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T H E I M M O R A L I T Y OF THE M A R R I A G E C O N T R A C T 
A COMMENTARY. 

THERE was an interesting remark in our last 
week's correspondence, to which, owing to 

limitations of space, we had not the opportunity 
to reply. A s this remark illustrates so well the 
point of difference between ourselves and those 
who have disagreed with us concerning the 
immorality of the marriage contract, we reproduce 
it here. " W e are out against cheap women in any 
shape or f o r m " was how it ran. It was used in 
connection with prostitutes and wage-slaves, but it 
illustrates remarkably well a difference in direction 
which exists between the two lines of advance 
in what is called the forward woman movement; 
between a certain k ind of reforming suffragist 
and the feminists. A fight against cheap women 
indicates an effort to establish dear women, to 
lay a bigger price on them, an augmentation of price 
which wi l l in itself guarantee good treatment 
and adequate protection. M e n naturally value that 
which has cost them much. Property which they 
acquire for an old song they are notoriously care
less of. They value horses, for instance, and look 
carefully after their well-being. The cost of a 
horse is considerable. Horses, or motor-cars, can
not be had for the asking. A s property, they are 
dear. Workmen, on the other hand, are cheap. 
They can be had without the asking. A n d women 
are cheaper still. Hence, make them dear; give 
them that which, as property, wil l enhance their 
value. In accordance with the idea that women 
are to be made dear, marriage, by establishing a 
monopoly, outside which the better kind of women 

cannot be bought, is a very successful effort to 
raise the price of women. Marriage makes 
women a highly expensive commodity. B y 
means of a bond which the whole weight 
of the community, religious, social, and legal, 
goes to enforce, protected by the marriage 
contract, a woman can only be bought into 
sexual relationship at the price of sustenance 
for life, during the lifetime of the man who effects 
the purchase. That is a price dear enough to 
satisfy any. Provided the married woman makes 
no attempt to reassert her power of fresh choice 
in the sphere of sex, nothing interferes with this 
claim of hers to maintenance. Such modifications 
of the marriage contract as are involved in judicial 
separation and divorce, for instance, do not inter
fere with it. She remains "provided for." 

In the eyes of freewomen there is in the position 
which these statements outline fundamental im
morality, for there can exist little difference 
between a cheap woman and a dear woman. Both 
are equally offensive, viewed as human phenomena. 
Both are property, and no matter how matters may 
be gilded with tactful deference and outward 
forms of equality, the position is one which to free 
people would be intolerable. Tha t it is not intoler
able to the vast majority allows of only one infer
ence, which is that they have not the instincts of 
free people. T o be well cared for and protected is 
not, therefore, offensive. If it were, the immorali ty 
of the marriage contract would be a self-evident 
proposition. A s it is not, we reaffirm some of the 
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fundamentals of morality among free people. F o r 
instance, a person cannot be absolved from the 
necessity of providing his own maintenance. H e 
may not so put himself into the power of another 
person or other persons, that his circumstances 
preclude h im from being a free agent. H e may not 
morally barter control over any of his functions. 
A birthright is not to be bartered for a mess of 
pottage, and a contract affirming any such barter 
is on the moral level of Antonio 's contract to barter 
his own flesh. A g a i n , among free people, qualities 
assert their own essential nature and exert their 
own authority. L o v e , for instance, requires as much 
scope for its reserves as for its abandonments. 
Its intimacies demand new modesties; its impulse 
to sacrifice everything, individuality included, 
creates a new fastidiousness that nothing shall be 
sacrificed, and because it holds that material things 
do not matter, it holds correspondingly that it must 
not be fretted by them. In short, there is in love a 
morality to protect love. 

Hence, a contract which encourages persons to 
absolve themselves from the first necessity of their 
existence, laying it upon another; to barter the con
trol of a human function; and to do this in respect 
of the same person upon whom the necessity of the 
first has been laid, establishes the triune immorality 
to which most of the sexual miseries which 
beset a complicated civilisation can be traced. A 
person may be in the position of being dependent 
upon another—a "guardian"—for maintenance. It 
would be an unpleasant enough position, but it 
would become fairly well intolerable if such 
" g u a r d i a n " demanded sexual exchanges in return. 
Y e t marriage is merely this in legalised form. T o 
assert that love is the additional factor to be 
taken into account is an assertion which aggravates 
rather than assuages the evil . L o v e is too rare, coy, 
and evanescent to be mixed with considerations of 
a person's upkeep. 

