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SOME OF THE REASONS

AGAINST WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

THE POWER OF SEX.

     It has been said that the question of the rights and employment of women should be treated without regard to sex. It should rather be said that those who consider it regardless of sex do not consider it at all. It will not do to exclude from the problem the chief factor in it, and deal with women only as if they were smaller and weaker men. Yet these have been the tactics of the agitators for female suffrage, and to them they mainly owe what success they have had. Hence their extreme sensitiveness whenever the subject is approached on its most essential side. If it could be treated like other subjects, and discussed fully and freely, the cause of the self‑styled reformers would have been hopeless from the first. It is happy for them that the relations of women to society cannot be so discussed without giving just offense. Their most important considerations can be touched but slightly; and even then offense will be taken.

     Whatever liberty the best civilization may accord to women, they must always be subject to restrictions unknown to the other sex, and they can never dispense with the protecting influences which society throws about them. A man, in lonely places, has nothing to lose but life and property; and he has nerve and muscles to defend them. He is free to go whither he pleases, and run what risks he pleases. Without a radical change in human nature, of which the world has never given the faintest sign, women cannot be equally emancipated. It is not a question of custom, habit, or public opinion; but of an all‑pervading force, [2] always formidable in the vast number of men in whom it is not controlled by higher forces. A woman is subject, also, to many other restrictions, more or less stringent, necessary to the maintenance of self‑respect and the respect of others, and yet placing her at a disadvantage, as compared to risen, in the active work of the world. All this is mere truism, but the plainest truism may be ignored in the interest of a theory or a “cause.”

     Again, everybody knows that the physical and mental constitution of woman is more delicate than in the other sex ; and, we may add, the relations between mind and body are more intimate and subtile. It is true that they are abundantly so in men; but their harder organism is neither so sensitive to disturbing influences nor subject to so many of them.

     It is these and other inherent conditions, joined to the engrossing nature of a woman's special functions, that have determined through all time her relative position. What we have just said ‑ and we might have said much more is meant as a reminder that her greatest limitations are not of human origin. Men did not make them, and they cannot unmake them. Through them, God and Nature have ordained that those subject to them shall not be forced to join in the harsh conflicts of the world militant. It is folly to ignore them, or try to counteract them by political and social quackery. They set at naught legislatures and peoples.

SELF‑COMPLACENCY OF THE AGITATORS.

     Here we may notice an idea which seems to prevail among the woman suffragists, that they have argued away the causes which have always determined the substantial relations of the sexes. This notion arises mainly from the fact that they have had the debate very much to themselves. Their case is that of the self‑made philosopher who attacked the theory of gravitation, and, because nobody took the trouble to answer him, boasted that he had demolished it, and called it an error of the past. [3]

CRUELTY OF WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

     The frequent low state of health among American women is a fact as undeniable as it is deplorable.

     In this condition of things, what do certain women demand for the good of their sex ? To add to the excitements that are wasting them other and greater excitements, and to too much for their strength other and greater cares. Because they cannot do their own work, to require them to add to it the work of men, and launch them into the turmoil where the most robust sometimes fail. It is much as if a man in a state of nervous exhaustion were told by his physician to enter at once for a foot‑race or a boxing-match.

POWER SHOULD GO WITH RESPONSIBILITY.

     
To hold the man responsible and yet deprive him of power is neither just nor rational. The man is the natural head of the family, and is responsible for its maintenance 
and order. Hence he ought to control the social and business agencies which are essential to the successful discharge of the trust imposed upon him. If he is deprived of any part of this control, he should be freed also in the same measure from the responsibilities attached to it.

ALTERNATIVES OF WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

     Woman suffrage must have one of two effects. If, as many of its advocates complain, women are subservient to men, and do nothing but what they desire, then woman suffrage will have no other result than to increase the power of the other sex; if, on the other hand, women vote as they see fit, without regarding their husbands, then unhappy marriages will be multiplied and divorces redoubled. We cannot afford to add to the elements of domestic unhappiness.

