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53D Congress, 2d Session. SENATE. Mis. Doc. No. 121 IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES.
HEARING BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON WOMAN SUFFRAGE, FEBRUARY 21, 1894. March 14, 1894. —
Ordered to be printed.

Washington, D. C., February 21, 1894.

The committee met in the Marble room of the Capitol at 10 a. m.

Present: The chairman (Mr. Hoar) and Senators Teller, Wolcott, Blackburn, and Hill.

The speakers were introduced by the corresponding secretary of the association, Mrs. R. F. Avery, of
Somerton, Pa., the first speaker being Rev. Ida Hulton.

REMARKS OF REV. IDA HULTON.

Mr. Chairman: In life there are things organic and inorganic. In thinking of human life anywhere and
everywhere we find it an organism, and there are no diverse parts that have not relation each to
the other and to all parts. And so we find it in human life. There can be no part of the human being
that has not relation to every other part, and therefore that which concerns the whole must concern
each part of the whole. Therefore that which concerns the man half of humanity must concern
the woman half, and that which is necessary to the development of humanity as a whole must be
necessary to the development of each half of the human whole. We find that is true of the whole life.
There is no meaning in life except development, continuous development, progressive development;
and if it is necessary for one half to have certain things in its development it must be necessary to
the other half.

This is all that women ask, simply a chance to develop, simply a chance to work out their own
salvation, if you choose to call it so. When I say that, I do not mean it in a theological sense. I mean
salvation in the sense of development within themselves. We ask this, and this alone. We ask nothing
because we are women. We ask everything because we are human, because before a woman is a
wife or a mother, or a sister, or a daughter, she is a human being. We ask it because we feel that we
have an inalienable right to every opportunity 2 which life presents for our development. We ask it
because we feel that we have an inalienable right to enter every door, to tread every pathway, to
solve every problem, to ask and answer every question that is associated with human development.
What life means to us in its details—the every-dayness of life—is the means to the end, the end
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being human development. Simple minds have taken the care of the body as the end of life, and
have acted as if it were so; but the body is only the means to an end. Therefore we are finding that
this movement is one of the means in the development of all the faculties and powers of the soul of
the human.

In all the details and obligations of life everything is a means to an end; nothing is an end in itself.
Therefore, national life is a means to an end—the end being human development. There is no end
in national life. It is not an end in itself, any more than any other point in human life is an end; it is a
means to an end.

We only ask this suffrage as our right, as our right to work out our own development, and to
make humanity mean more in the future than it has meant in the past. We do not ask it simply for
ourselves. We do not ask it simply that we may vote. We only want it so that we shall enter into the
life of humanity.

We do not want the masculine in the woman entering into the development of human life. We
want the womanly part of human nature to enter into the makeup of human life, so as to affect
the national life. It is the womanly element that is needed to do it. We have no sympathy with the
thought that we seek suffrage because women want to be men, or because they want to do men's
work in men's ways. They simply want it, as women, to do women's work. It is not because they hope
to forsake the home, but they want it so that they may develop themselves and make home mean
more; they want it to help them to realize that they are a part of humanity; that humanity respects
them as such, and that they are helping men and women to be purer and better in the generations
as they go across the earth.

REMARKS OF MISS ALICE STONE BLACKWELL.

The next lady introduced to the committee was Miss Alice Stone Blackwell, of Boston, Mass.,
recording secretary of the association. Miss Stone said:

Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen of the Committee: As we were coming along the corridors of the
Capitol on our way to this hearing I overheard a gentleman who, I think, is a member of Congress,
say: “We shall have to let the women vote. This is what we are coming to.” I suppose he meant that
this perpetual procession of women through the halls of the Capitol will go on until their efforts are
crowned with success. That gentleman was a true prophet. We will continue to come here until the
suffrage comes to us.
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One very common argument against giving suffrage to women is that the majority of women
themselves do not want it. I shall confine my remarks this morning to that one point. Unfortunately
that argument proves too much. The various successive changes that have taken place in regard to
the person and property, and educational and professional opportunities of women during the last
fifty years have been much greater than the change that is now asked for; and every one of those
successive steps (all of which are now generally approved) was 3 made before a majority of women
asked for it, and even against the disapproval of a majority of women.

When a merchant in a town in Maine employed the first woman in his store, the men of the
place boycotted the store and the women upheld the men. When the effort was made to have
women study medicine, and Dr. Elizabeth Blackwell dared to do so, not only did the men say
very severe things, but even the women refused to speak to her, and I have heard her say that
the contemptuous and irritating remarks of the women made were even more painful than the
opposition from the men. So, too, when the effort was begun to be made to secure equal property
rights to the women. Women said of it with contempt: “Do you think that I would give myself where
I would not give my property?” So, too, with the effort to secure higher education for women. You
recollect with what contempt it was received.

In eastern countries where the women are shut up in zenanas and are not permitted to appear
on the streets unveiled, women themselves uphold those restrictions. The Chinese lady is just as
proud of her small feet as any American woman is of her personal adornment. They tell us that in
India the masses of the Hindoo women are so much opposed to the idea of education that, when
a progressive Hindoo proposes to educate his little daughter, it is not uncommon for the women
of the family to threaten to commit suicide. They have always thought that a learned woman is a
monstrosity, and that if a woman could read and write she would lose her husband's affection and
lose her high place in the heart of her family.

The objections to giving woman suffrage are only the same objections that have been made to
every one of these successive steps in the progress of women. They have been found to be entirely
erroneous. They have not been the dreadful things which they, at first, appeared to be.

Then, again, we can see that we have much more sentiment among women in favor of the change
now asked for than there was in favor of any of the other changes. A member of Congress has said
that there are more petitions presented to Congress for woman suffrage than on any other subject,
and that, in every case where there are petitions for suffrage and remonstrances against it, the
petitioners have always outnumbered the remonstrants by 5 to 1, and sometimes by 50 to 1. The
remonstrants in Massachusetts have ceased sending in remonstrances because they can not find
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any one to sign them. So that I think it is fairly proved that the women who take any lively interest in
the question, for or against, are generally in favor of it. And we say that it is only fair that those who
do not care about the matter at all should not be counted.

Of those who do take a lively interest in it the great majority is in favor of it. Formerly there was very
little sentiment in favor of woman suffrage; but to-day there is a great deal. A New York woman, in
the convention which this association has just held in Washington, told me the other day that she
has been lecturing and traveling in the country districts for woman suffrage. She is not a celebrated
woman, and she cares no more for suffrage than hundreds of others. She has been riding from
village to village in an open sleigh, and undergoing all kinds of hardships; but she says that she is not
going to take a moment's leisure until woman suffrage is secured, and then she will be satisfied to lie
down and die.

When this suffrage movement war begun there was very little desire to accomplish it. Now, there is
a great deal. One of the speakers at our convention this week illustrated it by a story that she told of
two 4 frogs, one an optimistic and the other a pessimistic. They fell into a pail of milk. The pessimistic
frog let himself sink to the bottom of the pail and lay there. But the optimistic frog continued
to make a struggle to rise until finally he churned a large pat of butter, on which he floated and
escaped. So, when we began this struggle there was very little encouragement for us, but we have
kept up the agitation until we have produced a mass of public opinion almost large enough for us to
climb up on and escape.

Senator Wolcott. Has the Woman's Suffrage Association made any estimate or kept any record
of the increase or decrease of the woman vote in those States where woman suffrage has been
established? In other words, is the number of women voting growing more or less from year to year?

Miss Blackwell. I can not speak of any other State than Massachusetts. During the last six years the
woman vote in Boston has averaged about ten times what it was during the preceding six years.

Senator Wolcott. Somebody told me in Boston the other day that of late years the number of women
voting was falling off; and, if so, I would like to hear some reason for it.

Miss Blackwell. That was an erroneous statement. In 1888 there was an unprecedentedly large
school vote in consequence of a particularly exciting election, and 20,000 women voted.

Senator Wolcott. How many women voters are there in Boston?
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Miss Blackwell. I can not give the figures. The woman vote declined for several years after 1888, the
emergency having passed away. But for the last two or three years the vote has been increasing. We
have now about 10,000 women vote every year.

Senator Wolcott. In Boston?

Miss Blackwell. Yes, about 10,000. Previous to the election of 1888 the average woman vote was
about 1,000.

The Chairman. There are about 70,000 voters in Boston.

Senator Wolcott. Is it your opinion that, as suffrage extends from year to year, the intelligent vote will
be more largely cast every year?

Miss Blackwell. My opinion is that the vote of women will be in proportion to the importance of the
subject, just as with men. In the State of Kansas where women have municipal suffrage, the vote is
very large, and is increasing at every election, according to the testimony of the governor and others.
In Wyoming where women have full suffrage, they vote as largely as the men. In the Presidential
election the vote of men is very large; in the State election it is smaller, and in the municipal election
it is smaller still. It is the same way with the women. I think that that is very wrong and very foolish,
because people should be as careful to secure a good school board as to secure a good President
of the United States. That is a new proof of the truth of the saying that, in the matter of foolishness
“God Almighty made the women to match the men.”

Senator Wolcott. Do the statistics of Wyoming show that the women vote as generally as the men?

Miss Blackwell. Statistics collected a few years ago show that nine-tenths of the women of Wyoming
vote, and only eight-tenths of the men. I think, however, that those statistics refer to one special
election in one town; but they are supposed to be a fair average. Mrs. Colby, who is an authority on
Wyoming, will speak later.

5

REMARKS OF MRS. LUCRETIA MITCHELL, OF PENNSYLVANIA.

Mrs. L. Mitchell, of Pennsylvania, who was the next lady introduced said:
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Pennsylvania has begun to fall in line on this point of suffrage. Colorado has come in, and New York
and Kansas; but Pennsylvania, the land of the Quakers, where women have always stood equal
by the side of men in all questions of church and home, should come in now and confidently and
emphatically demand the right of women to vote. [Mrs. Mitchell gave her time to Kansas.]

REMARKS OF MRS. ANNA L. DIGGS, OF KANSAS.