Perhaps one reason why the unsavourinesses of the 
marriage " d e a l " are so little resented is to be found 
in the fact that persons are unashamed of that 
parasitic form of existence which is involved in 
having an "independent income." There are so 
many women who, apart from marriage, make no 
attempt seriously to create the value of what they 
eat, wear, and get in comfort and pleasure, that they 
slip into the notion that what they use and enjoy 
falls l ike manna from a bountiful heaven, and that 
in marriage their maintenance wi l l fall from the 
same beneficent source. W h e n a l l is corrupt, the 
differentiations of more and less are barely appa
rent. Hence the difficulty in making a special 
iniquity realisable. W e must, however, here deal 
with the specific arguments which have been 
advanced in defence of the marriage contract, the 
one, for instance, which maintains that a goodly 
number of marriages are the result of genuine 
affection, the desire for children, and the need of 
companionship. It is, perhaps, necessary to insist 
that we keep within the limits of discussion, the im
morality of the marriage contract. W e are not 
affirming the immorali ty of Betrothals, of 
Parentage, or even of Home L i f e . When , 
therefore, we are told that the motive which 
induces women to enter into the marriage con

tract is not a materialistic desire for maintenance, 
but something to do with affection, lonel i 
ness, and love of children, we have to point 
out that these can be had outside the contract, and 
can not, therefore, be considered adequate motives 
for entering inside. T h e motive, apart from mere 
convention and thoughtlessness, is desire for 
security and permanence, and this, though affection 
be dead, companionship out of the question, and 
children not forthcoming. 

A g a i n , as a defence of the marriage contract, the 
statement that "countless wives contribute a fair 
share of the common expenses from their own in 
come or earnings, and the majority render services 
which are more than equivalent to their mainten
ance," while it is true, is irrelevant. A c c o r d i n g to the 
contract, they need not, and a vast number do not. 
Just as decent human feeling in many men pre
vents some from pressing certain rights which the 
contract gives them, so decent feeling leads women 
to give far more than their side of the bargain 
would compel. St i l l , they take the precaution to 
fortify their position by the contract, in advance! 
It is further alleged that the safeguarding of the 
family is the motive which explains its acceptance. 
But surely it is the child which creates the family, 
and if the contract were intrinsically connected wi th 
the family, it would come into operation with the 
appearance of the child, i.e., the beginning of the 
family. But nothing could be further than this from 
the monopolist spirit of the marriage contract. In 
fact, it is so far from being concerned with the 
interests of the child, i.e., the family interest, that 
it nullifies the power of contract to protect such 
interests. Fo r instance, in the course of our efforts 
to draw up such a civi l contract such as would pro
tect the interests of children born outside the 
sinister bar of marriage, we have it as legal opinion 
that such contracts would be annulled in a court of 
law, because they are based on " immora l considera
tions." This is trade unionism in excelsis! It is a 
close corporation indeed which exerts its influence 
to discourage the protection of children. But, 
indeed, the entire status of the unmarried mother, 
and the unprotectedness of the illegitimate 
child, is proof that the marriage contract does 
not seek first the interests of the " fami ly ." T h e 
case of the young servant g i r l against whom the 
death sentence has just been commuted is an apt 
illustration. A young woman who had been almost 
five years employed in a hospital has an illegitimate 
child. H e r mother refuses the child house-room, 
and it is lodged with another woman, to whom the 
gi r l out of wages of 7s. 6d. weekly pays 5s. for its 
upkeep. She is dismissed from her work, and her 
payments are a month in arrears. She takes the 
child, aged fifteen months, away from the house, 
wanders about with it, ashamed to pass through 
the village, and afraid to take it home. She accord
ingly throws it in a pond, and in due time " J u s t i c e " 
is done, the judge assumes the black cap, and 
she is sentenced to death. T h e father, a local 
man of position, is quite out of the reach of 
any penalties which the marriage contract should 
have imposed for neglect of responsibilities 
towards this family of his. H e is a married 
man, and has not helped the gi r l , by as much 
as a penny, so she said. A n d she was afraid 
to declare the child's parentage, because, forsooth, 
he was married! Could blackleg labour be more 
conscious of its sins? 

Another correspondent objects that, as long as 
there is reasonable hope that drastic reforms in 
the sphere of divorce may be effected, there is no 
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occasion to attack the marriage contract in itself. 
Here , again, the issue is confused. Divorce has 
to do only with power to terminate a contract. It 
does nothing to alter the nature of the contract. 
If, as we hold, its nature is bad, the question as to 
its dissolubility is a secondary affair. T h e primary 
question is the rightness of entering into a bad 
estate, though only for ten minutes. 

