, the very
mention of which causes most people moral spasms.

It is a conceded fact that woman is being reared as a sex
commodity, and yet she is kept in absolute ignorance of the
meaning and importance of sex. Everything dealing with that
subject is suppressed, and persons who attempt to bring light into
this terrible darkness are persecuted and thrown into prison. Yet it
is nevertheless true that so long as a girl is not to know how to take
care of herself, not to know the function of the most important
part of her life, we need not be surprised if she becomes an easy
prey to prostitution, or to any other form of a relationship which
degra.des her to the position of an object for mere sex gratification.

It is due to this ignorance that the entire life and nature of the
girl is. thwarted and crippled. We have long ago taken it as a
§e]f-ewdent fact that the boy may follow the call of the wild: that
is to say, that the boy may, as soon as his sex nature asserts itself.
satisfy that nature:; but our moralists are scandalized at the very
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thought that the nature of a girl should assert itself. To the
moralist prostitution does not consist so much in the fact that the
woman sells her body, but rather that she sells it out of wedlock.
That this is no mere statement is proved by the fact that marriage
for monetary considerations is perfectly legitimate, sanctified by
law and public opinion, while any other union is condemned and
repudiated. Yet a prostitute, if properly defined, means nothing
else than “any person for whom sexual relationships are
subordinated to gain.”#

“Those women are prostitutes who sell their bodies for the
exercise of the sexual act and make of this a profession.”S

In fact, Banger goes further; he maintains that the act of
prostitution is “‘intrinsically equal to that of a man or woman who
contracts a marriage for economic reasons.”

Of course, marriage is the goal of every girl, but as thousands of
girls cannot marry, our stupid social customs condemn them either
to a life of celibacy or prostitution. Human nature asserts itself
regardless of all laws, nor is there any plausible reason why nature
should adapt itself to a perverted conception of morality.

Society considers the sex experiences of a man as attributes of
his general development, while similar experiences in the life of a
woman are looked upon as a terrible calamity, a loss of honor and
of all that is good and noble in a human being. This double
standard of morality has played no little part in the creation and
perpetuation of prostitution. It involves the keeping of the young
in absolute ignorance on sex matters, which alleged “innocence,”
together with an overwrought and stifled sex nature, helps to bring
about a state of affairs that our Puritans are so anxious to avoid or
prevent.

Not that the gratification of sex must needs lead to prostitution;
it is the cruel, heartless, criminal persecution of those who dare
divert from the beaten track, which is responsible for it.

Girls, mere children, work in crowded, overheated rooms ten to
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twelve hours daily at a machine, which tends to keep them in a
constant over-excited sex state. Many of these girls have no home
or comforts of any kind; therefore the street or some place of
cheap amusement is the only means of forgetting their daily
routine. This naturally brings them into close proximity with the
other sex. It is hard to say which of the two factors brings the girl’s
over-sexed condition to a climax, but it is certainly the most
natural thing that a climax should result. That is the first step
toward prostitution. Nor is the girl to be held responsible for it. On
the contrary, it is altogether the fault of society, the fault of our
lack of understanding, of our lack of appreciation of life in the
making; especially is it the criminal fault of our moralists, who
condemn a girl for all eternity, because she has gone from the
“path of virtue”; that is, because her first sex experience has taken
place without the sanction of the Church.

The girl feels herself a complete outcast, with the doors of home
and society closed in her face. Her entire training and tradition is
such that the girl herself feels depraved and fallen, and therefore
has no ground to stand upon, or any hold that will lift her up,
instead of dragging her down. Thus society creates the victims that
it afterwards vainly attempts to get rid of. The meanest, most
depraved and decrepit man still considers himself too good to take
as his wife the woman whose grace he was quite willing to buy,
even though he might thereby save her from a life of horror. Nor
can she turn to her own sister for help. In her stupidity the latter
deems herself too pure and chaste, not realizing that her own

position is in many respects even more deplorable than her sister’s
of the street.

“The wife who married for
prostitute,” says Havelock Ellis, «
gives much more in return in 1
bound to her master. The prostit
her own person, she retains her

money, compared with the
is the true scab. She is paid less,
abor and care, and is absolutely
ute never signs away the right over
freedom and personal rights, nor is
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she always compelled to submit to man’s embrace.”

Nor does the better-than-thou woman realize the apologist claim
of Lecky that “though she may be the supreme type of vice, she is
also the most efficient guardian of virtue. But for her, happy
homes would be polluted, unnatural and harmful practice would
abound.”

Moralists are ever ready to sacrifice one-half of the human race
for the sake of some miserable institution which they can not
outgrow. As a matter of fact, prostitution is no more a safeguard
for the purity of the home than rigid laws are a safeguard against
prostitution. Fully fifty per cent of married men are patrons of
brothels. It is through this virtuous element that the married
women—nay, even the children—are infected with venereal diseases.
Yet society has not a word of condemnation for the man, while no
law is too monstrous to be set in motion against the helpless
victim. She is not only preyed upon by those who use her, but she
is also absolutely at the mercy of every policeman and miserable
detective on the beat, the officials at the station house, the
authorities in every prison.

In a recent book by a woman who was for twelve years the
mistress of a “house,” are to be found the following figures: “The
authorities compelled me to pay every month fines between
$14.70 to $29.70, the girls would pay from $5.70 to $9.70 to the
police.” Considering that the writer did her business in a small city,
that the amounts she gives do not include extra bribes and fines,
one can readily see the tremendous revenue the police department
derives from the blood money of its victims, whom it will not even
protect. Woe to those who refuse to pay their toll; they would.be
rounded up like cattle, “if only to make a favorable impression
upon the good citizens of the city, or if the powers needed extra
money on the side. For the warped mind who believes that a.fallen
woman is incapable of human emotion it would be impossible to
realize the grief, the disgrace, the tears, the wounded pride that was
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ours every time we were pulled in.”

Strange, isn’t it, that a woman who has kept a “house” should
be able to feel that way? But stranger still that a good Christian
world should bleed and fleece such women, and give them nothing
in return except obloquy and persecution. Oh, for the charity of a
Christian world!

Much stress is laid on white slaves being imported into America.
How would America ever retain her virtue if Europe did not help
her out? I will not deny that this may be the case in some
instances, any more than I will deny that there are emissaries of
Germany and other countries luring economic slaves into America;
but I absolutely deny that prostitution is recruited to any
appreciable extent from Europe. It may be true that the majority
of prostitutes of New York City are foreigners, but that is because
the majority of the population is foreign. The moment we go to
any other American city, to Chicago or the Middle West, we shall
find that the number of foreign prostitutes is by far a minority.