Mrs. Anna L. Diggs, of Kansas, was the next speaker. She said:

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Committee: I think it may be fairly said that woman suffrage has
been more fully and largely tested in Kansas than anywhere else—not forgetting at all that Wyoming
and the State of Washington have tested full suffrage, whereas we in Kansas have only tested it
along the lines of municipal action. In two instances, at the last municipal election, the woman vote
exceeded the vote of the men in two cities. Whether the election was exciting or not we have gained
in proportion to the men. There has been a steady increase of sentiment in favor of woman suffrage
all the way through. All the old theoretical objections have long since ceased to be used against the
ballot in the hands of women in Kansas. There is not a single living theoretical objection there. They
have been all dissipated by actual facts. We see that our homes are well taken care of. The idle, false
objection that women would neglect their homes if they got the ballot has died long ago.

No man could possibly make himself more ridiculous than to rise before a Kansas audience and
make such an objection. Some men may still fall into the trap by saying that governments are based
upon force and that women should not vote because they can not fight. Some men may still make
that objection because it has not been tested. We have not fought, we know; we might, but we do
not want to.

Now I am going to show you in the most practical way I can the state of public sentiment that has
grown up out of our use of the ballot in the municipal elections of Kansas.

I assure you that no politician there to-day who had the slightest hope of gaining favor from the
public, or who had any political ambition whatever, and expected to gain office, would rise before
a Kansas audience and say anything derogatory to the ballot in the hands of women. The very
last thing that a man seeking office and desiring to get it would do would be to declare against
woman suffrage; but no party or politician that hopes to gain anything will for a moment oppose the
enfranchisement of women. The public sentiment in favor of equal rights has grown, and I am going
to show it to you practically to day by yielding the rest of my time, and foregoing the pleasure to
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myself of addressing the committee any longer. I now introduce to you a Representative in Congress
from our State—the Hon. John Davis. He will speak for Kansas.

6

REMARKS OF HON. JOHN DAVIS, M. C

Mr. Davis said:

Mr. President and Senators: By request of the ladies present I beg to present a very brief statement
and argument of the subject of equal or impartial suffrage.

Suffrage is the soil out of which grows government. If the soil is narrow and meager, permitting
the exercise of a single will only, we call the government a monarchy or despotism. When the
suffrage soil is broader, permitting the exercise and expression of the will of a class of citizens, the
government is called an aristocracy.

When suffrage is still wider and more liberal, conforming to the laws of nature and justice among all
classes of citizens, we call the government a democracy.

Suffrage is founded on natural right, and all citizens have equal claims to it; but, like all natural
rights, it is subject to restraints and limitations when citizens enter into a state of civilized society.
Civilized governments justly claim the right to limit citizenship to native-born persons, and aliens can
become citizens only on certain prescribed conditions which shall purge them of their alienism. Even
the natural right to life and liberty may be restrained and limited when the safety and welfare of
society demand it. But no natural right can justly be restrained and limited unless society can render
just and sufficient reasons for doing so. It does not devolve on the individual, nor on any class of
individuals, to show that they possess the right of suffrage. It is a preexisting natural right possessed
by all alike; and unless society can show that in given cases it is for the safety and welfare of society
that said natural right shall be restrained and limited, it must be conceded.

The question as to what the restraints and limitations shall be and to whom they shall apply is
always answered by the governing power. If the governing power is a monarch or despot, the king
is little restrained and his subjects are much restrained, and perhaps oppressed, reducing them to
great inconvenience and distress. If the governing power is an aristocracy, then we find class laws,
favoring the few and oppressing the many. In a democracy or republic, where the will of the people
is supreme, restraints should be equally borne and all rights equally enjoyed as the welfare and best
interests of society may demand.
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Society has many ways of expressing its opinions and judgments on economic and political
questions, but the tangible and ultimate plan is by the ballot. The ballot is a means of recording an
individual opinion, which, when counted and computed with other individual opinions, recorded in
the same authoritative way, shall indicate the aggregate public opinion on any given subject. Plainly,
then, in civilized society, only those should vote who can form or entertain opinions, and whose
opinions when formed are in friendly accord with the principles of the civilized society in question.
Infants, lunatics, and idiots can not form opinions, hence infants, lunatics, and idiots should be
restrained from voting. Criminals do not entertain opinions friendly to the society with which they
are at variance, and aliens are not supposed to form friendly opinions toward a society which is
in competition with that of which they are native-born members, or with a society whose genius
they have had no opportunity of understanding. Hence criminals and aliens should be restrained
from voting. But if infants, idiots, lunatics, criminals, and aliens should in any just and lawful manner
become 7 purged or free from their disabilities then they should be permitted to cast the ballot.
Infants are purged of infancy at the age of 21 years. There are fixed lawful rules prescribed by which
aliens are freed from their alienism. When thus freed from their disabilities infants and aliens very
properly become voters. If it is practicable to relieve idiots, lunatics, and criminals of their disabilities,
then they should become voters, but not otherwise.

In our judgment sex should form no bar or disability in the matter of voting. We find adult sane
men and women equally capable of forming and entertaining opinions. The ballot is a means of
commanding respect and of protecting personal rights and interests. Men and women are equally
entitled to respect, and both have personal rights and interests requiring protection.

It is maintained by some that the ballot rests ultimately on the bullet; that majorities rule minorities,
because majorities can defeat minorities on the battlefield. Then it is assumed that, therefore,
woman should not cast the ballot because she may not or can not bear arms on the battlefield.
The conclusion is wrong. The assumption is founded on the lowest ethics of savagery, and has no
place in civilized society. It is assumed that, in some imaginary exigency of government, most of the
noncombatants may vote in the majority; that most of the fighting men able to bear arms may vote
in the minority; and that, in such case, a rebellious minority could not be coerced into submission.
On the ethics of savagery such contingencies may arise, but not in civilized society.

In the ethics of savagery women have little influence, and a dozen braves may bully and defy a
thousand children and squaws. Their respect for the helpless is slight and their sense of patriotism
scarcely extends into the future. Savages are little troubled with anxiety for the welfare of posterity.
In the ethics of savagery it is assumed that woman is not a combatant, and hence should be
excluded from the ballot.
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In a thousand ways civilized society differs from savagery. There are social ties and sentiments of
patriotism, and feelings of obligation to our fellows in civilized society, not found in savagery. The
armies on both sides were fuller during the late war because both male and female hearts swelled
with the same patriotism; because mothers, wives, and sisters said to sons, husbands, and brothers,
“Go”; and noble men at Shiloh, Gettysburg, and Chattanooga fought more bravely, fell more willingly,
and died more cheerfully because of the well-thumbed pages of encouragement from mothers,
wives, and sweethearts, carefully stowed away among the soldiers' personal treasures. Female
courage, female patriotism and female voices were a war power in that great struggle, powerfully felt
and grandly acknowledged on both sides.

But this part of the subject must be built up from the lowest bed-rock. Let us appeal to physical facts
plain to the comprehension of the humblest. In what consists the war power of nations? All history
and philosophy since the Middle Ages, reply, “The war power of nations and peoples consists of the
purse and the sword.” That statement being true, what is the percentage of purse and what is the
percentage of sword in the most effective war power?

Russia is a military nation. There are, say, in the entire Russian Empire 100,000,000 of people. On a
war footing the Empire musters 3,000,000 of soldiers. What is the percentage? The swords amount
to 3 per cent of the people. Ninety-seven per cent of the people are devoted to the purse and to
recuperative purposes. Let us say, then, 8 as we safely may, that when the Empire of Russia is on
an active war footing, with 3,000,000 soldiers in the field, putting forth her utmost power on a
hundred battle-fields, only about 3 per cent of her population is under arms. Ninety-seven per cent
are devoted to arming, clothing, feeding, encouraging, paying, recuperating, burying, and replacing
the soldiers. One-half of the money earners and army supporters in Russia are females; one-half
of that incomprehensible, powerful military arm of the Russian Empire rests on the hearts and
bones and sinews of women. What is true of Russia is true of Germany, of France, of England, and
of America. Behind every body of armed troops in the field there must be an adequate supporting
population. This is the rule and history of the modern, half-barbarous war power. One-half of any
national population may be reckoned female. Every loom and spindle run a by pale-faced girl is a
“war power.” Napoleon beat the armies of continental Europe, but was sent into exile by the spindles
and looms of the British Islands, mainly operated by female hands.

Mr. Allison attributes England's wonderful success to the “persevering industry of the British people
and the extent of the commerce which they maintained in every quarter of the globe,” and to their
“admirable system of finance, which seemed to rise superior to every difficulty with which it had to
contend.” In short, England conquers with the purse more than by the sword. The purse is fed and
sustained by the women and noncombatants of the Empire. The sword is scarcely 1 per cent of her
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inexhaustible war power. The Duke of Wellington and the mightiest generals of the continent could
only hold Napoleon in check—the women and girls of Manchester captured him, disarmed him, and
sent him into exile.

In the United States over twenty millions of people above the age of 10 years are engaged in gainful
occupations. Fully two-thirds of them are noncombatants—unfit for military duty in the field by
reason of age or sex, yet every one of them is a wealth producer and swells the war power of the
nation. This is indisputable. Shall all noncombatants be deprived of the ballot because, by ultimate
logic or chance, in some imaginary exigency, it may be necessary to enforce the decisions of the
ballot by the use of the bullet? And as noncombatants can not carry the musket, must they therefore
not vote? Where is the much-lauded gallantry of man, that he would fire bullets and charge bayonets
in the face of his mother, his sister, his wife, his daughter, or his sweetheart, with not another man
noble and gallant enough to object? Such brutality and lack of gallantry must be sought in a state of
savagery or in the restricted-suffrage countries of Europe. It will never be found in countries where
the political advancement of man depends on the ballot of woman.

The ballot was given to the negro, not as a war power—it was not given until five years after the war
was over—but for personal protection. Is the negro with a ballot in his hand respected more or less
on that account? The question is too silly for serious consideration. Woman needs the ballot for self
protection. Will man treat woman with more or less respect and gallantry when he finds her vote
necessary to the gratification of his “manly aspirations?” Does a lad treat his lass with more or less
respect and gallantry when on bended knee he avers that her “consent” is necessary to his future
happiness? What sort of a figure would he cut, musket in hand, marching and shooting with the
rebellions minority, with his mother, sister, and lady love standing unarmed on the other side to be
shot? Such absurdities belong to the ethics of savagery, or to the narrow-suffrage countries of the
world.