M r . C . H . Norman points out what he calls a 
"most serious er ror" in that we said " a man can 
claim total conjugal rights over the woman he mar
ries, and can also obtain sexual intercourse else
where, without prejudice to his claims upon his 
wife," whereas "one act of adultery on the part of a 
man, without anything else, entitles a woman to a 
judicial separation and to alimony for the rest of 
her life." There is a technical error in the state
ment, and we are obliged to M r . Norman for draw
ing our attention to i t ; but it can scarcely be called 
a "most serious error," inasmuch as what the correc
tion involves does not compel us to alter our con
clusion nor even, indeed, to modify the statement 
of our case, which was that, by means of the mar
riage contract, the woman sells out her sexual rights 
over herself to the man who becomes liable for her 
maintenance. M r . Norman might say that if the 
man buys up the sexual rights of the woman, the 
woman, by the same contract, buys out the same 
rights over the man. Technically, this may be 
made to appear so, but the actual practice in the 
courts does not bear it out. Though, for instance, 
"one act of adultery on the part of the m a n " 
should entitle a woman to judicial separation and 
alimony for life, public opinion, judicial prejudice, 
and the sexual restraints involved in judicial separa
tion, a l l militate against a woman obtaining a 
" r i g h t " which, technically, is hers. F o r instance, 
promiscuous relations between men and prostitutes, 
public opinion condones in a m a n ; and public 
opinion expects the wife to condone it likewise. 
Th i s prejudice is reflected in the practice of the L a w 
Courts. T h e following extracts from " T h e L a w 
and Practice of Divorce," by Hardy , wi l l show the 
reality of " l e g a l " prejudice in this respect:— 

"Condonation by the Wife"—In Beeby v. Beeby 
(a), S i r W i l l i a m Scott said: " B u t the effect of con
donation is justly held less stringent on the wife ; 
she is more sub potestate, more inops consilii; she 
may entertain more hopes of the recovery and re
form of her husband; her honour is less injured, and 
is more easily healed." A n d in Note A to the same 
case: "Condonation is objected. But the Court is 
not to hold that strictly as to the wi fe ; it is a merit 
to her to bear, to be patient, and to endeavour to 
rec la im; nor is it her duty, t i l l compelled by the 
last necessity, to have recourse to legal remedy." 
In Dance v. Dance (b): " B u t the Court does not 
hold condonation so strictly against the wife, from 
whom it looks for a long-suffering and patience not 
expected nor tolerated in the husband; he is ex
pected to complain to the Court immediately. T h e 
wife is more inops consilii; she may hope to reclaim 
her husband." In D'Aguilar v. D ' A g u i l a r (c): 
"Condona t ion with respect to women is not held 
to bear so s tr ic t ly; a woman has not the same con
trol over her husband, has not the same guard over 
his honour, has not the same means to enforce the 
observance of the matrimonial vow, his guilt is not 
of the same consequence to h i m ; therefore, the 
rule of condonation is held more loosely against the 
wife." Si r John Nicho l l , in Westmeath v. West-
meath (d): " B u t the forbearance of the wife, and 
her repeated forgiveness of personal injury, in hopes 
of softening the heart and temper of her husband, 
and under the feelings of a mother anxious to con
tinue in the care and nurture of her children, are 

even praiseworthy, and create but a slight bar, re
moved by the reasonable apprehension of further 
violence." F ina l ly , in Durant v. Durant (e): " A l l 
the authorities show that it is not so readily pre
sumed as a bar against a wife as against the hus
band ; a l l lay down (and the common feelings of 
mankind confirm them) that it is the reverse; that 
the injury is different; that the forgiveness on the 
part of the wife, especially with a large family, i n 
the hopes of reclaiming her husband, is meritorious, 
while a similar forgiveness on the part of the hus
band would be degrading and dishonourable." 

Tu rn ing the case round, however, the same autho
rity, wri t ing of condonation of a wife's offences by 
a husband, says: "Condona t ion by the husband is 
viewed with great strictness by the Court." In West
meath v. Westmeath (y), S i r John N i c h o l l sa id : " T h e 
force of condonation varies according to circum
stances; the condonation by a husband of a wife's 
adultery, stil l more repeated reconciliations after 
repeated adulteries, create a bar of far greater 
effect than does the condonation by a wife of re
peated acts of cruelty committed by the husband. 
In the former case the husband shows himself not 
sufficiently sensible to his own dishonour and to his 
wife's contamination." 

These instances are given to show that a wife is 
not expected to be sensitive on the ground of i n 
fidelities. It is, we believe, extremely doubtful that 
a judicial separation would be granted for any 
promiscuous "s ingle act of adultery." W e think 
the case would have to be aggravated by con
siderations more l ikely to shock conventional 
morality, and a woman seeking for a judicia l 
separation on the grounds of a single act of pro
miscuous adultery would, it is highly probable, be 
told to try "mora l suasion." Moreover, in view of 
current morality, a woman's conduct would be con
sidered questionable in br inging such an action into 
court. T h e law, therefore, is without virtue, similar 
to that which maintains the unlawfulness of a nurse
maid to wheel a perambulator on the pavement. 