Equally exaggerated is the belief that the majority of street girls
in this city were engaged in this business before they came to
America. Most of the girls speak excellent English, are
Americanized in habits and appearance,—a thing absolutely
impossible unless they had lived in this country many years. That
is, they were driven into prostitution by American conditions, by
the thoroughly American custom for excessive display of finery
and clothes, which, of course, necessitates money,—money that
cannot be earned in shops or factories,

In other words, there is no reason to believe that any set of men
would. 80 to the risk and expense of getting foreign products, when
Ame_ncan conditions are overflooding the market with thousands
of girls. On the other hand, there is sufficient evidence to prove
that the export of American girls for the purpose of prostitution is
by no means a small factor.

Thus Clifford G. Roe, ex-Assistant State Attorney of Cook
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County, Ill.,, makes the open charge that New England girls are
shipped to Panama for the express use of men in the employ of
Uncle Sam. Mr. Roe adds that “there seems to be an underground
railroad between Boston and Washington which many girls travel.”
Is it not significant that the railroad should lead to the very seat of
Federal authority? That Mr. Roe said more than was desired in
certain quarters is proved by the fact that he lost his position. It is
not practical for men in office to tell tales from school.

The excuse given for the conditions in Panama is that there are
no brothels in the Canal Zone. That is the usual avenue of escape
for a hypocritical world that dares not face the truth. Not in the
Canal Zone, not in the city limits,~therefore prostitution does not
exist.

Next to Mr. Roe, there is James Bronson Reynolds, who has
made a thorough study of the white slave traffic in Asia. As a
staunch American citizen and ‘friend of the future Napoleon of
America, Theodore Roosevelt, he is surely the last to discredit the
virtue of his country. Yet we are informed by him that in Hong
Kong, Shanghai, and Yokohama, the Augean stables of American
vice are located. There American prostitutes have made themselves
so conspicuous that in the Orient ‘“American girl” is synonymous
with prostitute. Mr. Reynolds reminds his countrymen that while
Americans in China are under the protection of our consular
representatives, the Chinese in America have no protection at all.
Every one who knows the brutal and barbarous persecution
Chinese and Japanese endure on the Pacific Coast, will agree with
Mr. Reynolds.

In view of the above facts it is rather absurd to point to Europe
as the swamp whence come all the social diseases of Americfa. Just
as absurd js it to proclaim the myth that the Jews fuTmsh the
largest contingent of willing prey. I am sure that no one will accuse
me of nationalistic tendencies. I am glad to say that.I have
developed out of them, as out of many other prejudices. If,
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therefore, 1 resent the statement that Jewish prostitutes are
imported, it is not because of any Judaistic sympathies, but
because of the facts inherent in the lives of these people. No one
but the most superficial will claim that Jewish girls migrate to
strange lands, unless they have some tie or relation that brings
them there. The Jewish girl is not adventurous. Until recent years
she had never left home, not even so far as the next village or town,
except it were to visit some relative. Is it then credible that Jewish
girls would leave their parents or families, travel thousands of miles
to strange lands, through the influence and promises of strange
forces? Go to any of the large incoming steamers and see for
yourself if these girls do not come either with their parents,
brothers, aunts, or other kinsfolk. There may be exceptions, of
course, but to state that large numbers of Jewish girls are imported
for prostitution, or any other purpose, is simply not to know
Jewish psychology.

Those who sit in a glass house do wrong to throw stones about
them; besides, the American glass house is rather thin, it will break
easily, and the interior is anything but a gainly sight.

To ascribe the increase of prostitution to alleged importation, to
the growth of the cadet system, or similar causes, is highly
superficial. I have already referred to the former. As to the cadet
system, abhorrent as it is, we must not ignore the fact that it is
essentially a phase of modern prostitution,—a phase accentuated by
suppression and graft, resulting from sporadic crusades against the
social evil.

T}.le procurer is no doubt a poor specimen of the human family,
but in what manner is he more despicable than the policeman who
takes thf: last cent form the street walker, and then locks her up in
the station house? Why is the cadet more criminal, or a greater
menac.e to society, than the owners of department stores and
factories, who grow fat on the sweat of their victims, only to drive
them to the streets? I make no plea for the cadet, but I fail to see
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why he should be mercilessly hounded, while the real perpetrators
of all social iniquity enjoy immunity and respect. Then, too, it is
well to remember that it 1s not the cadet who makes the prostitute.
It is our sham and hypocrisy that create both the prostitute and
the cadet.

Until 1894 very little was known in America of the procurer.
Then we were attacked by an epidemic of virtue. Vice was to be
abolished, the country purified at all cost. The social cancer was
therefore driven out of sight, but deeper into the body. Keepers of
brothels, as well as their unfortunate victims, were turned over to
the tender mercies of the police. The inevitable consequence of
exorbitant bribes, and the penitentiary, followed.

While comparatively protected in the brothels, where they
represented a certain monetary value, the girls now found
themselves on the street, absolutely at the mercy of the
graft-greedy police. Desperate, needing protection and longing for
affection, these girls naturally proved an easy prey for cadets,
themselves the result of the spirit of our commercial age. Thus the
cadet system was the direct outgrowth of police persecution, graft
and attempted suppression of prostitution. It were sheer folly to
confound this modern phase of the social evil with the causes of
the latter.

Mere suppression and barbaric enactments can serve but to
embitter, and further degrade, the unfortunate victims of ignorance
and stupidity. The latter has reached its highest expression in the
proposed law to make humane treatment of prostitutes a crime,
punishing any one sheltering a prostitute with five years’
imprisonment and $10,000 fine. Such an attitude merely exposes
the terrible lack of understanding of the true causes of
prostitution, as a social factor, as well as manifesting the Puritanic
spirit of the Scarlet Letter days.