POLITICAL DANGERS OF WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

     One of the chief dangers of popular government is that [4] of inconsiderate and rash legislation. In impatience to be rid of one evil, ulterior consequences are apt to be forgotten. In the haste to redress one wrong, a door may be opened to many. This danger would be increased immeasurably if the most impulsive and excitable half of humanity had an equal voice in the making of laws, and in the administration of them. Abstract right would then be made to prevail after a fashion somewhat startling. A lady of intelligence and admirable intentions, an ardent partisan on principles of pure humanitarianism, confessed that, in the last presidential election, Florida had given a majority for the Democrats; but insisted that it was right to count it for Hayes, because other States had been counted wrongfully for Tilden. It was impossible to make her comprehend that government conducted on such principles would end in anarchy. In politics, the virtues of women would sometimes be as dangerous as their faults.

     If the better class of women flatter themselves that they can control the others, they are doomed to disappointment. They will be outvoted in their own kitchens, without reckoning the agglomerations of poverty, ignorance, and vice, that form a startling proportion of our city populations. It is here that the male vote alone threatens our system with its darkest perils. The female vote would enormously increase the evil, for it is often more numerous, always more impulsive and less subject to reason, and almost devoid of the sense of responsibility. Here the bad politician would find his richest resources. He could not reach the better class of female voters, but the rest would be ready to his hand. Three fourths of them, when not urged by some pressing need or contagious passion, would be moved, not by principles; but by personal predilections.

THE FEMALE POLITICIAN.

     It is not woman's virtues that would be prominent or influential in the political arena. They would shun it by an invincible repulsion ; and the opposite qualities would be [5] drawn into it. The Washington lobby has given us some means of judging what we may expect from the woman 11 inside politics." If .politics are to be purified by artfulness, effrontery, insensibility, a pushing self‑assertion, and a glib tongue, then we may look for regeneration ; for the typical female politician will be richly endowed with all these gifts.

     Thus accoutred for the conflict, she may fairly hope to have the better of her masculine antagonist. A woman has the inalienable right of attacking without being attacked in turn. She may strike, but must not be struck, either literally or figuratively. Most women refrain from abusing their privilege of non‑combatants ; but there are those in whom the sense of impunity breeds the cowardly courage of the virago.

     In reckoning the resources of the female politicians, there is one which can by no means be left out. None know better than women the potency of feminine charms aided by feminine arts. The woman 11 inside politics " will not fail to make use of an influence so subtile and strong, and of which the management is peculiarly suited to her talents. If ‑ and the contingency is in the highest degree probable ‑ she is not gifted with charms of her own, she will have no difficulty in finding and using others of her sex who are. If report is to be trusted, Delilah has already spread her snares for the congressional Samson; and the power before which the wise fail and the mighty fall has been invoked against the sages and heroes of the Capitol. When “woman” is fairly “inside politics,” the sensation press will reap a harvest of scandals more lucrative to itself than profitable to public morals. And, as the zeal of one class of female reformers has been, and no doubt will be, largely directed to their grievances in matters of sex, we shall have shrill‑tongued discussions of subjects which had far better be let alone.

     It may be said that the advocates of female suffrage do not look to political women for the purifying of politics, [6] but to the votes of the sex at large. The two, however, cannot be separated. It should be remembered that the question is not of a limited and select female suffrage, but of a universal one. To limit would be impossible. It would seek the broadest areas and the lowest depths, and spread itself through the marshes and malarious pools of society.

MEN WILL GIVE WOMEN THE SUFFRAGE IF THEY WANT IT.
     Again, one of the chief arguments of the agitators is that government without the consent of the governed is opposed to inalienable right. But most women, including those of the best capacity and worth, fully consent that their fathers, husbands, brothers, or friends, shall be their political representatives; and no exhortation or teasing has induced them to withhold their consent. Nor is this surprising ; for a woman is generally represented in a far truer and more intimate sense by her male relative than is this relative by the candidate to whom he gives his vote, commonly without knowing him, and often with dissent from many of his views.