The accounts of L a w Court practice are pro
foundly instructive as to the assumptions which 
lie behind marriage contracts. T h e y make it quite 
clear that such contracts are not those which are 
made between equals. T h e y are rather those be
tween owner and owned ; this accounts for their 
intolerable offensiveness. A l l the protection a 
woman gets, she gets because she is property. T h e 
kindly offices which the law performs i n protecting 
women are done in the same spirit as that which 
prompts the activities of the Society for the Pre
vention of Cruelty to Animals . T h e y illustrate the 
common sentiment that if a man elects to own 
l iv ing property he must do his duty by it. H e 
must feed it, be moderately k ind to it, and so o n ; 
a spirit very estimable—towards proper ty; to
wards free people, gal l ing enough to rouse the 
spirit of murder. T h e truth is, women are of 
al l grades. A large number are property, and love 
to feel themselves proper ty; others are only par
t ial ly endowed with the slave-instinct; they are 
partially instinct with free-will. So the grades rise 
unti l we get the small but growing number of free-
women: women who would prefer to close their 
account with life rather than accept the status of 
property. T h i s accounts for a seeming contradic
tion which a correspondent asks us to explain, to 
wit, how it comes that, "if the writer's surmise that 
' the vast majority,' in the future as in the past, ' w i l l 
scuttle into the safe shelter of the house of bondage' 
be true, marriage can be dismissed with the remark 
that it is ' a n institution whose dissolution is already 
at hand. ' " T h e solution is simple enough. M a n y 
women who are only partially property have i n -
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voked the wide name of Freedom. T h e y have 
been answered with bigger visions of Freedom and 
its responsibilities than they dreamt of or are mind
ful to accept, and, understanding the responsibili
ties of Freedom, they cry out, "Enough." T h e y 
are too late. T h e b ig vision wi l l stay with 
those able to receive it, and those who refuse 
it w i l l never again recover their old innocence. 
T h e i r condit ion wi l l be deprived of the moral sup
port which formerly they believed it had. M o r a l 
institutions are dissolved, not by the multitude, but 
by the higher moral consciousness of the few. A 
handful of moral, thinking, articulate freewomen are 
more than a multitude of the unmoral, inarticulate 
bond. In these things the battle is decided by rank 
and not by numbers. Moreover, even the strength 
which comes of numbers is being undermined by 
forces setting out from shifting thought. T h e 
divorce reform movement, while it w i l l not alter 
marriage, w i l l act as the solvent of that sense of 
permanency and security which is the chief asset 
of marriage. If marriage is not necessarily until 
"death doth us part," a woman must be prepared 
for changes and vicissitudes. A n d this prepared

ness wi l l be a factor of incalculable strength. P re 
pared—a woman wi l l more readily dare to adopt the 
attitude of a free agent. Another dissolving agent 
acting on marriage is the emphasis which is being 
placed upon responsibility to the th i rd party, 
the "family ," the child. T h e world-wide efforts 
to give the " i l l eg i t ima te" chi ld whatever advan
tages a " l eg i t ima te" child may have w i l l effect 
changes of very far-reaching importance. It is, 
indeed, felt to be only inasmuch as our actions 
affect a third party that law has any right to 
interfere in mutual relationships, and conse
quently the new law, asserting the responsibili
ties of parentage, w i l l be the one about which the 
forms hitherto clustering round the immoral mar
riage contract w i l l gather. Christenings, shall we 
say, wi l l then become the formal public event to 
which law administrators, busybodies, and ritualists 
can ral ly at their heart's content; for the keep
ing of the vows made then wi l l have public s igni
ficance. But betrothals, which wi l l take the place 
of the aforetime marriage, w i l l be mutual and private 
affairs, into which, unasked, it is an impertinence for 
the Publ ic to interfere. A n d even more so the L a w . 

T O P I C S O F T H E W E E K . 
W h y Revolt Drags. 

SOMEONE wants to know what Capital is. 
Capi ta l is the l imb of the Dev i l . Capi tal is 