There is not a single modern writer on the subject who does not
refer to the utter futility of legislative methods in coping with the
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issue. Thus Dr. Blaschko finds that governmental suppression and
moral crusades accomplish nothing save driving the evil into secret
channels, multiplying its dangers to society. Havelock Ellis, the
most thorough and humane student of prostitution, proves by a
wealth of data that the more stringent the methods of persecution
the worse the condition becomes. Among other data we learn that
in France, “in 1560, Charles IX. abolished brothels through an
edict, but llle—;ﬁrﬁbgr?()_l"ﬁ])rdsli-fdt‘és were only increased, while
many-ew brothels appeared in unsuspected shapes, and were more
dangerous: Tn'spite of all such Tegislation, or because of i, there has
béen no country in which prostitution has played a more
conspicuous part.”6

And educated public opinion, freed from the legal and moral
hounding of the prostitute, can alone help to ameliorate present
conditions. Wilful shutting of eyes and ignoring of the evil as a
social factor of modern life, can but aggravate matters. We must
rise above our foolish notions of “better than thou,” and learn to
recognize in the prostitute a product of social conditions. Such a
realization will sweep away the attitude of hypocrisy, and insure a
greater understanding and more humane treatment. As to a
thorough eradication of prostitution, nothing can accomplish that
save a complete transvaluation of all accepted values—especially the
moral ones—coupled with the abolition of industrial slavery.

1. Dr. Sanger, The History ofPrors/Iitijz.
2.1t is a significant fact—that-Pr- Sanger’s book has been excluded from the

U.S. mails. Evidently the authorities are not anxious that the public be
informed as to the true cause of prostitution,

3. Havelock Ellis, Sex and Society

4. Guyot, La Prostimation. ——

5. Banger, Criminalite
6. Sex and-Society "

Economique.
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MARRIAGE AND LOVE

The popular notion about marriage and love is that they are
synonymous, that they spring from the same motives, and cover
the same human needs. Like most popular notions this also rests
not on actual facts, but on superstition.

Marriage and love have nothing in common; they are as far apart
as the poles; are, in fact, antagonistic to each other. No doubt some
marriages have been the result of love. Not, however, because love
could assert itself only in marriage; much rather is it because few
people can completely outgrow a convention. There are to-day
large numbers of men and women to whom marriage is naught but
a farce, but who submit to it for the sake of public opinion. At any
rate, while it is true that some marriages are based on love, and
while it is equally true that in some cases love continues in married
life, I maintain that it does so regardless of marriage, and not
because of it.

On the other hand, it is utterly false that love results from
marriage. On rare occasions one does hear of a miraculous case of a
married couple falling in love after marriage, but on close
¢xamination. It will be found that it is a mere adjustment to the
Inevitable. Certainly the growing-used to each other is far from the
Spontaneity, the intensity, and beauty of love, without which the

‘t’l‘“mac)’ of marriage must prove degrading to both the woman and
he man.
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Marriage is primarily an economic arrangement, an insurance
pact. It differs from the ordinary life insurance agreement only in
that it is more binding, more exacting. Its returns are
insignificantly small compared with the investments. In taking out
an insurance policy one pays for it in dollars and cents, always at
liberty to discontinue payments. If, however, woman’s premium is
a husband, she pays for it with her name, her privacy, her
self-respect, her very life, “until death doth part.” Moreover, the
marriage insurance condemns her to life-long dependency, to
parasitism, to complete uselessness, individual as well as social.
Man, too, pays his toll, but as his sphere is wider, marriage does not
limit him as much as woman. He feels his chains more in an
€conomic sense.

Thus Dante’s motto over Inferno applies with equal force to
marriage: “Ye who enter here leave all hope behind.”

That marriage is a failure none but the very stupid will deny.
One has but to glance over the statistics of divorce to realize how
bitter a failure marriage really is. Nor will the stereotyped Philistine
argument that the laxity of divorce laws and the growing looseness
of woman account for the fact that: first, every twelfth marriage
ends in divorce; second, that since 1870 divorces have increased
from 28 to 73 for every hundred thousand population; third, that
adultery, since 1867, as ground for divorce, has increased 270.8 per

“cent.; fourth, that desertion increased 369.8 per cent.

Added to these startling figures is a vast amount of material,
dramatic and literary, further elucidating this subject. Robert
Herrick, in Together; Pinero, in Mid-Channel; Bugene Walter, in
Paid in Full, and scores of other writers are discussing the
barrenness, the monotony, the sordidness, the inadequacy of
marrjage as a factor for harmony and understanding.

The thoughtful social student will not content himself with the
popular superficial excuse for this phenomenon. He will have to dig
down deeper into the very life of the sexes to know why marriage
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proves so disastrous.
Edward Carpenter says that behind every marriage stands the

life-long environment of the two sexes; an environment so different
from each other that man and woman must remain strangers.
Separated by an insurmountable wall of superstition, custom, and
habit, marriage has not the potentiality of developing knowledge
of, and respect for, each other, without which every union is
doomed to failure.

Henrik Ibsen, the hater of all social shams, was probably the first
to realize this great truth. Nora leaves her husband, not—as the
stupid critic would have it—because she is tired of her
responsibilities or feels the need of woman’s rights, but because she
has come to know that for eight years she had lived with a stranger
and borne him children. Can there be anything more humiliating,
more degrading than a lifelong proximity between two strangers?
No need for the woman to know anything of the man, save his
income. As to the knowledge of the woman—what is there to know
except that she has a pleasing appearance? We have not yet
outgrown the theologic myth that woman has no soul, that she is a
mere appendix to man, made out of his rib just for the convenience
of the gentleman who was so strong that he was afraid of his own
shadow.

Perchance the poor quality of the material whence woman
comes is responsible for her inferiority. At any rate, woman has no
soul-what is there to know about her? Besides, the less soul a
Woman has the greater her asset as a wife, the more readily will she
absorb herself in her husband. It is this slavish acquiescence to
.man’s superiority that has kept the marriage institution seemingly
Intact for so long a period. Now that woman is coming into her
OWn, now that she js actually growing aware of herself as a being
outside of the master’s grace, the sacred institution of marriage is

gradually  being undermined, and no amount of sentimental
lamentatjon can stay jt.
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From infancy, almost, the average girl is told that marriage is her
ultimate goal; therefore her training and education must be
directed towards that end. Like the mute beast fattened for
slaughter, she is prepared for that. Yet, strange to say, she is
allowed to know much less about her function as wife and mother
than the ordinary artisan of his trade. It is indecent and filthy for a
respectable girl to know anything of the marital relation. Oh, for
the inconsistency of respectability, that needs the marriage vow to
turn something which is filthy into the purest and most sacred
arrangement that none dare question or criticize. Yet that is
exactly the attitude of the average upholder of marriage. The
prospective wife and mother is kept in complete ignorance of her
only asset in the competitive field—sex. Thus she enters into
life-long relations with a man only to find herself shocked,
repelled, outraged beyond measure by the most natural and
healthy instinct, sex. It is safe to say that a large percentage of the
unhappiness, misery, distress, and physical suffering of matrimony
is due to the criminal ignorance in sex matters that is being
extolled as a great virtue. Nor is it at all an exaggeration when I say
that more than one home has been broken up because of this
deplorable fact.