     Nothing is more certain than that women will have the suffrage if they ever want it; for when they want it, men will give it to them, regardless of consequences. A more than readiness on the part of men to conform to the wishes of the other sex is a national trait in America, though whether it would survive the advent of the female politician is matter for reflection. We venture to remind those who demand woman suffrage as a right that, even if it were so, the great majority of intelligent women could judge for themselves whether to exercise it, better than the few who assume to teach them their duty.

MOST WOMEN AVERSE TO IT.

     The agitators know well that, in spite of their persistent importunity, the majority of women are averse to the suffrage. Hence, the ludicrous terror which the suffragists [7] showed at the Governor's proposal to submit the question to a vote of the women of the State.

THE WOMAN SUFFRAGISTS HAVE DONE NOTHING TO PROVE THEIR FITNESS FOR A SHARE IN GOVERNMENT.
     A small number of women have spent their time for several decades in ceaseless demands for suffrage, but they have lost their best argument in failing to show that they are prepared to use the franchise when they have got it. A single sound and useful contribution to one side or the other of any question of current politics ‑ the tariff, specie payments, the silver bill, civil‑service reform, railroad monopoly, capital and labor, or a half score of other matters ‑ would have done more for their cause than years of empty agitation.

PERMANENCE OF THE RELATIONS OF THE SEXES.

     The agitators say that no reason can be given why women should not take a direct part in politics, except that they have never done so. There are other reasons, and strong ones, in abundance. But this particular one is nevertheless good. All usages, laws, and institutions have risen and perished, and risen and perished again. Their history is the history of mutability itself. But, from the earliest records of mankind down to this moment, in every race and every form or degree of civilization or barbarism, the relative position of the sexes has been essentially the same, with exceptions so feeble, rare, and transient that they only prove the rule. Such permanence in the foundation of society, while all that rests upon it has passed from change to change, is proof in itself that this foundation lies deep in the essential nature of things. It is idle to prate of the old time that has passed away and the new time that is coming. The " new time " can no more stir the basis of human nature than it can stop the movement of the earth.

     The cause of this permanence is obvious. Women have great special tasks assigned them in the work of life, and men have not. To these tasks their whole nature, moral [8] and physical, is adjusted. There is scarcely a distinctive quality of women that has not a direct or indirect bear​ing upon them. Everything else in their existence is sub​ordinated to the indispensable functions of continuing and rearing the human race; and, during the best years of life, this work, fully discharged, leaves little room for any other. Rightly considered, it is a work no less dignified than es​sential. It is the root and stem of national existence, while the occupations of men are but the leaves and branches. On women of the intelligent and instructed classes depends the future of the nation. If they are sound in body and mind, impart this soundness to a numerous off​spring, and rear them to a sense of responsibility and duty, there are no national evils that we cannot overcome. If they fail to do this their part, then the masses of the coarse and unintelligent, always of rapid increase, will overwhelm us and our institutions. When these indispensable duties are fully discharged, then the suffrage agitators may ask with better grace, if not with more reason, that they may share the political functions of men.

IS WOMAN SUFFRAGE A RIGHT OR A WRONG?

     It has been claimed as a right that woman should vote. It is no right, but a wrong, that a small number of women should impose on all the rest political duties which there is no call for their assuming, which they do not want to as​sume, and which, if duly discharged, would be a cruel and intolerable burden. This pretense of the female suffragists was reduced to an absurdity when some of them gravely affirmed that, if a single woman wanted to vote, all the others ought to be required to do so.