Accumulated Money. It is not, therefore, the root 
of evil, but it is the sturdy trunk, the leaves and 
branches of it. T h e root of evil is the malappro
priat ion of land. Capital ism grew up out of that. 
" C a p i t a l is Money." Most people would object to 
this definition because it is understandable, 
and " C a p i t a l " is the favourite nucleus for 
economic word-mists. Here are a few defini
tions. J . S. M i l l : " C a p i t a l is stock previously 
accumulated from the products of former labour." 
A Socialist definition: " C a p i t a l is not simply any 
instrument of production, but all wealth which 
serves to provide its possessor with an income 
independent of his labour." " T o wealth not fit or 
not intended for consumption we apply the name 
Capital ." A d a m Smith's definition: " A person's 
capital is that part of his stock from which he ex
pects to derive an income." M a r s h a l l : " A store of 
things, the result of human efforts and sacrifices 
devoted mainly to securing benefits in the future 
rather than in the present." M a r s h a l l : " C a p i t a l 
regarded from the social point of view wi l l be taken 
to consist of those kinds of wealth other than 
the free gifts of nature, which y ie ld income that 
is generally reckoned as such in common discourse, 
together with similar things in public ownership, 
such as government factories." T h e Daily 
Herald, in one of this week's issues, under 
the heading of " W h e r e W e Stand," says: 
" C a p i t a l we cal l that part of wealth which 
is used in the production of further wealth. 
U n d e r the term ' c a p i t a l ' are included the factories, 
the mills, the mines, the railroads, and machinery. 
Capi ta l , thus understood, is not harmful, but neces
sary to society." It is small wonder, therefore, that 
out of these misty definitions there should arise a 
respect for " c a p i t a l " in itself, which induces 
Socialists and even revolutionaries to call it good 
even when they call capitalism damnation, and 
capitalists the blighters of humanity. T h i s respect 
for capital is one of the most real sentiments of the 
"advance-guard," and it is because of it that the 
advance-guard fail to advance. T h e y press back 

rather. Th i s respectful attitude towards capital is 
an arresting phenomenon. It demands considera
tion, for as long as it exists there wi l l be no revolu
t ion ; and when it is turned into contempt revolution 
cannot be stayed. It is strange, therefore, that so 
little attention has been given to the function and 
nature of capital, that is, to money and its manipula
tions, finance. When , therefore, we find revolu
tionary Syndicalists such as L a b r i o l a in Italy (we 
quote from A . D . L e w i s ' work on Syndicalism) 
describing Syndicalist intentions in terms such as 
these, " I t can be imagined that at a certain 
point of its development the workers' union might 
hire the capital of the capitalists for a fixed return, 
and then use it co-operatively, either work ing in 
one mass or by constructing so many separate co
operative bodies, having separate and distinct 
accounts. A n d , finally, the federation of various 
Syndicates could become so strong as to refuse a l l 
return for the use of capital, and so become master 
of it without compensation," the conviction is 
forced home, how little the nature of capital is 
understood. If the day which is Repudiat ion D a y , 
the day when the masters are locked-out and given 
their congé, is not also the D a y of Repudia t ion of 
landowners and their claims, and of capital and its 
claims, we might as well spare our labours. F o r the 
money-owners wi l l outstrip al l the producers of the 
earth. T h e manufacturers, even the wealthiest, are 
the small fish of the sea. It is the financiers who 
are the leviathans; and the revolution which st i l l 
leaves it possible for these to work in their own 
medium, in the accumulating and lending out of 
money for hire, is the essence of anti-climax. 

Money in a form which permits of being hoarded, 
is hostile to the purposes for which it was created. 
Money, as a medium of exchange, was intended for 
exchange. Any th ing , therefore, in the special 
form which a particular currency takes, which 
tempts a possessor to hoard it, is something which 
disqualifies it for the useful services it was intended 
to fulfil. If the hoarding were done merely to please 
an individual 's idiosyncrasies, as people hoard used 
stamps and old china, there would be nothing wrong 
in the hoard ing; a shortcoming would on ly be 
apparent if there were something in the nature and 
quality of the currency to put a premium on such 
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hoarding. ( W i t h the gold currency this premium 
on hoarding is high.) W h e n the hoarding is done, 
however, with the intention of making currency 
difficult, and when it is scarce letting it out on hire 
for a consideration—usury—a state of affairs is 
reached which should properly be regarded as 
criminal, as it was in times when religions had moral 
force. Shylock himself would have been astonished 
to find his type of person the ideal of the business 
world. 