9

The units of civilized society are dual, yet united, consisting of the strong right arm of man and the
warm beating heart of woman; with a unity of intellectual and moral forces. Show me an institution
of society where a man delights to enter in company with his mother, sister, wife or daughter, and I
will show you an institution which tends to civilization. Show me an institution where man does not
desire to meet his mother, sister, wife, or daughter, and I will show you an institution which tends
to barbarism. Show me the voting place where women are excluded and I will show you a place
repulsive to the best elements of society and frequently in need of police guardianship. Show me a
place where women cast their ballots, and I will show you carpeted rooms and tables embellished
with flowers, and not requiring police protection.
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The question to-day is not whether women desire to vote. But, Is it better for society that men
and women should vote together? It is the duty of wisdom and patriotism to consider and decide
this question. Our Christian civilization depends upon its right solution. The exercise of the voting
franchise is a duty, as well as a privilege.

Mr. President, we should approach new experiments in government carefully. Our system
of government with a union of States under one general head is wise and fortunate. New
advancements in the upward march of progress may be tested on a small scale at first, and then
adopted more widely or laid aside, without harm to the General Government or to sister States.
The State of Kansas has adopted municipal suffrage for women, with great benefit to society. It is
now proposed to extend the franchise for woman in that State to an equality with man. Many other
States have done as much as Kansas has, and some have done all that we propose to do, with no
harm reported from any. Mr. President and Senators, it is now asked of you to earnestly consider the
subject of making equal suffrage for man and woman the policy of the nation, either State by State
or the nation, as in your judgment may be thought best for society.

REMARKS OF MRS. SARAH CLAY BENNETT, OF KENTUCKY.

The next lady introduced was Mrs. Sarah Clay Bennett, of Kentucky.

Mrs. Bennett said: Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen: Black men and women voted in the State of
New Jersey for about eighteen years when our National Government was first organized, New
Jersey having entered the Union with a constitution adopted in 1776, and did not prescribe either
whiteness or masculineness as a qualification for voting. So it is impossible for any person to hold
that the right to vote for members of the United States House of Representatives is derived from
our National Constitution, without admitting that black men and women are qualified to vote for
members of Congress by the people of the United States, when they said in the first article of the
Constitution that the House of Representatives shall be composed of members chosen every second
year by the people of the several States.

But in 1870, after the fourteenth amendment was adopted, which declared that no State should
make or enforce any law for the abridgment of the privileges and immunities of citizens of the
United States, black men were authorized to vote at all elections at which they were otherwise
qualified to vote, and Congress passed an act to punish any person who shall try to prevent black
men from voting for members of 10 Congress. So when Virginia Minor came before the judges of the
Supreme Court of the United States asking to be protected equally with black men in voting at public
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elections in the State of Missouri under that clause of the fourteenth amendment which said: “No
State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the
United States,” the judges of the Supreme Court were placed between the two horns of this dilemma
—either to hold with the Congressmen of 1870 that the right to vote for the elective officers of the
United States was derived from the Constitution and laws of the States, and thus declare Federal
suffrage nonexistent, or to hold that persons were qualified to vote for the elective officers of the
United States by the people of the United States, and thus declare the Congressional act of 1870 to
be unconstitutional.

In their Virginia Minor decision the judges of the Supreme Court took hold of the first horn of the
dilemma, first declaring that women had been citizens of the United States from the foundation of
our National Government and entitled to “all the privileges and immunities of citizens of the United
States,” and that the fourteenth amendment prohibited the State of which she is a citizen from
abridging any of her privileges and immunities as a citizen of the United States.

REMARKS OF MRS. WRIGHT, OF NEW JERSEY.

The next lady introduced was Mrs. Wright, of New Jersey. Mrs. Wright said:

Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen: You have heard from the lady who last addressed you that women
voted in the State of New Jersey. That right was taken from them in 1807. We now have been given
school suffrage. It was asked here to-day whether women who have the right to vote exercise that
right. I will say that I have attended elections at which there were more women than there were men.
We have very excellent schools in New Jersey. We have schoolhouses dotted all over the State, and
increasing in size almost every year. I believe that all our children are provided with school privileges.
Then we have a large educational fund belonging to the State—$3,000,000.

Since the liberty to vote has been taken away from the women the State of New Jersey has gradually
declined in its politics until now—well, you know how our legislature is. And I believe that the very
best people of our State, both men and women, want the women to vote again. That is why I come
here to Washington year after year, hoping that we shall have that right. And I feel more encouraged
now than ever. I do not feel that I shall have to come to Washington many more times. And I feel that
the prospect of woman suffrage is brighter for New Jersey than for any other State, because we have
already had it.
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REMARKS OF MRS. ALICE SMITH, OF VERMONT.

Mrs. Alice Smith, of Vermont, was next introduced. Mrs. Smith said:

I come from a State of high mountains, high and rugged mountains, and narrow and fertile valleys;
and I sometimes think that my people are as rugged as their mountains and as narrow as their
valleys. They read two things, the New York Tribune and the Bible. And may the 11 Lord preserve
the children if they do not go to Sunday school and church, for the blue laws are observed there.
But in spite of all that a great many women want the ballot; and some of them want it so badly that
they formed themselves into a suffrage association and sent me down here, and my heart has been
cheered to see how many women and men there are following the apostolic injunction of helping
the women.

The women of Vermont have intelligence. Mrs. Willard started her educational work in my native
village, Middleboro. We have school suffrage in Vermont. At the last school meeting that I went to
there were thirty-two women present and seventeen gentlemen, by actual count. That made a little
sport, because it was said that the men were giving it all up to the women. And the women are doing
the work well. The Washington schools are models after the New England schools.

You need not be afraid to give woman suffrage to us. Our young blood goes away. The young men
leave to follow Horace Greeley's injunction—to go west. They seem to think, as Stephen A. Douglas
did, that Vermont is a very good place for a man to be born in provided he emigrates from it in
time. There are more people in 1 square mile in New York City than there are in the whole State of
Vermont, but we still have men enough to hold the offices.

REMARKS OF MRS CLARA BEWICK COLBY, OF NEBRASKA.

Mrs. Clara B. Colby, of Nebraska, was the next speaker. She said:

Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen of the Committee: We have come here to ask you to make a favorable
report on the joint resolution now before your body, proposing an amendment to the National
Constitution. And certainly it is not very much to ask of you when you know that it has to have the
vote of two-thirds of the Senate and House and of three-fourths of the states.

A favorable report from your committee is the particular practical point that we desire to press
upon you to-day. While you are doing this much for us you are doing a good deal for the people of
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the country in educating them to consider this matter which comes before the two highest bodies
of the nation for their action. Year after year women from various States of the Union have come
up here and asked for this simple act of justice; and favorable reports have been made, and great
progress throughout the country has resulted, but the women citizens of this country have not yet
been secured in their rights as citizens, and as Miss Blackwell has said, this procession must keep
coming on here till this act of justice is done.

We are asking that we shall be recognized as citizens of the United States. I wish I had brought with
me here a picture that I have. It emanates from Kansas. It is not a beautiful picture. It is a picture
that I do not like to look at. Once seen it will haunt the memory for years, but it would be a splendid
picture for you to have in your committee room, and I will place it there later. Our suffrage women
have been buying it and are taking it home, not to hang it in their bedrooms or parlors, but to hide
it away and to bring it out as the last argument when they find a man actually impervious to every
other argument in favor of woman suffrage.

In the center of it is Miss Willard; in one corner an idiot—of course a 12 male idiot; in another corner
an insane person; in another corner a blanketed Indian; and in the fourth corner one of the worst
specimens of the criminal class. It is a most haunting picture, this of “Woman and her political
peers,” yet it represents a fact, a terrible fact. When Mrs. Wall, of Kansas, was preparing the large art
painting from which this photograph is taken she consulted with me about the central figure. We felt
that the aged leaders of our suffrage cause could not be thus portrayed, but the central figure must
be a younger woman; and Frances Willard was brave enough to allow her picture to be used, and
so she is there, with her sweet, serene, lovely, and intellectual face representing, not the Woman's
Christian Temperance Union, but all the womanhood of this land, condemned to this disgraceful
political companionship.

That picture is the best argument in favor of the passage of the joint resolution that we can present
to you, and we trust that your chivalry and sense of justice will compel you to assist our efforts to
release ourselves from this shameful category of the disfranchised.

The argument that women do not ask for suffrage has no merit. The fact that they do not realize its
importance does not change the need of their becoming responsible factors in the government of
this nation. As soon as they feel this need keenly and are ready to acknowledge it, without suffrage,
they are free, and have gained the power to transmit freedom to their posterity. It is the women
who do not realize it, who are bearing in their natures, ineffaceably, the mark of its absence, and
who are transmitting to their sons their disregard of liberty and of national virtue. It is because we
have had these mothers throughout our past history that patriotism has sunk so low that one of our
leading statesmen has dared to characterize the fundamental principle on which our Government
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is based as “an iridescent dream. ” The voice of patriotism has been heard in the halls wherever
woman suffrage has been preached. We want to teach the importance and necessity of women
feeling responsible for the kind of statesmanship we have.

Men say, “We have given you already education and property and and an opening to all professions,
and why must you now have the ballot? ” We must have it just because we have the other things.
Having granted them, you must give us the ballot, for it is that by which we must protect them and
use them for the public good. We have the highest educational privileges, and women are now
beginning to have them in the South. Two of the best colleges in South Carolina have been opened
to women in the past year; and now that we are a power in the land, it is for you to say that this
power shall be consecrated to the service of the country.

The condition of savagery has been mentioned here. I heard the other day from a Kickapoo Indian
that his division of the tribe was ruled over by a queen. I'd rather be queen of the Kickapoos,
occupying my time for the welfare of my people than the most educated and wealthy woman in our
land who cared nothing for her country's weal. We have not perhaps realized the true condition of
woman in savagery.

The most interesting room of all to me in the Woman's Building contained the work of women in
savagery, and as I looked upon the unanswerable witnesses to the fact that the arts and industries
whose origin in our race has been unsuspected were all due to the inventive skill and patient
industry of woman, I bowed in reverence before those toilers of the past, the reward of whose labors
we have entered into, and I ask what can we do for our day and generation which shall be relatively
as valuable as their work.

13

But while in savagery women were the industrial superior, only a generation ago women were a
more influential factor in the national industries than they are now. Now the daughters of the poorer
classes go out to work under the command of men, while the wealthy women, who used in olden
times to personally superintend the domestic industries, have now only to do with the finished
products.