If, however, woman is free and big enough to learn the mystery
of sex without the sanction of State or Church, she will stand
condemned as utterly unfit to become the wife of a “good” man,
his goodness consisting of an empty head and plenty of money.
Can there be anything more outrageous than the idea that a
healthy, grown woman, full of life and passion, must deny nature’s
demand, must subdue her most intense craving, undermine her
health and break her spirit, must stunt her vision, abstain from the
depth and glory of sex experience until a “good” man comes along
to take her unto himself as a wife? That is precisely what marriage
means. How can such an arrangement end except in failure? This is
one, though not the least important, factor of marriage, which
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differentiates it from love.

Ours is a practical age. The time when Romeo and Juliet risked
the wrath of their fathers for love, when Gretchen exposed herself
to the gossip of her neighbors for love, is no more. If, on rare
occasions, young people allow themselves the luxury of romance,
they are taken in care by the elders, drilled and pounded until they
become ‘‘sensible.”

The moral lesson instilled in the girl is not whether the man has
aroused her love, but rather is it, “How much?” The important and
only God of practical American life: Can the man make a living?
Can he suppori a wife? That is the only thing that justifies
marriage. Gradually this saturates every thought of the girl; her
dreams are not of moonlight and kisses, of laughter and tears; she
dreams of shopping tours and bargain counters. This soul-poverty
and sordidness are the elements inherent in the marriage
institution. The State and the Church approve of no other ideal,
simply because it is the one that necessitates the State and Church
control of men and women.

Doubtless there are people who ‘continue to consider love above
dollars and cents. Particularly is this true of that class whom
economic necessity has forced to become self-supporting. The
tremendous change in woman’s position, wrought by that mighty
factor, is indeed phenomenal when we reflect that it is but a short
time since she has entered the industrial arena. Six million women
Wage-earners; six million women, who have the equal right with
men to be exploited, to be robbed, to go on strike; aye, to starve
even. Anything more, my lord? Yes, six million wage-workers in
eYe{y walk of life, from the highest brain work to the most
SL‘:;CUI(; men'ial labor in th.e mines and on the railroad tracks; yes,

ctectives and policemen. Surely the emancipation is

complete.
WOT:; with all that, but a very small number of the vast army of
1 wage-workers look upon work as a permanent issue, in the
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same light as does man. No matter how decrepit the latter, he has
been taught to be independent, self-supporting. Oh, I know that no
one is really independent in our economic treadmill; still, the
poorest specimen of a man hates to be a parasite; to be known as
such, at any rate.

The woman considers her position as worker transitory, to be
thrown aside for the first bidder. That is why it is infinitely harder
to organize women than men. “Why should I join a union? I am
going to get married, to have a home.” Has she not been taught
from infancy to look upon that as her ultimate calling? She learns
soon enough that the home, though not so large a prison as the
factory, has more solid doors and bars. It has a keeper so faithful
that naught can escape him. The most tragic part, however, is that
the home no longer frees her from wage-slavery; it only increases
her task.

According to the latest statistics submitted before a Committee
“on labor and wages, and congestion of population,” ten per cent.
of the wage workers in New York City alone are married, yet they
must continue to work at the most poorly paid labor in the world.
Add to this horrible aspect the drudgery of housework, and what
remains of the protection and glory of the home? As a matter of
fact, even the middle-class girl in marriage can not speak of her
home, since it is the man who creates her sphere. It is not
important whether the husband is a brute or a darling. What I wish
to prove is that marriage guarantees woman a home only by the
grace of her husband. There she moves about in his home, year
after year, until her aspect of life a ;
flat, narrow, and drab as her sur
i (hy i o i s SO, Ul th
to; there is no place to £0 Bess'(:l- e nO't S 'wan‘ted
of complete surrender of a.ll faéu?ts', e PCHOC.i 3 mafrled e
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roundings. Small wonder if she
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appearance, clum§y in her.movcm(’intf, (cllepetl)]s:em v:/[;ul;;r r?]‘:)‘;’tSl;r;Sr;
cowardly in her judgment, a welg Lganciae a’tmos L
grow {0 halt; and -?espiie' Wonderfully inspiring p.

] ife, is it not?
beg::g;ihcli;lij, how is it to be protected, .if not. for marriage?
After all, is not that the most important con51.dcral10n? The sham;
the hypocrisy of it! Marriage protecngg the chlld,‘yet thousz?nds o
children destitute and homeless. Marriage protecting the cl'.uld, yet
orphan asylums and reformatories overcrqwded, tl'le Socxe.ty for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Children keeping busy in rescuing the
little victims from “loving” parents, to place them under more
loving care, the Gerry Society. On, the mockery of it!

Marriage may have the power to “bring the horse to water,” but
has it ever made him drink? The law will place the father under
arrest, and put him in convict’s clothes; but has that ever stilled the
hunger of the child? If the parent has no work, or if he hides his
identity, what does marriage do them? It invokes the law to bring
the man to “justice,” to put him safely behind closed doors; his
labor, however, goes not to the child, but to the State. The child
receives but a blighted memory of its father’s stripes.

As to the protection of the woman,—therein lies the curse of
marriage. Not that it really protects her, but the very idea is so
revolting, such an outrage and insult on life, so degrading to human
dignity, as to forever condemn this parasitic institution.

It is like that other paternal arrangement—capitalism. It robs
man of his birthright, stunts his growth, poisons his body, keeps
him in ignorance, in poverty and dependence, and then institutes
charities that thrive on the last vestige of man’s self-respect.

The institution of marriage makes a parasite of woman, an
abs?l}lle dependent. It incapacitates her for life’s struggle,
annihilates her socjal consciousness, paralyzes her imagination, and

then j i ; ; b x5
: Imposes its gracious protection, which is in reality a snare, a
Tavesty on human character.
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If motherhood is the highest fulfillment of woman’s nature,
what other protection does it need save love and freedom?
Marriage but defiles, outrages, and corrupts her fulfillment. Does it
not say to woman, Only when you follow me shall you bring forth
life? Does it not condemn her to the block, does it not degrade and
shame her if she refuses to buy her right to motherhood by selling
herself? Does not marriage only sanction motherhood, even though
conceived in hatred, in compulsion? Yet, if motherhood be of free
choice, of love, of ecstasy, of defiant passion, does it not place a
crown of thorns upon an innocent head and carve in letters of
blood the hideous epithet, Bastard? Were marrjage to contain all
the virtues claimed for it, its crimes against motherhood would
exclude it forever from the realm of love.