But let us look again at our definition of Capital , 
i.e., Accumulated Money, and compare it with r ival 
definitions, that of "Accumula ted Weal th ," for 
instance. If we define " w e a l t h " as "that which 
tends to satisfy human needs," we recognise as 
wealth, not money, but specific commodities, food, 
clothing, houses, railways, and so on, and upon 
considering the nature of the things which comprise 
wealth, we recognise an element which militates 
against accumulation, an element which makes the 
consumption, the using up of wealth, the lesser of 
two evils for persons who have the itch to hoard. 
R e a l wealth unconsumed becomes useless. F o o d 
decays, materials rot, the elements disintegrate un
inhabited dwellings. So money, which should be 
a " t a l l y " to real wealth, something which should 
follow its fortunes, being created and consumed 
alongside wealth (its only distinction and function 
being that it should be more fluid and divisible), 
becomes not a " ta l ly ," but an opposite, and it is just 
this characteristic in money which is absent from 
real wealth, which lends itself to the machinations of 
the capitalists, and makes the definition of capital as 
"accumulated m o n e y " truer than that of "accumu
lated wealth." "Accumula ted wea l th" comes near 
to being a contradiction. "Accumula ted money" 
is the foundation of the capitalist system. L e t us 
take another definition. " C a p i t a l represents tools 
and instruments of production," or—following the 
Daily Herald—machinery, with mills, mines, and 
railways thrown in. If capital represents these, it 
seems a pity that the term was ever invented. One 
could so easily have kept to the specific terms 
themselves, or covered them by the general term 
of stock. It would have saved much confusion of 
thought. But it becomes, upon examination, quite 
clear, that " c a p i t a l " does not mean these things. 
F o r men could possess al l these things, and would 
still call out they were in need of " c a p i t a l " to 
make them "go." That is, they need money, which 
appears to be a factor over and above all these, 
which has somehow become necessary where 
originally it was not. L a n d is the common base 
of existence of everything which lives. Neither 
plant nor animal can survive divorce from " u s e " 
of land. T h e thing which is meant by capital cannot 
be present here. A bird in the trees has not to be 
capitalised, financed. Aga in , i f man, by definition, 
is " the animal which contrives tools"—always 
had tools since he became man—then Man 
plus Tools plus L a n d present what should be 
an indissoluble Tr in i ty , and these three together 
produce all wealth. There is no call from 
primitive man for capital. H e worked with 
his tools, which by nature he creates, upon the 
land, which of itself gives the surplus which carries 
him on to further produce. Production is inherent 
in the T r in i t y itself, and would take place without 
capital if circumstances were normal—that is, if 
some evil genius had not divorced the three. T h i s 
divorce has taken place, and it has taken place 
through the introduction of a feature which is dif
ferent in character from the products of land and 
tools and wealth, in that it can be hoarded up. 
T h i s factor—the evil genius—is money. Intended 
originally as a tally, a medium of rapid exchange 

of perishable wealth, it has by protective laws taken 
the place of wealth, and is now, under Capi tal ism, 
i.e., Moneyism, able to control a l l wealth by lay ing 
its dead hand upon them as the instrument of 
acquirement. Access to land cannot now be 
obtained without money. Shades of A d a m and 
E v e ! Th rough the action of money man has 
passed beyond the limits of the curse wi th which 
they were driven from Eden . T h e y may not 
even labour. Tools cannot now be obtained without 
money, for since land furnishes tools, by tak ing 
land, the possibility of forging tools is l ikewise 
taken away. A n d revolutionaries sti l l cal l out 
that money is good! W h a t is good is wealth, 
but that can easily be forthcoming. Exchange , 
too, is necessary, but that the wit of man can 
surely effect without forging an instrument which 
by its nature is fitted to do al l those things it 
should not do, and to fail to do all those things 
it was intended to do. Money was intended to 
hustle round. Tha t was its only business. Instead, 
it is heaped up, accumulated, and always wi l l be 
accumulated as long as it is made imperishable in 
k ind and valuable in substance. Surely men who 
can look years ahead towards revolution can devise 
an instrument of exchange which wi l l serve their 
purpose, and not defeat it. Some months ago, two 
contributors gave details of the workings of certain 
"new money," which it is intended shall be experi
mented with upon a new land settlement. E x p e r i 
ments in exchange can be said to be " t r i e d " only 
when they are tried for service and not for theory. 
Scheme after scheme should, therefore, be demand
ing trial, and somewhere among them there should 
be a "best." 

T h e reason for the appearance of the above non-
topical remarks is the present display of the 
terrifying, shameless, inhuman patience of men. 
Consider the dockers' strike. These men from their 
babyhood have been toil ing incessantly to produce 
wealth. N o w they strike to obtain a few more 
pence, and though they and their children are 
starving, and though they know that their unceas
ing toil has created a claim upon existent wealth, 
they stand l ike sheep, or blocks of wood, wait ing, 
waiting,—for starvation by inches! A n d their 
leaders tell them to go quietly home. H o m e ! A n d 
then their papers talk of the capital which is " g o o d 
in parts." More brains, O L o r d , more brains! If 
only men could see, could understand, where the 
cause of the crime of their present existence lay, 
they would wipe it out. But as long as they are in 
doubt, so long wi l l they fear to break the system, 
lest with the bad they should destroy the good. It 
is of infinitely great importance that what is good 
and permanent should be extricated from that which 
is bad. T h e work in which the workers for ages 
long have been engaged has made them too moral 
to revolt and destroy without cause. T h e y are 
too instinct with the knowledge that Effect follows 
Cause. T h e y wi l l never destroy unti l they know 
it is evil they are destroying. A n d destroy they 
must. Never save by repudiation wi l l they break 
away from the invisible thug-like embrace which 
enfolds them, and they wi l l never repudiate 
Capital , the T h u g , until they realise it is hateful, 
malevolent, and without admixture of good. T o 
rail at capitalism and capitalists, but still to half-
bless capital, is a brain-turning, purpose-destroying 
business. T o acquiesce in the function of capital 
as money, and then to define capital as instruments 
and stock, is to render al l revolutionary effort 
abortive. But define capital as Money, and then 
set out ruthlessly to destroy it and its preten
sions, and we shall arrive. Brains wi l l make way 
for the Spirit. 