Men have entered our homes, and have taken away many of the industries which occupied the
time of our grandmothers. You bake our bread; you wash our clothes; you do our husbands' and
sons' tailoring; you do our knitting, spinning, and weaving (that is, you superintend it); you even
aspire to make our dresses and bonnets. Well, I will never say men; nay, I will never twit them with
getting out of their sphere. But now, as all these industries of our grandmothers are carried on
largely by men, with the changed condition of women in our advancing civilization, I ask that they
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have an opportunity to consecrate their new powers and possibilities to the good of their country as
conscientiously as did the foremothers of this Republic.

We come before you, gentlemen, as the highest tribunal of the land to plead this cause. We come
from New England, from the great prairies of the West, and from the South, where they are just
beginning to work and talk for woman's enfranchisement. We know no partisanship. We are of
no sect and of no party. And, gentlemen, can you not rise above party considerations and stand
for mere justice? Can you not stand where we all do, and say “this shall not be a matter for party
consideration”? We ask you now to enable us to present this matter to our State legislatures so that
they may pass upon it, and ratisfy the instrument that shall protect our rights as free citizens of the
United States.

I have been asked to say something about Wyoming. Two years ago, in the hearing before the
Senate committee, I presented a long argument in relation to Wyoming, and I wish I had brought a
copy of the report with me.

Senator Wolcott. Can you furnish it to the committee, and give the figures showing the increase of
the vote in the State and showing the proportion of women voting, and whether that proportion is
increasing or diminishing?

Mrs. Colby. I can do so. And when the statement comes to you it will bear the ratification and
indorsement of women suffrage by every governor of that State. It will also contain the memorial
which was sent to Congress asking Congress to enfranchise the women as the women of
Washington Territory had been enfranchised. And it will bring the testimony that the women there
vote in as large a proportion as the men.

In this statement there will be statistics that come from Mr. Carroll D. Wright's office showing that
the ratio of divorce does not increase in Wyoming as elsewhere. In round numbers the ratio of
divorce in Wyoming as compared with the whole country is as 1 to 4. Compared with other Western
States grouped with Wyoming and forming the Pacific group it is as 1 to 3.

Gentlemen, you must give us woman suffrage to save the home.

WOMAN SUFFRAGE IN WYOMING.

Article 1, section 2. In their inherent right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, all members of
the human race are equal.
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Sec. 3. Since equality in the enjoyment of natural and civil rights is only made sure through political
equality, the laws of this State affecting the political rights 14 and privileges of its citizens shall be
without distinction of race, color, sex, or any circumstance or condition whatsoever other than
individual incompetency or unworthiness, duly ascertained by a court of competent jurisdiction.

Thus reads the declaration of rights of the constitution of the State of Wyoming, and these sections
are enforced by the first section of article 6, which says: “The rights of citizens of the State of
Wyoming to vote and hold office shall not be denied or abridged on account of sex. ”

If the status of Wyoming has been materially benefited by the vote of women, where it has prevailed
for twenty-five years, it will certainly be the best argument for an amendment to the national
Constitution which will prohibit the disfranchisement of women on account of sex, and for its
adoption in every State in the Union.

In compiling the first volume of the laws of Wyoming Secretary Lee said: “In the provisions of the
woman's suffrage clause, enacted in 1869, we placed the youngest territory on earth in the vanguard
of civilization and progress.” That this statement has been verified by practical experience the
testimony is unanimous, continuous, and conclusive. Not a link is wanting in the chain of evidence,
and, as a governor of the Territory once said: “The only dissenting voice against woman's suffrage
was that of convicts who had been tried and found guilty by women jurors.” Women exercised the
right of jurors, and contributed to the speedy release of the Territory from the régimé of the pistol
and bowie-knife. They not only performed their new duties without losing any of the womanly
virtues and with dignity and decorum, but good results were immediately borne. Chief Justice Howe,
of the supreme court, under whose direction women were first drawn on juries, wrote in 1872: “After
the grand jury had been in session two days the dance-house keepers, gamblers, and demimonde
fled out of the State in dismay to escape the indictment of women grand jurors. In short,” he adds,
“I have never, in twenty-five years of constant experience in the courts of the country, seen a more
faithful and resolutely honest grand and petit jury than these.” And there is no doubt that the
superior conditions that exist in Wyoming are in a great measure due to the sitting of women on
juries in these early days.

In the official record of Governor John W. Hoyt, in 1878, he stated: “Attendance upon school is
obligatory; teachers are equally paid, male and female alike, for the same service.” Does not this
indicate a favorable result from woman's suffrage when it was the first Commonwealth to adopt
compulsory education, and the first, and still the only one, to pay teachers equally without regard to
sex? Governor Hoyt's testimony with regard to the direct benefit of woman's suffrage was also very
strong in 1882. In his official report he said: “Elsewhere objectors persist in calling this honorable
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statute of ours ‘an experiment.’ We know it is not; that under it we have better laws, better officers,
better institutions, better morals and higher social conditions in general than could otherwise exist
—that none of the predicted evils, such as loss of native delicacy and disturbance of home relations
has followed in its train; that the great body of our women, and the best of them, have accepted
the elective franchise as a precious boon and exercise it as a patriotic duty—in a word, that after
twelve years of happy experience, woman's suffrage is so thoroughly rooted and established in the
minds and hearts of the people that, among them all, no voice is ever uplifted in protest against or in
question of it.”

In 1879 the speaker of the house, Hon. N. L. Andrews, a Democrat, ratified what had been said
by the Republican governor's saying publicly: “I came to the Territory in 1871, strongly prejudiced
against woman suffrage. It has produced much good, and no evil that I could discern. In my opinion
the real health-giving remedy that would counteract political degeneracy would be the ballot in the
hands of women in every State and Territory.”

In 1883 Chief Justice Joseph W. Fisher stated: “I have seen the effects of woman suffrage. Instead of
encouraging fraud and corruption it tends greatly to purify elections.”

Governor Francis E. Warren said in 1885: “I have seen much of the workings of woman suffrage.
I have yet to hear of the first case of domestic discord growing therefrom. Our women nearly all
vote. As the majority of women are good, the result is good—not evil.” In the same year he reported
to the Secretary of the Interior: “The men are as favorable to woman suffrage as the women are.
Wyoming appreciates, believes in, and indorses woman suffrage.” In his official report next year, he
said: “Woman suffrage continues as popular as at first. The women nearly all vote, and neither party
objects.” And in 1889 he reported: “No one will deny that woman's influence in voting has always
been on the side of the Government. The people favor the continuance.”

This official evidence as to the beneficial effects of woman suffrage is supported by the universal
testimony of residents and the personal experience of visitors, including some of us. On the other
side are only random statements born of a prejudice whose wish is father to the thought. We are,
therefore, bound to believe that the status of Wyoming has been favorably affected by woman
suffrage if we exercise the 15 ordinary trust and credulity on which our other beliefs and daily
transactions are based.

With such an experience of twenty years it was not strange that the delegates to the constitutional
convention of July, 1889, the first framers of organic law ever elected by the votes of women, should
embody the magnificent declaration which was quoted at the outset, and present to the world the
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first constitution adopted by man which gives each citizen the same rights guaranteed to every other
citizen.

The capsheaf of this column of testimony that woman's ballot had been a controlling factor in
obtaining good government, that it had aroused the latent patriotism of women and increased the
chivalry of men, was supplied by the great celebration of statehood which was held at Cheyenne July
23, 1890. Side by side with the governor of the the State sat Mrs. Post, the president of the Woman's
Suffrage Association. Mrs. Esther Morris, the first woman to perform the duties of justice of the
peace, presented to the State, on behalf of the women of the State, a silken flag, containing forty-
five stars, “in grateful recognition,” as she said, “of the high privileges of citizenship. ” Mrs. Theresa
M. Jenkins, delivering the oration of the day from the steps of the capitol, said: “We have never been
compelled to petition or protest; we have ever been treated with a patient hearing, and our practical
suggestions have been most courteously received. Happy are our hearts to-day, and our lips but
sound a faint echo of the gratitude of our bosoms. Think ye our tongues can now be silent or that we
have no need to sing our anthems of praise! History chronicles no such event on all its pages, and
the bells of all the past ring out no such victory.”

Compare the grand outburst of this occasion with the United States Constitution Centennial, where
no woman's voice was heard and no woman was named, and is it not evident that woman suffrage,
conferred at first in Wyoming from, perhaps, selfish motives, has awakened the sleeping justice of
men and enhanced the dignity of women, making them the acceptable compeers of men, instead of
the rejected and ignored humble petitioners that they are in other States.

Following the example of every Territorial governor, Governor Barber, the first State governor, says:
“Woman suffrage does not degrade woman. On the contrary, it ennobles her and brings out all the
strong attributes of true womanhood. To their credit be it said, the women are almost a unit for
ability, honesty, and integrity wherever found, in high life or low life. A man must walk straight in
Wyoming, for the women hold the balance of power and they are using it wisely and judiciously.
They make the cause of education their first arm and are using it wisely and judiciously. They are
making our schools the models of the country, and, too, they can make a dollar go much farther
than their husbands.”

But, perhaps, the most conspicuous testimony from Wyoming was afforded by its last legislature,
which not only memorialized Congress to pass a woman suffrage amendment to the national
Constitution, but also adopted the following.
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CONCURRENT RESOLUTION:

“ Be it resolved by the second legislature of the State of Wyoming, That the possession and exercise of
suffrage by the women in Wyoming for the past quarter of a century has wrought no harm and has
done great good in many ways; that it has largely aided in banishing crime, pauperism, and vice from
the State, and that without any violent or oppressive legislation; that it has secured peaceful and
orderly elections, good government, and a remarkable degree of civilization and public order; and
we point with pride to the facts that after nearly twenty-five years of woman suffrage not one county
in Wyoming has a poorhouse, that our jails are almost empty, and crime, except that committed
by strangers in the State, almost unknown; and as the result of experience we urge every civilized
community on earth to enfranchise its women without delay.

“ Resolved, That an authenticated copy of these resolutions be forwarded by the governor of the
State to the legislature of every State and Territory in this country, and to every legislative body in
the world; and that we request the press throughout the civilized world to call the attention of their
readers to these resolutions.”

The above passed the house, but did not reach the senate for want of time; whereupon Mr. Willcox
wrote to every senator to know if they would have concurred in it. All but one indorsed it heartily and
so did Governor Osborn.