     Government by doctrines of abstract right, of which the French Revolution set the example and bore the fruits, in​volves enormous danger and injustice. No political right is absolute and of universal application. Each has its con​ditions, qualifications, and limitations. If these are disre​garded, one right collides with another, or with many others. [9] Even a man's right to liberty is subject to the condition that he does not use it to ,infringe the rights of his neighbors. It is in the concrete, and 'not in the abstract, that rights prevail in every sound and wholesome society. They are applied where they are applicable. A government of glit​tering generalities quickly destroys itself. The object of government is the accomplishment of a certain result, the greatest good of the governed; and the ways of reaching it vary in different countries and different social conditions. Neither liberty nor the suffrage are the end; they are noth​ing but means to reach it; and each should be used to the extent in which it is best adapted to its purpose. If the voting of women conduces to the greatest‑good of the com​munity, then they ought to vote, and otherwise they ought not. The question of female suffrage thus becomes a prac​tical question, and not one of declamation.

     What would be the results of the general application of the so‑called right to vote, a right which, if it exists at all, must be common to all mankind? Suppose that the popu​lations of Turkey, the Soudan, or Zululand were to attempt to exercise it and govern themselves by universal popular suffrage: The consequence would be anarchy, and a quick return to despotism as a relief. The same would be the case, in less degree, among peoples more civilized, yet not trained to self‑government by the habits and experience of generations. In fact, there are but a few of the most advanced nations in whom the universal exercise of the pretended 11 inalienable right " to vote would not produce political and social convulsions. The truth is this: If the exercise of the suffrage by any individual or body of indi​viduals involves detriment to the whole people, then the right to exercise it does not exist.

     It is the right and the duty of the people to provide it​self with good government, and this great practical right and duty is imperative and paramount; whatever conflicts with it must give way. The air‑blown theory of inalienable right is unworthy the good sense of the American people.[10] The most rational even of the suffragists themselves have ceased to rely on it.

WOMAN SUFFRAGE NOT PROGRESS.

     Many women of sense and intelligence are influenced by the fact that the woman‑suffrage movement boasts itself a movement of progress, and by a wish to be on the liberal or progressive side. But the boast is unfounded. Progress, to be genuine, must be in accord with natural law. If it is not, it ends in failure and in retrogression. To give women a thorough and wholesome training both of body and mind ; to prepare such of them as have strength and opportunity for various occupations different from what they usually exercise, and above all for the practice of medicine, in which we believe that they may render valuable service ; to rear them in more serious views of life and its responsibilities, are all in the way of normal and healthy development: but to plunge them into politics, where they are not needed and for which they are unfit, would be scarcely more a movement of progress than to force them to bear arms and fight.

WOMAN IN POLITICS AN ANTIQUATED IDEA.

     The social power of women has grown with the growth of civilization, but their political power has diminished. In former times and under low social conditions, women have occasionally had a degree of power in public affairs unknown in the foremost nations of the modern world. The most savage tribes on this continent, the Six Nations of New York, listened, in solemn assembly, to the counsels of its matrons, with a deference that has no parallel among its civilized successors. The people of ancient Lycia, at a time when they were semi‑barbarians, gave such power to their women that they were reported to live under a gynecocracy, or female government. The word gynecocracy, by the way, belongs to antiquity. It has no application in modern life ; and, in the past, its applications were found, not in the higher developments of ancient society, but in the [11] lower. Four hundred years before Christ, the question of giving political power to women, was agitated among the most civilized of ancient peoples, the Athenians, and they would not follow the example of their barbarian neighbors.

THE CONNECTION BETWEEN VOTING AND FIGHTING.

     The advocates of woman suffrage have ridiculed the idea of any connection between voting and the capacity to fight. Their attitude in this matter shows the absence of reflection on questions of government, or the inability to form rational judgment upon them. In fact, it is with nearly all of them a matter, not of reason, but of sentiment.