166 THE FREEWOMAN July 18, 1912 

War and Finance. 
ARE war and finance "absolutely antagonistic," 

as asserted by M r . N o r m a l A n g e l l , Si r E d 
ward Tr i t ton , and other members of the Peace 
Society, or is it possible that, in attempting to de
stroy one illusion, these gentlemen are simply 
creating another ? 

T h e popular impression is that wars furnish un
rival led opportunities for personal gains too great 
to be resisted. 

N o t a little of M r . Angel l ' s popularity is due, I 
think, to his remarkable announcement that that 
which most people regard as a constant menace 
to the world's peace is one of its most powerful 
allies. 

Needless to say, this "d i scove ry" (if I may call 
i t so) was nowhere received with greater surprise 
and ecstasy than among the financial circles. 

There can be no greater satisfaction for one 
hitherto suspected of fomenting crime than to find 
himself suddenly held up to universal esteem and 
admiration as a model of virtue. 

U p o n what foundation does M r . Angel l ' s "d i s 
cove ry" rest? So far as I can ascertain, merely 
upon the fact that war means the destruction of 
much credit, entai l ing loss universally. 

M r . A n g e l l and his supporters have fallen into 
the error of supposing that the financial world con
sists of one organisation, or one group of men, 
who have to bear any and all financial losses accom
panying a general decline in prices. 

T h e truth is, that the financial, l ike the industrial 
world, is peopled with thousands of fierce and active 
competitors, and the same conditions which mean 
prosperity to one member spell ruin to another. 

L i k e the ocean, the world of finance contains 
both b ig and little fish, and an occasional storm 
brings the little ones more readily within the grasp 
of their bigger adversaries. 

W e have surely enough evidence of this fact in 
the two great financial panics of 1893 and 1907, 
which devastated the two Western Continents, and 
were both precipitated by a group of N e w Y o r k 
bankers, who emerged from the storm not only un
scathed, but enriched with the wealth of their 
v ic t ims! 

I maintain that M r . Angel l ' s "d i scove ry" rests 
mainly upon assertion, and a careful investigation 
wi l l convince us that it is as much of an illusion as 
the one he ridicules. 

Tha t finance engenders warfare, both interna
tional and industrial, may be seen from the follow
i n g : — 

(1) T h e most important events disturbing the 
peace of nations during the past thirty years 
were:— 

(a) T h e E g y p t i a n Campaign, undertaken by M r . 
Gladstone. 

(b) T h e Spanish-American War . 
(c) T h e Boer War . 
(d) T h e Russian-Japanese War . 
(e) T h e Spanish-Morocco affair. 
E v e r y one of these events had its origin in finan

cial matters. 
T h e bombardment of A lexandr i a was due to 

Br i t i sh bond-holders. T h e intervention of the 
U n i t e d States in Cuba would not have occurred but 
for certain Amer ican investments in that island. 

It is needless to say that Kruger ' s overthrow was 
due to the gold discoveries of the R a n d . 

Since the publication of General Kuropa tk in ' s 
" H i s t o r y of the Japanese War , " al l the wor ld 
knows that the investments of members of the 
Russian R o y a l F a m i l y in the F a r Eas t led up to 
that sanguinary conflict. 

Similarly, the Spanish-Morocco affair started 
over a mining claim owned by some Spanish 
bankers. 

Now, the only instance I have seen mentioned 
in favour of M r . Angel l ' s contention is the A l g e -
ciras affair, which rests mainly on a mere 
rumour! 

(2) Since no wars can be undertaken without the 
assistance of finance, the mere fact that war exists 
is a flat contradiction of S i r E d w a r d Tr i t ton ' s 
assertion that "war and finance" are "absolute ly 
antagonistic." 

(3) The mainspring of finance is interest (better 
known to our ancestors as usury). B y this " i t l ives 
and moves and has its being." A n y t h i n g which 
tends to increase the rate of interest, or the neces
sity for loans, without seriously weakening the 
security, is advantageous to financiers, whilst any
thing that tends to lower or destroy interest, or the 
necessity for loans, is regarded by them as i n 
jurious. 

Our Nat ional Debt, l ike that of al l other nations, 
was created by war, and to ask whether war bene
fits financiers is the same as asking whether 
Nat ional Debts are advantageous to the money-
lending class! 