Woman suffrage has never assumed a partisan attitude in Wyoming, and since the Democrats in
Congress opposed as a party measure the admission of Wyoming, making its woman-suffrage clause
an excuse for their opposition, the Democrats of Wyoming have taken great pains to assure the
women that they had always been favorable to woman's possession of the ballot. In 1892, when the
Republican party elected women to sit in the national convention, the Democratic party took pains
to bring them into their State convention, and even urged one to become a candidate for a leading
place on the State ticket.

16

Although the verdict of the people of the Commonwealth, thus variously expressed, furnishes the
best possible evidence of the value of woman suffrage, it is interesting to note how it is supported by
figures, wherever it is possible to schedule conditions. In preparing the tables from which these facts
are gathered, I made a comparison of the eleven States which form the Western group, and, since
the only feature of Wyoming that it does not share with others of these States is the exceptional
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experience of woman suffrage, it is fair to conclude that any marked difference in its status is due to
this fact.

The population of the United States increased in the last decade 24.6 per cent. That of Wyoming
has increased 127.9 per cent. But, while the number of criminals in the whole United States has
increased 40.3, an alarming ratio—far beyond the increase of population—notwithstanding the
immense increase of population in Wyoming the number of criminals has not increased at all, giving
a relative decrease which shows a law-abiding community and constantly improving condition of
the public morals. In 1880 there were confined in the jails and prisons of Wyoming 74 criminals,
72 men and 2 women. The census of 1890 shows the same number of criminals, 74, as against an
average number of criminals in the other Western States of 645.8. This remarkable fact is made
more interesting because the 74 in 1890 are all men, and thus the scarecrow of the vicious women
in polities disappears. Wyoming being the only State in which the per cent of criminal women
has decreased, it is evident that the morals of the female part of the population improve with the
exercise of the right of suffrage.

A celebrated student of heredity has said that material development in the nineteenth century has
produced such a strain upon the Anglo-Saxon race that unless some influence can be brought to
bear to raise it a degree or two in the moral scale to maintain the balance, it must degenerate.

The condition of affairs at this time, with crime increasing nearly twice as fast as the population of
the whole United States, and in a much larger ratio in all the Western States except Wyoming, where
it has not increased at all, but has a relative decrease of about four-fifths, should make every student
of sociology and every patriotic citizen give thoughtful attention to woman suffrage as the possible
remedy for national deterioration.

If woman's ballot is the means whereby the moral strength of men can be reinforced and the race
lifted a step higher on the moral plane, is there a woman who loves her country or humanity who
will refuse her help?

We shall have to have woman suffrage to save the home. How to prevent divorce and maintain the
sacred institution of the home is the problem of the day. Wyoming shields more the marriage of
its daughters than any other Western State, requiring parental consent for the marriage of any girl
under 21. The average duration of marriage before divorce, when persons have been married 21
years or over, is considerably longer in Wyoming than in the average of the Western group and in
the average of the whole United States, showing that the married condition of even the unhappily
mated is more bearable than elsewhere. The per cent of divorce granted to wives in the United
States is very much larger than to husbands, while in Wyoming the difference is much smaller than
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the average, and it must certainly be for the safety of domestic relations that the bonds should be as
bearable to one sex as to the other. This certainly is a point in favor of woman's equality before the
law.

In the United States the estimated number of married couples to one divorce was 664 in 1870
and 481 in 1880, the number of divorced marriages in the United States increasing 38 per cent. In
the Western group the States (omitting Wyoming) which are beyond or partly beyond the Rocky
Mountains, the average increase was 50 per cent. In Nebraska, Wyoming's neighbor, it was 79 per
cent. To take the statistics from two exceptionally law-abiding communities: In Michigan it was 50
per cent and in Minnesota it was 55 per cent, while in Wyoming the number of divorced marriages
had decreased 29 per cent. Stating the result in another way, divorces increased in the United States
from 1870 to 1880, 79.4 per cent, nearly three times the per cent of the increase of the population
for the same period, and in the group of Western States, above referred to, they have increased
376.3 per cent, while in Wyoming the increase in divorce is 61.5 per cent, only one-half as large as
the percent of increase of the population.

To state the matter in terms that all can remember, the ratio of divorce in Wyoming is to that of the
whole United States as 1 to 3; to that of the other States in the Western group as 1 to 4.

Statistics show that, contrary to the prevailing opinion, divorces are very largely granted where
the marriage was celebrated, but of the few divorces obtained is Wyoming almost all are of those
married before going to that State. So, while we can well conceive what a shock it must be to marry
men immigrating to Wyoming to find themselves for the first time in their lives forced to see at
their firesides a legal and political equal, it is a significant fact that men to the manner born find this
condition conducive to domestic happiness. That the conditions of a society 17 where women have
political rights and privileges conduce to a tranquil state of mind and a high degree of intelligence
is shown by the statistics of insanity and idiocy, Wyoming being far below the average in these.
Compare Wyoming with a typical Eastern State—Connecticut; where the latter has 1 insane person
to every 363 of the population, Wyoming has but 1 to every 1,497. Nor is this wholly a difference of
East and West, for Idaho, its neighbor, shows 1 in every 1,029 insane. The proportion of idiots is, in
Connecticut, 1 to 616; Idaho, 1 to 1,534, and Wyoming, 1 to 4,336. Especially would voting seem to
increase the intelligence of women, for in both Connecticut and Idaho there are over seven-tenths as
many female idiots as there are male idiots, while in Wyoming there are only four-tenths as many.

A careful comparison of the laws of Wyoming with those of other States shows that they are
exceptionally favorable and just to women. They clearly define, as do the laws of no other State,
the different offenses against the person of women, making them dovetail and thus furnishing
continued protection. It is a penitentiary offense for any person to exercise the arts of the procurer
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over any female under 18 years of age even with her consent, or over 18 years without it; and the
statute omits those usual words of limitation which extend protection only to the virtuous, leaving
exposed to the “tender mercies of the wicked” those who are in sorest need of the aegis of the law.

Seduction is in most States a civil offense, laying the guilty party liable to damages, and I find
no other State that makes the betrayal of a woman less than 21 years of age, under promise of
marriage, a well-defined penitentiary offense. Colorado, of this group of Western States, comes the
nearest to it, but this limits the age of protection to 16 years.

Wyoming stands alone in considering the male and female habitues of houses of prostitution as
guilty of the same offense, but the man receives a double punishment, being liable to a fine of $100
and imprisonment for sixty days, while the woman is liable only to a fine of $50 and imprisonment
for thirty days.

The constitution of Wyoming clearly marks the progressive thought of the Commonwealth, and is a
magnificent instrument even aside from the woman suffrage clause. It embodies unique provisions
in the line of education, prevention of crime, and reformation that are the exponent of maternal
as well as paternal thought in government. No money can be appropriated by the legislature to
religious or sectarian uses. The rights of labor are recognized. Perpetuities and monopolies are
forever prohibited. Two provisions preeminently mark the influence of woman's possession of
political power: An educational qualification is found in the suffrage clause and a provision that in
payment for labor for the State there shall be no difference in wages because of sex.

That all this wise legislation has been enacted by men only shows that the good influence of women
in politics will not be limited to direct results, but will quicken and inspire men to a higher standard
of thought and action as they become truly the representatives of women in the legislative halls.

It thus appearing that the twenty-five years of woman suffrage have been satisfactory to the citizens
of Wyoming; that they have conduced to good order in the elections and to the parity of politics; that
the educational system is improved and that teachers are paid without regard to sex; that Wyoming
stands alone in showing a decreased proportion of crime and divorce, and that it has elevated
the personal character of both sexes, why should any State longer delay or fear to enfranchise its
women? The women of other States are as ready for the ballot as were the women of Wyoming,
and will prove as intelligent, as virtuous, as patriotic. Will the citizen of any State dare deny it? (Clara
Bewick Colby.)
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REMARKS OF MRS. JEANNETTE SCHOULER FRENCH, OF RHODE ISLAND.

Mrs. Jeannette Schouler French, of Rhode Island, was the next speaker. She said:

Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen of the Committee: I desire to secure woman suffrage by any
honorable method. Both justice and expediency demand it. Many of the questions of the hour
are industrial and social in their character and appeal strongly to women. I am one of the
representatives of the Rhode Island Woman Suffrage Association. I am happy to tell you that we
have a strong support outside our own ranks. The honorable gentleman, by one party regarded as
governor of the State, has recommended in his message that woman 18 suffrage be considered in a
businesslike and statesmanlike manner. We have lately made an imperfect canvass of some portions
of our State, and the result is most gratifying.

In my own city, Pawtucket, the mayor would like, if possible, to secure municipal suffrage to
taxpaying women under our city charter. An ex-mayor of the opposite party is tired of waiting
for woman suffrage. We have many clergymen and lawyers and business men in our ranks. The
superintendent of our very excellent schools asked the privilege of declaring himself in our favor.

Much of this increase in public sentiment is probably due to the laws that have lately been enacted.
In 1892 a law was passed giving to married women the power to sell their own personal property
without the consent of their husbands. This law was suggested by brokers.

In July, 1893, a law went into force giving to married women the power to make legal contracts and
making their property liable for their debts.

Another most humane law makes it obligatory upon women in each city to nominate police matrons.

We have more women than men enrolled as woman suffragists. The attitude of Rhode Island women
to-day is similar to the attitude of unenfranchised Rhode Island men previous to the year 1846. You
will remember that previous to that time only the older sons of Rhode Island families possessed the
elective franchise. Some of the younger sons protested strongly against their political servitude. They
petitioned, as we petitioned, with varying results. At length, driven to desperation, they took up arms
against the State. Some of the younger sons did not protest. They had all the rights they wished.
Perhaps they were treated by their elders as a minister has said wives should be treated by their
husbands, with such kindness that their subjection was not only endurable but pleasant.
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I do not think that our women will take up arms or disturb the peace of our State, but they desire
political enfranchisement and ask you to remember that the United States has guaranteed to every
State a republican form of government.

REMARKS OF MRS. ABBY LEE PEASELEY, OF MAINE.

The next speaker was Mrs. Abby Lee Peaseley, of Maine. She said:

Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen of the Committee: In our State we have long been in sympathy with
the women's suffrage movement. Our legislature has been very favorable to us. Our house of
representatives at its last meeting gave to us municipal suffrage by a handsome majority. The senate
by a small majority defeated us. We have been told by those who are interested in our movement
that we shall meet with success; that if we had asked for the school suffrage a few years ago we
should have obtained it, but we had asked for the municipal suffrage. We believe that with suffrage
we can better protect our free institutions, better protect our civil and religious liberties. And I
thought as I saw these little boys in this room that I would plead for the mothers—the women of
Maine and the women of the nation—that they may have the ballot placed in their hands to protect
their sons from the dangers that surround them.