Love, the strongest and deepest element in all life, the harbinger
of hope, of joy, of ecstasy; love, the defier of all laws, of all
conventions; love, the freest, the most powerful moulder of human
destiny; how can such an all-compelling force be synonymous with
that poor little State and Church-begotten weed, marriage?

Free love? As if love is anything but free! Man has bought
brains, but all the millions in the world have failed to buy love.
Man has subdued bodies, but all the power on earth has been
unable to subdue love. Man has conquered whole nations, but all
his armies could not conquer love. Man has chained and fettered
the spirit, but he has been utterly helpless before love. High on a
throne, with all the splendor and pomp his gold can command,
man is yet poor and desolate, if love passes him by. And if jt stays,
the poorest hovel is radiant with warmth, with life and color. Thus
love has the magic power to make of a beggar a king. Yes, love is
free; it can dwell in no other atmosphere. In freedom it gives itself

unreservedly, abundantly, completely. All the laws on the statutes,
all the courts in the unjver.

has taken root. If, howe
make it bear fruit? It is |

S€, cannot tear it from the soil, once love
ver, the soil is sterile, how can marriage
ike the last desperate struggle of fleeting

life against death. ) .
Lo%/e needs no protection; it is its own protection. So long as

love begets life no child is deserted, or hungry, or famished for the
want of affection. I know this to be true. I know women. who
became mothers in freedom by the men they loved. Few _chlldren
in wedlock enjoy the care, the protection, the devotion free
motherhood is capable of bestowing.

The defenders of authority dread the advent of a free
motherhood, lest it will rob them of their prey. Who would fight
the wars? Who would create wealth? Who would lma.ke_ the
policeman, the jailer, if woman were to refuse the indlscr'lmmate
breeding of children? The race, the race! shouts the king, the
president, the capitalist, the priest. The race must be preser\"ed,
though woman be degraded to a mere machine,—and the ma.rr‘lage
institution is our only safety valve against thc? pernicious
sex-awakening of woman. But in vain these frantic efforts to
maintain a state of bondage. In vain too, the edicts of the Church,
the mad attacks of rulers, in vain even the arm of the law. Wf)mlan
no longer wants to be a party to the production of a race ofl sxckﬂye,
feeble, decrepit, wretched human beings, who have neither 1d
strength nor moral courage to throw off the y.oke of pow:[ty Zﬁd
slavery. Instead she desires fewer and better children, begol f’" S
reared in love and through free choice; not by compu sxor:i,
marriage imposes. Our pseudo-moralists have yet tq lezflm :j}:,:, i«;}:
sense of responsibility toward the child, that love in free T
awakened in the breast of woman. Rather w01‘1[d §he forego fo! S
the glory of motherhood than bring forth le‘e in z:in atl;]e(z;s(inea
that breathes only destruction and death. And if she ﬁes it
mother, it is to give to the child the deepest and best elrhﬂt jngthat
yeild. To grow with the child is her motto; she knodws gt
manner alone can she help build true manhood an w;)n e

Ibsen must have had a vision of a free mother, when

i i ther
master stroke, he portrayed Mrs. Alving. She was the ideal mo
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because she had outgrown marriage and all its horrors, because she
had broken her chains, and set her spirit free to soar until it
returned a personality, regenerated and strong. Alas, it was too late
to rescue her life’s joy, her Oswald; but not too late to realize that
love in freedom is the only condition of a beautiful life. Those
who, like Mrs. Alving, have paid with blood and tears for their
spiritual awakening, repudiate marriage as an imposition, a shallow,
empty mockery. They know, whether love last but one brief span
of time or for eternity, it is the only creative, inspiring, elevating
basis for a new race, a new world.

In our present pygmy state love is indeed a strange to most
people. Misunderstood and shunned, it rarely takes root; or if it
does, it soon withers and dies. Its delicate fiber can not endure the
stress and strain of the daily grind. Its soul is too complex to adjust
itself to the slimy woof of our social fabric. It weeps and moans
and suffers with those who have need of it, yet lack the capacity to
rise to love’s summit.

Some day, some day men and women will rise, they will reach
the mountain peak, they will meet big and strong and free, ready
to receive, to partake, and to bask in the golden rays of love. What
fancy, what imagination, what poetic genius can foresee even
approximately the potentialities of such a force in the life of men
and women. If the world is ever to give birth to true
companionship and oneness, not marriage, but love will be the
parent.
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WOMAN SUFFRAGE

We boast of the age of advancement, of science, and progress. Is
it not strange, then, that we still believe in fetich worship? True,
our fetiches have different form and substance, yet in their power
over the human mind they are still as disastrous as were those of
old.

Our modern fetich is universal suffrage. Those who have not yet
achieved that goal fight bloody revolutions to obtain it, and those
who have enjoyed its reign bring heavy sacrifice to the altar of this
omnipotent diety. Woe to the heretic who dare question that
divinity!

Woman, even more than man, is a fetich worshipper, and though
her idols may change, she is ever on her knees, ever holding up her
hands, ever blind to the fact that her god has feet of clay. Thus
woman has been the greatest supporter of all dieties from time
immemorial. Thus, too, she has had to pay the price that only gods
can exact,—her freedom, her heart’s blood, her very life.

Nietzsche’s memorable maxim, “When you go to woman, take
the whip along,” is considered very brutal, yet Nietzsche expressed
in one sentence the attitude of woman towards her gods.

Religion, especially the Christian religion, has condemned
woman to the life of an inferior, a slave. It has thwarted her nature

and fettered her soul, yet the Christian religion has no greater

supporter, none more devout, than woman. Indeed, it is safe to say
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that religion would have long ceased to be a factor in the lives of
the people, if it were not for the support it receives from woman.
The most ardent churchworkers, the most tireless missionaries the
world over, are women, always sacrificing on the altar of the gods
that have chained her spirit and enslaved her body.