     The human race consists of two equal parts, the combatant and the non‑combatant, and these parts are separated by the line of sex. It is true that some men are permanently disabled from fighting, and others may be disabled in one year or one month, and fit to bear arms in the next; but the general fact remains that men are the fighting half of humanity, and women are not. Fundamental laws are made in reference to aggregates of persons, and not to individual exceptions; and it would be absurd to exact a surgeon's certificate of military competency from every voter at the polls. It is enough that he belongs to a body which, as a whole, can and will fight. The question remains, What has this to do with voting? It has a great deal to do with it, and above all in a government purely popular.

THE VOTING OF A LARGE NON‑COMBATANT CLASS DANGEROUS TO CIVIL HARMONY.

     Since history began, no government ever sustained itself long unless it could command the physical force of the nation; and this, whether the form of government was despotism, constitutional monarchy, or democracy. The despot controls the army which compels the people to obey; the king and parliament control the force of the kingdom, and malcontents dare not rise in insurrection till they think they have drawn away an equal or greater share of it. Finally, [12] the majority in a democratic republic feels secure that its enactments will take effect, because the defeated minority, even if it does not respect law, will respect a force greater than its own. But suppose the majority to consist chiefly of women. Then legality would be on one side and power on the other. The majority would have the law, and the minority the courage and strength. Hence, in times of po​litical excitement, when passions were roused and great in​terests were at stake, the majority, that is, the legal author​ity, would need the help of a standing army. Without such support the possession of the suffrage by the non‑combatant half of the nation would greatly increase the chances of civil discord. Once in our history a minority rose against the majority, in the belief that it could out‑fight it. This would happen often if the minority, as in the supposed case of woman suffrage, had not only the belief but the certainty that it could master the majority. It may not be credit​able to human nature that if we would have a stable gov​ernment it is necessary to keep the balance of power on the side of law ; but the business of government is to shape itself to the actual, and not the ideal or millennial, condi​tion of mankind.

     Suppose, again, a foreign war in which the sympathies of our women were enlisted on one side or the other. Suppose them to vote against the judgment of the men that we should take part in it; or, in other words, that their male fellow citizens should fight whether they liked it or not. Would the men be likely to obey ?

ANOTHER SOURCE OE DISCORD.

     There is another reason why the giving of the suffrage to women would tend to civil discord. In the politics of the future, the predominant, if not the engrossing, ques​tions will be to all appearance those of finance and the relations of labor and capital. From the nature of their occupations, as well as other causes, women in general are ignorant of these matters, and not well fitted to deal with [13] them. They require an experience, a careful attention, a deliberation and coolness of judgment, and a freedom from passion, so rare that at the best their political treatment is full of difficulty and danger. ‑ If these qualities are rare in men, they are still more so in women, and feminine instinct will not in the present case supply their place. The pecu​liar danger ' of these questions is that they raise class ani​mosities, and tend to set the poor against the rich and the rich against the poor. They become questions of social antagonism. Now, most of us have.had occasion to observe how strong the social rivalries and animosities of women are. They far exceed those of men. If, in the strife be​tween labor and capital, which, without great self‑restraint on both sides, is likely to be a fierce one, women should be called to an active part, the effect would be like throwing pitch and resin into the fire. The wives and daughters of the poor would bring into the contest a wrathful jealousy and hate against the wives and daughters of the rich, far more vehement than the corresponding passions in their husbands and brothers.

PRACTICAL VERSUS SENTIMENTAL GOVERNMENT.

     The real issue is this: IS the object of government the good of the governed, or is it not ? A late writer on wo​man suffrage says that it is not. According to her, the ob​ject of government is to give his or her rights to everybody. Others among the agitators do not venture either on this flat denial or this brave assertion, but only hover about them with longing looks. Virtually they maintain that the object of government is the realization of certain ideas or theories. They believe in principles, and so do we; they believe in rights, and so do we. But as. the sublime may pass into the ridiculous, so the best principles maybe trans​ported into regions of folly or diabolism. There are minds so constituted that they can never stop till they have run every virtue into its correlative weakness or vice. Govern​ment should be guided by principles; but they should be [14] sane and not crazy, sober and not drunk. They should walk on solid ground, and not roam the clouds hanging to a bag of gas.