Only two arguments have been presented in Maine against woman suffrage. One is the danger
from the foreign population which has 19 been coming into our State from the Canadian border at
the rate of a thousand last year; and it has been said that we should have so many women of that
foreign population desiring to vote that it would be better for us not to have suffrage. But in the
educational test amendment which was proposed there last year we have met that point, and we
hope that through that the women who are coming to us from Canada will receive the education
which shall fit them to vote intelligently.

The voting of women in Boston has been referred to here, and we are asked, regarding that, why it
is that to-day we have not had so many women voting as in the past. The reason, I think, is the same
as that which has kept men from voting. Somebody has said that three miles of brownstone front in
Boston was, at the time of an important election, represented by only 28 votes. But woman has ever
been ready at the crucial times in the history of the nation to stand by its liberties and to stand by its
institutions. We feel to-day the responsibility resting upon us as citizens; but as citizens enfranchised
we shall feel it to a greater degree, and we shall stand with you to defend our homes and to defend
our loved land. We believe that in Maine we shall soon have the privilege of the ballot, and in our
Senator, Mr. Frye, and in our honored Representative, Mr. Dingley, we feel that we have strong allies.
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We thank you for your attention, and we hope to have from you a favorable presentation of the
subject.

REMARKS OF MRS. AVERY.

Mrs. R. F. Avery, of Somerton, Pa., said: I desire to say a word in explanation of our representation
here. We have had ten ladies presenting the subject in its various phases; but that is not because we
had only ten States represented in our convention. It is because of an “embarrassment of riches” and
of the draft made upon us by the House committee giving us a hearing at this same hour. And now
I have the pleasure of presenting, to close this hearing, our vice-president-at-large of the National
Women's Suffrage Association, who does not represent any one State (although she comes from my
own State, Pennsylvania), but represents the nation, Rev. Anna Shaw.

REMARKS OF REV. ANNA SHAW.

Rev. Anna Shaw, of Pennsylvania, said:

Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen of the Committee: I have not been present during the whole sitting
and therefore do not know what points have been brought up before this body. I wish to impress
one thought which oftentimes seems to me to be overlooked; that is, the fact that woman suffrage
is no longer a theory, but is a fact in many places and in many parts of the world. Woman suffrage is
a fact in England and in New Zealand. The reports from New Zealand have been exceedingly fine in
reference to the moral influence of women at the polls. We have had facts from Wyoming, and have
had them from different parts of the Union on restricted suffrage, such as school suffrage, so that
we have abundance of facts; and while, so far as we have been able to gather these facts, they show
that women have not voted in so large numbers as some people thought they should, they 20 also
show that wherever they have voted it has been for the public good.

Women are not so partisan as men. Perhaps if we were more partisan, and if political parties could
count upon us more and be more assured of what we should do when we did vote, we might not
have such a hard time in getting the suffrage. But they can not always count upon us. Women have
voted largely for the men who represent the highest and best morally, and their influence has been
for the good order of the community and for the best interests of the home and the family. This,
I believe, will be largely the influence of women in politics, not so much that she will discuss the
questions which have been agitating your body, on the lines of tariff and silver and finance. I do not
suppose that she would know any more about them than men do. But so far as the questions are
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concerned which have to do with the moral order of society, women, it seems to me, have always
given these duties their best thought, and have been always willing to sacrifice themselves in their
best interests.

Therefore we claim that, having had so many facts—all, as a rule, favorable—the propriety of
granting woman suffrage is proved. Even Mr. Gladstone, although he opposes a further extension
of suffrage in England because it would interfere with some of his measures, says that woman's
suffrage so far has always been a benefit and never a harm. Now it seems to me that if, so far,
suffrage has been always a benefit and never a harm, it is absurd to say that, if it be extended
farther, it will be a harm and not a benefit.

The other argument which we have all to meet, over and over again, is the attitude of women
themselves. It is often said by gentlemen that the best women whom they know do not want
suffrage. I know very good, excellent women who do not want what is good for them. I know very
many excellent men who do not want what is good for them. But that is not the point. The point is
whether they ought to have it. It is not a question whether women want to exercise the right to vote;
but the question is whether they ought to exercise it. It is the right of the state and of the nation to
demand that women shall give to it the very best of their life. The state has no claim upon men that
she does not have upon women; and therefore if women can give to the state anything that is good
and helpful it is their duty to give it.

It is very remarkable that the women who are supposed in time of peace not to be able to do
anything for their country are the people on whom the country has relied so much in time of
disturbance and disorder. We have never failed when it was a question of patriotism and of national
life. Take the great cities of the country that are so badly mismanaged and you find organizations
of women banded together not to do harm to the city or to put forth temptations that degrade and
drag down its inhabitants, but to secure clean streets and to do the best good they can. Take New
York, Chicago, Philadelphia, and other cities, and you find women banded together for that purpose.
I believe that it is much better for us to be interested in good sewerage, good water supply, good
air, and good moral surroundings than to be interested in foreign missions which are not of quite as
close interest to us as the conditions which surround our own homes.

As to suffrage taking up women's time and putting upon us responsibilities, I believe that it will be
much easier for women of a city to go to the polls on election day and vote for the men who will
see that these things are brought into the life of the city to make for it good health, than for them
to take the extra work of nursing children suffering from 21 diphtheria and scarlet fever. It is much
easier to vote for a good condition of the town than to take care of the bad condition. We have here
a lady who was elected to the school board of Quincy, Mass. She went to work at a certain school.
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She asked the privilege of doing so, simply because the children who attended that school were
so unhealthy, and so many of them died. The disease seemed to be of the worst character. The
discoveries that she made in the building were enough to shock any good housekeeper. She went
to work, cleaned the house from top to bottom, and found in the cellar a sunken tub into which had
been dripping water from leaks until the entire tub had rotted away and the stench had permeated
the whole building. The children were dying by the score. She went to work and did the general
house-cleaning of that school. And I submit to you she was much better adapted to it than any man
in the city of Quincy; and the work was certainly not an added burden to the city of Quincy, but a
great relief.

I believe that we need better housekeeping in the nation, better housekeeping in the state, and
better housekeeping in the city. We are asking you for this change. This change has always been for
the best good of the people. If we did not believe it to be good we would not press our request so
strongly. We ask that the women may have a voice in helping to make the laws which they obey, and
may have some influence in the councils that affect their own homes.

I should like to ask you, gentlemen, to look out and see if the country does not need a change. The
change that we ask can not be hurtful, and would certainly be beneficial. The result of woman's
enfranchisement would be, I believe, beneficial. That has been the result of every extension of
suffrage given to the people, and we believe that in this case greater good would come, because
to no class of people of the country has the right of suffrage been extended better fitted to accept
it and to use it wisely than the women of the country. We have now open colleges; we have large
control of property and business affairs; we have large opportunities given to us by the business
pursuits which we have been permitted to enter, and in this way we have been educated for the
duties and responsibilities of citizenship. When, at first, women asked for the ballot it was said, “You
women are not educated; you can not understand it; you have no money, and nothing at stake.”
We said, “Very true.” We undertook to be educated, and are educated. We undertook to get money,
and are getting it, therefore there can be no objection to woman suffrage on the ground of lack of
interest or lack of intellectual ability.

Believing it to be in accordance with the interests of the country we make this request; and we beg
that you will give the matter on which we are addressing you this morning a speedy and favorable
consideration; because your report, while it may not be adopted in the Senate or in the House, will
be a help to us in those portions of the world where we are securing fractional suffrage. There are
large numbers of women who do not believe in accepting this small bit of suffrage. But some of
us do believe in taking what we can get, with the purpose of getting all that belongs to us. I have
the privilege in Massachusetts of voting for school committees, and I have also had the privilege
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of escorting a gentleman from the poorhouse to the polls. He could vote not only for the school
committee but for the school appropriation; while we women can only vote for the members of the
school committee but not for the appropriation. All over the country you can see this injustice.

22

While interested in what Mrs. Colby said as to the effect of the picture which she described, I should
not feel badly if gentlemen were haunted all their lives by the picture until it was obliterated from the
picture itself and borne into the minds of men. Gentlemen, we do not like the society you give us.
We prefer the society of intelligent men, believing that intelligent men and intelligent women, law-
abiding men and law-abiding women, working together for the common country, can do infinitely
more than men can do alone, while women have to be associated with male idiots and male lunatics.
We therefore ask that justice, which should have been ours from the beginning, may be extended
to us and that we may know what it is in this country to be a free people, where all the people have
equal rights.

REMARKS OF MRS. SARA WINTHROP SMITH.

Mrs. Sara Winthrop Smith, of Connecticut, also submitted in her own behalf the following statement:

Mr.. Chairman and Gentlemen of the Committee: There has been presented in the two Houses of
Congress the following petition:

A PETITION TO THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES IN
CONGRESS ASSEMBLED.

Whereas I, Sara Winthrop Smith, a native-born citizen of the United States, over twenty-one years of
age, and a legal resident of the town of Seymour, New Haven County, Connecticut, made application,
according to law, to the board of registrars of voters of the town wherein I reside that my name be
placed upon the list of “electors to be made” within the dates provided for registration prior to the
holding of the national election of November, 1892, declaring my intention to vote for the member
of Congress representing my district, under the protection of section 2, article 1, United States
Constitution, which says:

Sec. 2, Art. I. “The House of Representatives shall be composed of members chosen every second
year by the people of the several States, and the electors in each State shall have the qualifications
requisite for electors of the most numerous branch of the State legislature.”
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And whereas the said board of registrars, having duly considered my application, notified me that
my name had been refused place on said list of “electors to be made” on the ground that I was “a
woman.”

Therefore I, the said Sara Winthrop Smith, most earnestly petition your honorable body to declare
by a legal enactment my right, in spite of the fact of my being “a woman,” to vote for members of
Congress in the Congressional district where I reside, if possessed of the qualifications required by
law. I deny the right of the State of Connecticut to divide “ ; the people” into two halves, choosing
Congressmen from one-half to the entire exclusion of the other half—to be voted for by the same
half, thus ignoring the equal right of the other half to direct representation in a government which
both halves are equally taxed to support. And I ask that this petition with the accompanying
memorial and suggested form for a bill be read in full and duly entered upon the records of your
honorable body.