The insatiable monster, war, robs woman of all that is dear and
precious to her. It exacts her brothers, lovers, sons, and in return
gives her a life of loneliness and despair. Yet the greatest supporter
and worshiper of war is woman. She it is who instills the love of
conquest and power into her children; she it is who whispers the
glories of war into the ears of her little ones, and who rocks her
baby to sleep with the tunes of trumpets and the noise of guns. It
is woman, too, who crowns the victor on his return from the
battlefield. Yes, it is woman who pays the highest price to that
insatiable monster, war.

Then there is the home. What a terrible fetich it is! How it saps
the very life-energy of woman,—this modern prison with golden
bars. Its shining aspect blinds woman to the price she would have
to pay as wife, mother, and housekeeper. Yet woman clings
tenaciously to the home, to the power that holds her in bondage.

It may be said that because woman recognizes the awful toll she
is made to pay to the Church, State, and the home, she wants
suffrage to set herself free. That may be true of the few; the
majority of suffragists repudiate utterly such blasphemy. On the
contrary, they insist always that it is woman suffrage which will
make her a better Christian and homekeeper, a staunch citizen of
the State. Thus suffrage is only a means of strengthening the
omnipotence of the very Gods that woman has served from time
immemorial.

What wonder, then, that she should be just as devout, just as
zealous, just as prostrate before the new idol, woman suffrage. As
of old, she endures persecution, imprisonment, torture, and all
forms of condemnation, with a smile on her face. As of old, the
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most enlightened, even, hope for a miracle from the
twentieth-century . diety,—suffrage. Life, happiness, joy, freedom,
independence,—all that, and more, is to spring from suffrage. In her
blind devotion woman does not see what people of intellect
perceived fifty years ago: that suffrage is an evil, that it has only
helped to enslave people, that it has but closed their eyes that they
may not see how craftily they were made to submit.

Woman’s demand for equal suffrage is based largely on the
contention that woman must have the equal right in all affairs of
society. No one could, possibly, refute that, if suffrage were a
right. Alas, for the ignorance of the human mind, which can see a
right in an imposition. Or is it not the most brutal imposition for
one set of people to make laws that another set is coerced by force
to obey? Yet woman clamors for that “golden opportunity” th:%t
has wrought so much misery in the world, and robbed man of his
integrity and self-reliance; an imposition which has thoroughly
corrupted the people, and made them absolute prey in the hands of
unscrupulous politicians.

The poor, stupid, free American citizen! Free to .starve, free to
tramp the highways of this great country, he enjoys Lllm\.'ersal
suffrage, and, by that right, he has forged chains aboul_hnls. limbs.
The reward that he receives is stringent labor laws prohibiting the
right of boycott, of picketing, in fact, of everything, eXf:ept the
right to be robbed of the fruits of his labor. Yet all these d:sastr_ous
results of the twentieth-century fetich have taught woman nothing.
But, then, woman will purify politics, we are assured.

Needless to say, I am not opposed to woman suffrage on the
conventional ground that she is not equal to it. [ see neither
physical, psychological, nor mental reasons why woman shouldhnot
have the equal right to vote with man. But thz?t can not ;jmssnbly
blind me to the absurd notion that woman will accomplish that
wherein man has failed. If she would not make things worse, she
certainly could not make them better. To assume, therefore, that
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she would succeed in purifying something which is not susceptible
of purification, is to credit her with supernatural powers. Since
woman’s greatest misfortune has been that she was looked upon as
either angel or devil, her true salvation lies in being placed on earth;
namely, in being considered human, and therefore subject to all
human follies and mistakes. Are we, then, (o believe that two
errors will make a right? Are we to assume that the poison already
inherent in politics will be decreased, il women were (0 enter the
political arena? The most ardent suffragists would hardly maintain
such a folly.

As a matter of fact, the most advanced students of universal
suffrage have come to realize that all existing systems of political
power are absurd, and are completely inadequate to meet the
pressing issues of life. This view is also borne out by a statement of
one who is herself an ardent believer in woman suffrage, Dr. Helen
L. Summer. In her able work on Equal Suffrage, she says: “In
Colorado, we find that equal suffrage serves to show in the most
striking way the essential rottenness and degrading character of the
existing system.” Of course, Dr. Sumner has in mind a particular
system of voting, but the same applies with equal force to the
entire machinery of the representative system. With such a basis, it
is difficult to understand how woman, as a political factor, would
benefit either herself or the rest of mankind.

But, say our suffrage devotees, look at the countries and States
where female suffrage exists. See what woman has
accomplished—in Australia, New Zealand, Finland, the
Scandinavian countries, and in our own four States, Idaho,
Colorado, Wyoming, and Utah. Distance lends enchantment—or, to
quote a Polish formula—*“it is well where we are not.” Thus one
would assume that those countries and States are unlike other
countries or States, that they have greater freedom, greater social
and economic equality, a finer appreciation of human life, deeper
understanding of the great social struggle, with all the vital
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questions it involves for the human race.

The women of Australia and New Zealand can vote, and help
make the laws. Are the labor conditions better there than they are
in England, where the suffragettes are making such a heroic
struggle? Does there exist a greater motherhood, happier and freer
children than in England? Is woman there no longer considered a
mere sex commodity? Has she emancipated herself from the
Puritanical double standard of morality for men and women?
Certainly none but the ordinary female stump politician will dare
answer these questions in the affirmative. If that be so, it seems
ridiculous to point to Australia and New Zealand as the Mecca of
equal suffrage accomplishments.

On the other hand, it is a fact to those who know the real
political conditions in Australia, that politics have gagged labor by
enacting the most stringent labor laws, making strikes without the
suncuo;l of an arbitration committee a crime equal to treason.

Not for a moment do I mean to imply that woman suffrage is
responsible for this state of affairs. I do mean, however, that ther’e
is N0 reason to point to Australia as awonder-worker of‘woman s
accomplishment, since her influence has been unable to free labor
from the thraldom of political bossism.

Finland has given woman equal suffrage: nay, even the right to
sit in Parliament. Has that helped to develop a greater heroism, an
intenser zeal than that of the women of Russia? Finland, like
Russia, smarts under the terrible whip of the bloody Tsar. Where
are the Finnish Perovskaias, Spiridonovas, Figners, Breshkovskaias?
Where are the countless numbers of Finnish young girls who.
cheerfully go to Siberia for their cause? Finland is sadly in need of
heroic liberators. Why has the ballot not created them? The only
Finnish avenger of his people was a man, not a woman, and he used
a more effective weapon than the ballot. :

As to our own States where women vote, and which are
constantly being pointed out as examples of marvels, what has
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been accomplished there through the ballot that women do not to
a large extent enjoy in other States; or that they could not achieve
through energetic efforts without the ballot?