     Rights may be real or unreal. Principles may be true or false; but even the best and truest cannot safely be pushed too far, or in the wrong direction. The principle of truth itself may be carried into absurdity. The saying is old that truth should not be spoken at all times ; and those whom a sick conscience worries into habitual violation of the maxim are imbeciles and nuisances. Religion may pass into morbid enthusiasm or wild fanaticism, and turn from a blessing to a curse. So the best of political principles must be kept within bounds of reason, or they will work mischief. That greatest and most difficult of sciences, the science of government, dealing with interests so delicate, complicated, and antagonistic, becomes a perilous guide when it deserts the ways of temperance.

SHALL WE STAND BY AMERICAN PRINCIPLES?

     The suffragists' idea of government is not practical, but utterly unpractical. It is not American, but French. It is that government of abstractions and generalities which found its realization in the French Revolution, and its apostle in the depraved and half‑crazy man of genius, Jean Jacques Rousseau. The French had an excuse for their frenzy in the crushing oppression they had just flung off and in their inexperience of freedom. We have no excuse. Since the nation began we have been free and our liberty is in danger from nothing but its own excesses. Since France learned to subject the ideas of Rousseau to the principles of stable freedom embodied in the parliamentary government of England and in our own republicanism, she has emerged from alternate tumult and despotism to enter the paths of hope and progress.

     The government of abstractions has been called, sometimes the a priori, and sometimes the sentimental, method. We object to this last term, unless it is carefully defined. [15] Sentiments, like principles, enter into the life of nations as well as that of individuals; and they are vital to both. But they should be healthy, and not morbid; rational, and not extravagant. It is not common sense alone that makes the greatness of states; neither is it sentiments and principles alone. It is these last joined with reason, reflection, and moderation. Through this union it is that one small island has become the mighty mother of nations; and it is because we ourselves, her greatest offspring, have chosen the paths of Hampden, Washington, and Franklin, and not those of Rousseau, that we have passed safe through every danger, and become the wonder and despair of despotism.

     Out of the wholesome fruits of the earth, and the staff of life itself, the perverse chemistry of man distils delirious vapors, which, condensed and bottled, exalt his brain with glorious fantasies, and then leave him in the mud. So it is with the unhappy suffragists. From the sober words of our ancestors they extract the means of mental inebriety: Because the fathers of the republic gave certain reasons to emphasize their creed that America should not be taxed because America was not represented in the British Parliament, they cry out that we must fling open ‑ the floodgates to vaster tides of ignorance and folly, strengthen the evil of our system and weaken the good, feed old abuses, hatch new ones, and expose all our large cities‑ we speak with deliberate conviction ‑ to the risk of anarchy.

     Neither Congress, nor the States, nor the united voice of the whole people could permanently change the essential relations of the sexes. Universal female suffrage, even if decreed, would undo itself in time; but the attempt to establish it would work deplorable mischief The question is, whether the persistency of a few agitators shall plunge us blindfold into the most reckless of all experiments; whether we shall adopt this supreme device for developing the defects of women, and demolish their real power to build an ugly mockery instead. For the sake of womanhood, let us hope not. In spite of the effect on the popular mind of the [16] incessant repetition of a few trite fallacies, and in spite of the squeamishness that prevents the vast majority averse to the movement from uttering a word against it, let us trust that the good sense of the American people will vindi​cate itself against this most unnatural and pestilent revolu​tion. In the full and normal development of womanhood lie the best interests of the world. Let us labor earnestly for it; and, that we may not labor in vain, let us save women from the barren perturbations of American politics. Let us respect them; and, that we may do so, let us pray for deliverance from female suffrage.