MEMORIAL.

Whereas the right to choose members of the House of Representatives is by the Constitution of the
United States vested “in the people of the several States,” without distinction of sex; and

Whereas the Supreme Court of the United States has declared that the exercise of the right of
national suffrage is of supreme importance to the National Government and that its exercise should
be kept free and pure by Congressional enactment wherever that is necessary; and

Whereas the Supreme Court of the United States has further declared that “The States, in prescribing
the qualifications for the most numerous branch of their own legislatures, do not do so with
reference to the election of members of Congress, nor can they prescribe the qualifications for this
co nomine” (Ex parte Yarbrough, 110 U. S. R., decided March 2, 1884):

23

Therefore I, the said Sara Winthrop Smith, ask of your honorable body the introduction of the
following bill:

A BILL to secure to all citizens of the United States the right to vote at certain elections without
distinction of sex, and for other purposes.

Section 1. Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That all citizens of the United States, having the qualifications requisite
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for electors of the most numerous branch of any State or Territorial legislature, shall be entitled
and allowed to vote at any election for Representatives or Delegate in the Congress of the United
States without distinction of sex, any constitution, law, custom, usage, or regulation of any State or
Territory, or by or under its authority, to the contrary notwithstanding.

Sec. 2. This act shall take effect and be in force from and after its passage.

Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen: Section 2, Article I, United States Constitution, reads as follows:

Each House shall be the judge of its own elections, returns, and qualifications of its members, and a
majority of each shall constitute a quorum to do business, etc.

Justice Strong, 12 Wall., 532, 533, says:

No single power is the ultimate end for which the Constitution was adopted. It may in a very proper
sense be treated as a means for the accomplishment of a subordinate object. Its subordinate objects
are instruments for the paramount object which was to establish a government, sovereign within its
sphere, with capability of self-preservation.

Your petitioner, Sara Winthrop Smith, a native-born citizen of the United States and a legal resident
of the State of Connecticut, county of New Haven, town of Seymour, hereby declares that the
exercise of her right of national suffrage as an individual citizen, as one of “the people,” is not
repugnant to the Constitution of the United States.

Section 2, Article I, United States Constitution, reads as follows:

The House of Representatives shall be composed of members chosen every second year by the
people of the several States, and the electors in each State shall have the qualifications requisite for
electors of the most numerous branch of the State legislature.

The two clauses of this section are obviously intended to be read together. When so read what is
their meaning?

It is a rule of construction that every phrase and, so far as possible, every word shall have a meaning.
The first clause says that the members of the National House of Representatives shall be chosen “by
the people of the several States, and the electors shall have,” etc.
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If this first clause had read “shall be chosen from the several States,” or even “from among the
people of the several States,” there would follow an effect which would make the first clause mean
exactly the same as the second clause.

But there is an essential point in the first clause which requires that the members of the National
House of Representatives shall be chosen “by the people.” This is a recognition of the principle
of popular sovereignty, upon which our Government is founded. And the requirement that the
members of the national House of Representatives be chosen “by the people” is one mode in which
“a republican form of government” is to be “guaranteed” to “every State in this Union.”

Section 4, Article IV, United States Constitution:

The United States shall guarantee to every State in this Union a republican form of government, etc.

The inquiry will now be: Does the word “people” in the first clause of section 2, Article I, include
women?

I answer, yes. The word “people” in the Constitution of the United States includes women in the
following places:

24

First. In the preamble of the United States Constitution:

We, the people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect union, insure domestic
tranquillity, provide for the common defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the blessings
of liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United
States of America.

Second. In the first amendment:

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise
thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to
assemble and to petition the government for a redress of grievances.

Third. In the second amendment:

A well-regulated militia being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people to keep
and bear arms shall not be infringed.
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In comment upon this section, Judge Story says:

The right of the citizens to keep and bear arms has justly been considered as the palladium of the
liberties of a republic.

In reference to this, Judge Waite says:

For instance, a man is to go through an unfrequented street of a large city in the evening. He has a
right to carry a weapon for self-defense while going through that street. He has even a right to carry
a rifle or shotgun upon his shoulder for that purpose—if the street is particularly dangerous. This
right is guaranteed to him by the constitution of his country. Now, suppose a woman has occasion
to go through the same street in the evening, will it be said that she has no right to carry a weapon,
but must be subjected to the danger of insult and attack without any means of self-defense, simply
because she is a woman? The proposition can not be entertained for a moment. Therefore, jurists,
commenting upon this amendment, have treated it as asserting a right common to the citizens at
large.

Fourth. In the fourth amendment:

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects against
unreasonable searches and seizures shall not be violated, and no warrants shall issue but upon
probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be
searched and the persons and things to be seized.

Can there be any doubt as to the applicability of this section to women? Is the house of a male
householder protected, while that of a widow may be violated with impunity?

Fifth. In the ninth amendment:

The enumeration of certain rights shall not be construed to deny or disparage others retained by the
people.

Sixth. In the tenth amendment:

The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States,
are reserved to the States respectively or to the people.
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If the word “people” applies equally to men and women in these quoted sections of the United States
Constitution, why does it not apply to women as well as men in the section under consideration? In
proof of this position I quote the following:

A word repeatedly used in a statute will bear the same meaning throughout the statute unless it is
apparent that another meaning is intended. (Pitte v. Shipley, 46 Cal., 154.)

In the construction of constitutions, provisions, and statutes, the question is, not what was the
intention of the framers, but what is the meaning of the words they have used. A constitution does
not derive its force from the convention which framed it, but from the people who ratified it. The
intent to be arrived at is that of the people and this is found only in the words of the text. (Following
50 Ill., 86; 1875, Beardstone v. Virginia: 76 Ill., 34; Hawkins v. Carroll Co., 50 Miss., 735.)

In reference to one sentence in the last decision, i.e., “A constitution does not derive its force from
the convention which framed it, but from 25 the people who ratified it,” the question might be asked:
“Did representatives elected by the votes of women as well as men ratify the Constitution of the
United State? ”

I answer “yes,” and I refer you to the fact that women voted in several of the colonies under the
property qualification. The National Government committed itself to woman suffrage when it was
first instituted. The right of women to vote began with the first pronunciamento against the tyranny
of England. It is as firmly placed in the fundamental laws of our country as is the same right of
men. By recognizing the admission of New Jersey into the Federal compact, whose representatives
were elected in part by the votes of women, this Republic was committed to woman suffrage. It still
further pledged its support when it accepted the votes of New Jersey in the constitutional convention
which framed the United States Constitution, and when, in the ratification of that instrument it
counted the votes of the legislature of New Jersey, whose representatives were sent up by the votes
of both men and women. The ballots of women in the State of New Jersey were also received and
counted at three Presidential elections after the adoption of the United States Constitution.

We have seen that women are included in the word “people;” that women as well as men voted
for delegated representatives who ratified the United States Constitution, and thus made that
instrument “the supreme law of the land.” We shall also find that women are counted equally with
men in the enumeration upon which the apportionment is made, distinguished from the colored
people and the Indians not paying taxes. Therefore it must be conceded that in §1, section 2, of
Article I, United States Constitution, the right of women, as a part of the people, to vote for members
of the National House of Representatives is securely placed. If it had been intended that the “electors
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for the most numerous branch of the State legislatures” and the electors for members of the
National House of Representatives should always be necessarily the same and could never possibly
be different, the section would have been so worded as to imply that fact and to make known that
intention. On the contrary, the very wording of the section shows by implication that there may be a
class of national electors who are not State electors. Instead of saying that these shall be the same,
the section says that the national electors shall have the same qualifications requisite for the State
electors. By this very wording the framers of the Constitution of the United States reserved the right
to extend the suffrage should the States exceed their right to regulate it by making some distinction
which was not a “qualification.” (A qualification is something which may be required, like a term
of residence or a certain age; sex is an unchangeable fact, like color of eyes or contour of features
peculiar to an individual type. Therefore sex can never be a “qualification.”)

To test the matter, suppose that the State of Connecticut enacted a law which declared that only
male persons over the age of 40 years should be electors of “the most numerous branch of the
State legislature,” would the General Government be bound by this enactment and would Congress
have no power under this section of the Constitution to secure protection for the citizens thus
disfranchised to vote for members of the National House of Representatives. Would not Congress
and the U. S. Supreme Court hold that such a provision were not a “qualification,” properly speaking,
which a State legislature had a right to make? Would it not at once be decided that the State of
Connecticut had transcended her authority? Any State action which 26 denies “immunity from
inequality of legal protection” is in conflict with the United States Constitution. Chief Justice Waite
said (92 U. S., 217): “Rights and immunities created by and dependent upon the Constitution of the
United States can be protected by Congress.”

The right of national suffrage is established in the National Constitution for all the people or
citizens. Women are citizens; women form a part of the people; therefore women as well as men are
protected in their right of suffrage by section 2, Article I, United States Constitution, which reads as
follows:

The House of Representatives shall be composed of members chosen every second year BY THE
PEOPLE of the several States, and the electors in each State shall have the qualifications requisite for
electors of the most numerous branch of the State legislature.

By the principles adopted at the very foundation of our Government, the right of suffrage was vested
in the citizenship of the United States. This idea is not necessarily in conflict with the present political
atmosphere (or the present theory of government), nor is it in conflict with the political atmosphere
which prevailed yesterday. In brief, it is not a question of the rights of State governments at all,
nor even the rights of Congress. But it is a question of the rights of the people. The United States
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Constitution declares that “All persons born or naturalized in the United States are citizens of
the United States,” (first); “and” (then) “citizens of the States wherein they reside.” And it further
expressly declares that “No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or
immunities of the citizens of the United States, nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty,
or property without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal
protection of the laws.”

Therefore such interpretation of provisions in the several State constitutions which would exclude
woman-citizens of the United States from the elective franchise on account of sex violates alike the
spirit and letter of the United States Constitution. Under all the fundamental laws of our Republic,
citizenship, subject to proper qualifications (for the protection of the people), is the only true basis
for the ballot, and our naturalization laws alone would prove this. Such laws are expressly withheld
from the States, and, as the States would clearly have no right to deprive naturalized citizens of the
right to vote (among whom women are definitely included), still more clearly have the States no right
to deprive native-born women citizens of this privilege. Thomas Jefferson said: “The God who gave
us life gave us liberty at the same time; the hand of force may destroy but can not disjoin them.”