Ture, in the suffrage States women are guaranteed equal rights
to property; but of what avail is that right to the mass of women
without property, the thousands of wage workers, who live from
hand to mouth? That equal suffrage did not, and cannot, affect
their condition is admitted even by Dr. Sumner, who certainly is in
a position to know. As an ardent suffragist, and having been sent to
Colorado by the Collegiate Equal Suffrage League of New York
State to collect material in favor of suffrage, she would be the last
to say anything derogatory; yet we are informed that “‘equal
suffrage has but slightly affected the economic conditions of
women. That women do not receive equal pay for equal work, and
that, though woman in Colorado._has enjoyed school suffrage since
1876, women teachers are paid less than in California.” On the
other hand, Miss Sumner fails to account for the fact that although
women have had school suffrage for thirty-four years, and equal
suffrage since 1894, the census in Denver alone a few months ago
disclosed the fact of fifteen thousand defective school children.
And that, too, with mostly women in the educational department,
and also notwithstanding that women in Colorado have passed the
“most stringent laws for child and animal protection.” The women
of Colorado “‘have taken great interest in the State institutions for
the care of dependent, defective, and delinquent children.” What a
horrible indictment against woman’s care and interest, if one city
has fifteen thousand defective children. What about the glory of
woman suffrage, since it has failed utterly in the most important
social issue, the child? And where s the superior sense of justice
that woman was to bring into the political field? Where was it in
1903, when the mine owners waged a guerilla war against the
Western Miners’ Union; when General Bell established a reign of
terror, pulling men out of bed at night, kidnapping them across the
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border line, throwing them into bull pens, declaring “to hell with
the Consitutition, the club is the Constitution”? Where were the
women politicians then, and why did they not exercise the power
of their vote? But they did. They helped to defeat the most
fairminded and liberal man, Governor Waite. The latter had to
make way for the tool of the mine kings, Governor Peabody, the
enemy of labor, the Tsar of Colorado. “Certainly male suffrage
could have done nothing worse.” Granted. Wherein, then, are the
advantages to woman and society from woman suffrage? The
oft-repeated assertion that woman will purify politics is also but a
myth. It is not borne out by the people who know the political
conditions of Idaho, Colorado, Wyoming, and Utah.

Woman, essentially a purist, is naturally bigoted and relentless in
her effort to make others as good as she thinks they ought to be.
Thus, in Idaho, she has disfranchised her sister of the street, and
declared all women of “lewd character” unfit to vote. “Lewd” not
being interpreted, of course, as prostitution in marriage. It goes
without saying that illegal prostitution and gambling have been
prohibited. In this regard the law must needs be of feminine
gender: it always prohibits. Therein all laws are wonderful. They go
no further, but their very tendencies open all the floodgates of hell.
Prostitution and gambling have never done a more flourishing
business than since the law has been set against them.

In Colorado, the Puritanism of woman has expressed itself in a
more drastic form. “Men of notoriously unclean lives, and men
connected with saloons, have been dropped from politics since
women have the vote.”! Could Brother Comstock do more? Could
all the Puritan fathers have done more? I wonder how many
women realize the gravity of this would-be feat. | wonder if they
understand that it is the very thing which, instead of elevating
woman, has made her a political spy, a contemptible pry into the
private affairs of people, not so much for the good of the ca-use,
but because, as a Colorado woman said, “they like to get into
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houses they have never been in, and find out all they can,
politically and otherwise.”2 Yes, and into the human soul and its
minutest nooks and corners. For nothing satisties the craving of
most women so much as scandal. And when did she ever enjoy
such opportunites as are hers, the politician’s?

““Notoriously unclean lives and men connected with the
saloons.” Certainly, the lady vote gatherers can not be accused of
much sense of proportion. Granting even that these busybodies can
decide whose lives are clean enough for that eminently clean
atmosphere, politics, must it follow that saloon-keepers belong to
the same category? Unless it be American hypocrisy and bigotry,
so manifest in the principle of Prohibition, which sanctions the
spread of drunkenness among men and women of the rich class, yet
keeps vigilant watch on the only place left to the poor man. If no
other reason, woman’s narrow and purist attitude toward life
makes her a greater danger to liberty wherever she has political
power. Man has long overcome the superstitions that still engulf
woman. In the economic competitive field, man has been
compelled to exercise efficiency, judgment, ability, competency.
He therefore had neither time nor inclination to measure
everyone’s morality with a Puritanic yardstick. In his political
activities, too, he has not gone about blindfolded. He knows that
quantity and not quality is the material for the political grinding
mill, and, unless he is a sentimental reformer or an old fossil, he
knows that politics can never be anything but a swamp.

Women who are at all conversant with the process of politics,
knO\Av the nature of the beast, but in their self-sufficiency and
egotism they make themselves believe that they have but to pet the
beast, and he will become as gentle as a lamb, sweet and pure. As if
women have not sold their votes, as if women politicians cannot be
boughl? I.f her body can be bought in return for material
conS{deralxon, why not her vote? That it is being done in Colorado
and in other States, is not denijed even by those in favor of woman
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suffrage.

As 1 have said before, woman’s narrow view of human affairs is
not the only argument against her as a politician superior to man.
There are others. Her life-long economic parasitism has utterly
blurred her conception of the meaning of equality. She clamors for
equal rights with man, yet we learn that “few women care to
canvas in undesirable districts.”3 How little equality means to
them compared with the Russian women, who face hell itself for
their ideal!

Woman demands the same rights as man, yet she is indignant
that her presence does not strike him dead: he smokes, keeps his
hat on, and does not jump from his seat like a flunkey. These may
be trivial things, but they are nevertheless the key to the nature of
American suffragists. To be sure, their English sisters have
outgrown these silly notions. They have shown themselves equal to
the greatest demands on their character and power of endurance.
All honor to the heroism and sturdiness of the English suffragettes.
Thanks to their energetic, aggressive methods, they have proved an
inspiration to some of our own lifeless and spineless ladies. But
after all, the suffragettes, too, are still lacking in appreciation of
real equality. Else how is one to account for the tremendous, truly
gigantic effort set in motion by those valiant fighters for a
wretched little bill which will benefit a handful of propertied
ladies, with absolutely no provision for the vast mass of
working-women? True, as politicians they must be opportunists,
must take half-measures if they can not get all. But as intelligent
and liberal women they ought to realize that if the ballot is a
weapon, the disinherited need it more than the economically
superior class, and that the latter already enjoy too much power by
virtue of their economic superiority.