Mr. Madison said, in comment upon sec. 2, Art. I, of the United States Constitution:

The definition of the right of suffrage is very justly regarded as a fundamental article of Republican
government. It was incumbent on the convention (1787) to define and establish this right in the
Constitution. To have left it open for the occasional regulation of the Congress would have been
improper, for the reason just mentioned. To have submitted it to the legislative discrimination of the
States would have been improper for the same reason, and for the additional reason that it would
have rendered too dependent upon the State governments that branch of the Federal Government
which ought to be dependent on the people alone.

The United States, as such, came into existence as a protest against the unjust and oppressive
acts of a political superior—the Parliament of Great Britain. They began to exist, moreover, when
the words “liberty,” “equality,” “fraternity,” were throbbing into a terrible life. In choosing their
own political organization, therefore, the people of 27 the American States resolved to have a
government in which political superiors should have no place—in which the ruled should be also,
and as such, the rulers—i.e., the people, should be the sovereigns. The fundamental principles of
this Government were tersely yet comprehensively laid down in the Declaration of Independence,
thus:

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men were created equal; that they are endowed by
their Creator with certain inalienable rights; that to secure these rights governments were instituted
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among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed; that whenever any form of
government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the people to alter or to abolish it,
and to institute a new government.

Recall the opening words of the United States Constitution:

We, the people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect union, establish justice, insure
domestic tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general welfare and secure the
blessings of liberty to ourselves and to our posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for
the United States of America.

Justice, liberty, the general welfare, these are the great objects of the Constitution. This opening
sentence furnishes the commanding rule by which the entire Constitution is to be interpreted. Of
it, Judge Story says, that it was not intended to provide merely for the exigencies of a few years,
but was to endure through a lapse of ages. In a government like ours the right to vote precedes
the election of both national and State legislatures. It also precedes the adoption of national and
State constitutions. Without voters, no laws can be legally or constitutionally adopted. There has
been much said about the dangers of a centralized government—a centralized despotism; but the
only without their consent. If the right of suffrage exist at all it is an individual right and must be
exercised by individuals. It is not a right which belongs to a class or to a sex. Do men vote by classes?
Are the most sacred rights of the people in the gift of a privileged class? If women citizens of the
United States have the right to a voice in this Government, then the dignity of our position should be
sustained?

If we concede that the State governments may confer, as a gift, the most sacred right of citizenship,
then, indeed, is our humiliation complete; we are to beg for favors where we should demand
as a right. What woman of us all will stoop to conquer? None I hope, in the name of the higher
womanhood which should demand the recognition of its higher needs. Our task is to lift a prone
humanity into a realization of the dignity of human life. The dignity of the human being is that
each one is both the doer and the judge of his own actions. The right of suffrage is and makes the
difference between disfranchisement, the punishment inflicted upon felons, and enfranchisement,
the recognition of the personality as sacred. It is the difference between a government of the people
by the people, for the people and a government of the people, by an oligarchy, for an oligarchy.

Yet, behind all misinterpretation and injustice born of an inordinate love of power, lie—still safe—
the magnificent institutions which have made our country known the world over as “The Land of the
Free!”
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The only restriction placed upon the States by the United States Constitution (if indeed that can be
called a restriction which was intended to protect the body of the people) is that the States shall not
exchange republican for anti-republican constitutions (sec. 4, Art. IV) a restriction which can not be
called a grievance, since it declares to the people of every State that the National Government (i.
e., the governments of 28 all the States as represented in the nation) will protect the citizens of any
State from an invasion of their rights by such men as they (the citizens) may have chosen to guard
their interests within their State.

Mr. Justice Wilson, of the U.S. Supreme Court (Chisholm v. Georgia) said in 1793:

Let a State be considered as subordinate to the people, but let everything else be subordinate to the
State.

And further said:

Laws derived from the pure source of equality and justice must be founded on the consent of those
whose obedience they require.

Chief-Justice Jay said, in the same case:

It will be sufficient to observe briefly that the sovereigns in Europe, and particularly in England,
exist on feudal principles That system considers the prince as the sovereign and the people as his
subjects. No such ideas obtain here; at the revolution the sovereignty devolved upon the people, and
they are truly the sovereigns of the country, but they are sovereigns without subjects, and have none
to govern but themselves; the citizens of America are equal as fellow-citizens and as joint-tenants in
the sovereignty.

It will be remembered by every student of constitutional history that, when the original convention
of State delegates met at Philadelphia in 1787, various plans were suggested for the reformation of
that defective system of government known as the Articles of Confederation. Among these plans
were there solutions of Governor Randolph, of Virginia. It was he who proposed the great idea “that
a National Government ought to be established consisting of a supreme legislative, executive and
judiciary.” This proposition developed, in the course of debate, into the Constitution of the United
States.

The sixteenth resolution read:
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Resolved, That a republican constitution and its existing laws ought to be guaranteed to each State by
the United States.

Compare section 4 of Article IV, United States Constitution.

The seventh resolution read:

Resolved, That the right of suffrage in the first branch of the National Legislature ought not to be
according to the rule established in the Articles of Confederation, but according to some equitable
ratio of representation; namely, in proportion to the whole number of white and other free citizens
and inhabitants of every age, sex, and condition, including those bound in servitude for a term of
years and three-fifths of all other persons not comprehended in the foregoing description, except
Indians not paying taxes in each State.

Compare § 3, section 2, Article I, United States Constitution:

Representatives and direct taxes shall be apportioned among the several States which may be
included within this Union, according to their respective numbers, which shall be determined by
adding to the whole number of free persons, including those bound in service for a term of years
and, excluding Indians not taxed, three-fifths of all other persons, etc.

We here find women included in the basis of representation and the slaves partially excluded. What
does this prove? Evidently that the enslavement and disfranchisement of the colored race was
contemplated and actually recognized by the United States Constitution as well as in the action
taken upon the adoption of the Declaration of Independence, a majority of one vote striking out
the clause which pleaded for the freedom of that subjected class. This made the amendment of the
United States Constitution a necessity before the colored people could vote. On the other hand, the
disfranchisement of women was not seriously considered for a moment.

29

James Madison, construing this article of the United States Constitution said (Federalist, No. 54):

It is not contended that the number of people in each State ought not to be the standard for
regulating the proportion of those who are to represent the people of each State. The establishment
of this same rule for apportionment of taxes will probably be as little contested, though the rule
itself, in this case, is by no means founded on the same principle. In the former case the rule is
understood to refer to the personal rights of the people with which it has a natural and universal
connection . In the latter it has reference to the proportion of wealth of which it is in no case a
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precise measure, and in ordinary cases a very unfit one. But, notwithstanding the imperfection
of the rule as applied to the relative wealth and contributions of the States, it is evidently the
least exceptionable among the practicable rules, and has too recently obtained the general
sanction of America, not to have found a ready preference with the convention. All this is admitted,
it will perhaps be said; but does it follow from an admission of numbers for the measure of
representation, or of slaves combined with free citizens, as a ratio of taxation that slaves ought to be
included in the numerical ratio of representation? Slaves are considered as property, not as persons;
they ought, therefore, to be comprehended in estimates of taxation which are founded on property,
and to be excluded from representation which is regulated by a census of persons. The Federal
Constitution therefore decides with great propriety in the case of our slaves when it views them in
the mixed character of persons and property. This is, in fact, their true character. It is the character
bestowed on them by the laws under which they live; and it will not be denied that these are the
proper criteria; because it is only under the pretext that the laws have transformed the negroes into
subjects of property, that a place is disputed them in the computation of numbers; and it is admitted
that, if the laws were to restore the rights which have been taken away, the negroes could no longer
be refused an equal share of representation.

Therefore, women, being counted in the enumeration upon which the apportionment is made, are
entitled to direct representation in this Government.

In the face of the actual laws it can never be claimed that there was ever such general understanding
or discrimination against the right of a woman citizen of the United States to vote at the time of
the adoption of the United States Constitution as would justify Congress or the courts in going
outside of the Constitution to determine the meaning (or the limitations) of the word “people.” If
this supposition were true, why was it deemed necessary to insert the word “male” into the various
State constitutions? If this supposition were true, why were not women disfranchised by name—left
out from the enumeration upon which the apportionment was made, and relieved from taxation, as
were the enslaved classes whose rights to direct representation were expressly denied?

The fact is that universal sovereignty to-day—except in two States—only exists in our grand
fundamental institutions, never in the oligarchy which has built itself up in our midst!

In the Minor v. Happersett case the U.S. Supreme Court knew that, in order to fulfill the wishes of
the power behind it, it must ignore the high obligations of the bench to construe all law in favor of
liberty. The uniform practice of the American homocracy has been in controversion of all points
brought up to protect the larger liberties of the people—for the fourteenth amendment affords the
only instance where citizenship was distinctly conferred by the Constitution of the United States. And
we have seen the necessity for this in the fact that the enslaved classes were denied equal place in
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the basis of representation on the plea that, being property, they could not hold property in their
own right. Neither was the Indian taxed, and he also was counted out of the basis of representation.
Therefore, no amendment of the United States Constitution is or ever will be necessary to secure
full protection for women citizens of the United States in their right to 30 vote. All that is necessary is
the passage of a declaratory act by the Congress of the United States, as the agent whose duty it is,
under our National Constitution, to guard and secure the chartered rights of the whole people.

Judge Hare says (Lectures on Constitutional Law, p. 78):

Congress is sovereign as regards the objects and within the limits of the Constitution. It may use all
proper and suitable means for carrying the powers conferred by the Constitution into effect. The
means best suited at one time may be inadequate at another time; hence the need for vesting a
large discretion in Congress (§ 18, Sec. VII, Art. I). “Necessary and proper” are, therefore, as regards
legislation, nearly if not quite synonymous, that being “necessary” which is suited to the object and
calculated to attain the end in view.

Chief Justice Marshall (McCulloch v. Md., 4 Wheat., 316) says:

The powers of the Government are limited and its limits are not to be transcended. But the sound
construction of the Constitution must allow the National Legislature that discretion with respect to
the means by which the powers it confers are to be carried into execution which will enable that
body to perform the high duties assigned to it in the manner most beneficial to the people. Let the
end be legitimate; let it be within the scope of the Constitution, and all means which are appropriate,
which are plainly adapted to that end, which are not prohibited but consistent with with the spirit of
the Constitution, are constitutional.

The chairman declared the hearing closed.