The brilliant leader of the English suffragettes, Mrs. Emmeline
Pankhurst, herself admitted, when on her American lecture tour,
that there can be no equality between political superiors and _
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inferiors. If so, how will the workingwomen of England, already
inferior economically to the ladies who are benefited by the
Shackleton bill,* be able to work with their political superiors,
should the bill pass? Is it not probable that the class of Annie
Keeney, so full of zeal, devotion, and martyrdom, will be
compelled to carry on their backs their female political bosses,
even as they are carrying their economic masters. They would still
have to do it, were universal suffrage for men and women
established in England. No matter what the workers do, they are
made to pay, always. Still, those who believe in the power of the
vote show little sense of justice when they concern themselves not
at all with those whom, as they claim, it might serve most.

The American suffrage movement has been, until very recently,
altogether a parlor affair, absolutely detached from the economic
needs of the people. Thus Susan B. Anthony, no doubt an
exceptional type of woman, was not only indifferent but
antagonistic to labor; nor did she hesitate to manifest her
antagonism when, in 1869, she advised women to take the places
of striking printers in New York.5 I do not know whether her
attitude had changed before her death.

There are, of course, some suffragists who are affiliated with
workingwomen—the Women’s Trade Union League, for instance;
but they are a small minority, and their activities are essentially
economic. The rest look upon toil as a just provision of Providence.
What would become of the rich, if not for the poor? What would
become of these idle, parasitic ladies, who squander more in a week
than their victims earn in a year, if not for the eighty million
wage-workers? Equality, who ever heard of such a thing?

Few countries have produced such arrogance and snobbishness
as America. Particularly is this true of the American woman of the
middle class. She not only considers herself the equal of man, but
his superior, especially in her purity, goodness, and morality. Small
wonder that the American suffragist claims for her vote the most
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miraculous powers. In her exalted conceit she does not see how
truly enslaved she is, not so much by man, as by her own silly
notions and traditions. Suffrage can not ameliorate that sad fact; it
can only accentuate it, as indeed it does.

One of the great American women leaders claims that woman is
entitled not only to equal pay, but that she ought to be legally
entitled even to the pay of her husband. Failing to support her, he
should be put in convict stripes, and his earnings in prison be
collected by his equal wife. Does not another brilliant exponent of
the cause claim for woman that her vote will abolish the social evil,
which has been fought in vain by the collective efforts of the most
illustrious minds the world over? It is indeed to be regretted that
the alleged creator of the universe has already presented us with his
wonderful scheme of things, else woman suffrage would surely
enable woman to outdo him completely.

Nothing is so dangerous as the dissection of a fetich. If we have
outlived the time when such heresy was punishable by the stake,
we have not outlived the narrow spirit of condemnation of those
who dare differ with accepted notions. Therefore I shall probably
be put down as an opponent of woman. But that can not deter me
from looking the question squarely in the face. I repeat what I have
said in the beginning: [ do not believe that woman will make
politics worse; nor can I believe that she could make it better. If,
then, she cannot improve on man’s mistakes, why perpetrate the
latter? _

History may be a compilation of lies; nevertheless, it contains a
few truths, and they are the only guide we have for the future. The
history of the political activities of men proves that they have given
him absolutely nothing that he could not have achieved in a more
direct, less costly, and more lasting manner. As a matter of fact,
every inch of ground he has gained has been through a constant
fight, a ceaseless struggle for self-assertion, and not th_rough
suffrage. There is no reason whatever to assume that woman, in her
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climb to emancipation, has been, or will be, helped by the ballot.

In the darkest of all countries, Russia, with her absolute
despotism, woman has become man’s equal, not through the ballot,
but by her will to be and to do. Not only has she conquered for
herself every avenue of learning and vocation, but she has won
man’s esteem, his respect, his comradeship; aye, even more than
that: she has gained the admiration, the respect of the whole
world. That, too, not through suffrage, but by her wonderful
heroism, her fortitude, her ability, willpower, and her endurance in
her struggle for liberty. Where are the women in any suffrage
country or State that can lay claim to such a victory? When we
consider the accomplishments of woman in America. we find also
that something deeper and more powerful than suffrage has helped
her in the march to emancipation.

It is just sixty-two years ago since a handful of women at the
Seneca Falls Convention set forth a few demands for their right to
equal education with men, and access to the various professjons,
trades, etc. What wonderful accomplishments, what wonderful
triumphs! Who but the most ignorant dare speak of woman as a
mere domestic drudge? Who dare suggest that this or that
profession should not be open to her? For over sixty years she has
molded a new atmosphere and a new life for herself. She has
become a world-power in every domain of human thought and
activity. And all that without suffrage, without the right to make
laws, without the “privilege” of becoming a judge, a jailer, or an
executioner.

Yes, I may be considered an enemy of woman; but if I can help
her see the light, I shall not complain.

The misfortune of woman is not that she is unable to do the
work of a man, but that she is wasting her life-force to outdo him,
with a tradition of centuries which has left her physically incapable
of keeping pace with him. Oh, I know some have succeeded, but at
what cost, at what terrific cost! The import is not the kind of work
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woman does, but rather the quality of the work she furnishes. She
can give suffrage or the ballot no new quality, nor can she receive
anything from it that will enhance her own quality. Her
development, her freedom, her independence, must come from and
through herself. First, by asserting herself as a personality, and not
as a sex commodity. Second, by refusing the right to anyone over
her body: by refusing to bear children, unless she wants them; by
refusing to be a servant to God, the State, society, the husband, the
family, etc., by making her life simpler, but deeper and richer. That
is, by trying to learn the meaning and substance of life in all its
complexities, by freeing herself from the fear of public opinion and
public condemnation. Only that, and not the ballot, will set
woman free, will make her a force hitherto unknown in the world,
a force for real love, for peace, for harmony; a force of divine fire,
of life-giving; a creator of free men and women.

. Equal Suffrage, Dr. Helen Sumner.

. Equal Suffrage.

. Dr. Helen A. Sumner.

Mr. Shackleton was a labor leader. It is therefore self-evident that he
should introduce a bill excluding his own constituents. The English
Parliament is full of such Judases.

Equal Suffrage, Dr. Helen A. Sumner.
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