Dur ing the discussion following the reading o f 
M r . Norman Angel l ' s paper entitled " W a r as a 
Capitalistic Venture," before the Economic Ci rc l e 
of the Nat ional L i b e r a l C lub on January 31st last, 
Professor J . H . L e v y said, " W e r e it not for war— 
international and industrial—capital would increase 
at such a rate that, very soon, interest would dis
appear. It is that fact which stands behind the 
disposition on the part of capitalists to favour what 
looks like a suicidal policy." It is quite true they 
lose in a certain direction by war, but they are be
tween the devil and the deep sea. If they d id not 
lose in that way, and the accumulation of capital 
went on in time of peace, interest would go down 
to zero, and the gains from capital would be ex
tinguished. T h e question which the most selfish 
of them might put to themselves is, " I s it not 
better that we should lose occasionally by war than 
be snuffed out entirely by peace?" 

Neither Prof. J . A . Hobson, who followed, and 
who endorses M r . Angel l ' s assertion, nor M r . A n g e l l 
himself, were able to answer what I believe to be 
a complete refutation of M r . Angel l ' s and Si r 
E d w a r d Trit ton's assertion. 

M y only comment upon Prof. L e v y ' s remarks is, 
that so long as legal tender is restricted to a com
modity or instrument the demand for which i s 
greatly in excess of the available supply, and so 
long as land remains private property, interest 
cannot fall to zero, no matter how capital i n 
creases. 

So long as wars are financed by loans instead 
of being met out of taxation, and so long as finance 
is practised for gain, so long must wars find favour 
in the sight of those who live upon interest. 

(4) T h e very nature of our financial system is 
antagonistic to the interests of the industrial 
classes, and tends to industrial warfare. T h e sys
tem depends upon—nay, it breeds—increasing 
loans, the burden of which rest upon the shoulder 
of labour. 

E v e r y nation is p i l ing up mountains of inex
tinguishable debt, the interest charges upon which 
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l imi t the returns to labour, and is largely the cause 
of the present unrest. T h e payment of these debts, 
even if possible, would create such a rise in prices 
as would end in panic and revolution. There is, 
therefore, but one alternative to perpetual indus
t r ia l bondage, and that is—repudiation. 

F e w people are aware that our Nat ional Debt 
has already cost in reductions and interest charges 
no less than £3,000,000,000! 

(5) It can, I think, be shown that the tendency 
of interest charges on loanable capital is to increase 
at a greater ratio than the production of wealth, 
and, therefore, the system can only be maintained 
by the bankruptcy of individuals whose capital is 
taken to pay interest charges on other capital. 

T h i s tendency of interest charges to outrun 
wealth production is at least one reason why prices 
advance whilst wages remain stationary. 

M r . A n g e l l is undoubtedly doing a good work 
in t rying to convince people that wars do not pay, 
but he wi l l have to find a much safer and more 
reliable weapon for attacking the W a r G o d than 
the one he has chosen if he means to succeed. 

ARTHUR KITSON. 

The Economic Freedom of 
Women. 

IN order to make women permanently valuable 
as wealth producers, and to enable them to 

attain to even that degree of economic freedom now 
enjoyed by men, it is absolutely essential that the 
great bar to progress, the great burden adding to 
that already borne by those who do the productive 
work of the world, the dependence of grown women 
as well as of little children, shall be removed, and 
that mother as well as father shall discharge the 
duty of maintaining children. T o bring girls up to 
earn a l iving, to train them for it, and then to arbi
trari ly draw a line of demarcation between their 
condition before marriage and after, is an i l logical 
and preposterous position in which to place them. 
N o wonder they are not inclined to take their work 
seriously, to the great hurt of themselves and every
body who works with them, and indirectly of indus
trial conditions generally. O r those who do take 
their work seriously, and who earn a comparatively 
decent l ivelihood before marriage, are faced with 
an intolerable position—that of a worker becoming 
a shirker. But that women have age-long slave 
tendencies and a well-developed l i k ing to " c l i n g " 
and to " l o o k up t o " and to be " w o r k e d f o r " by a 
man there would be a greater tendency than there 
is to put off or to reject marriage, and there is 
already an outcry! 

It is argued by some people (since we do not use 
pla in terms when dealing wi th such "sacred" 
matters as this) that the wife and mother in the 
home is as economically free as her husband. Some 
husbands, indeed, aver that their wives have a mono
poly of freedom, but there are not many men who 
have not at some time in their lives felt devoutly 
thankful that they are not women. T h e idea is that 
the wife and mother does give something to the 
community, something for which the community 
either does or ought to pay for. T o those who 
argue that she is paid, one would ask, H o w ? B y 
her husband's wages, earned by taking part in 
economic processes? But if he is paid for her work, 
too, and she dies, is he therefore paid less? " N o , " 

is the reply, "bu t her work is necessary; therefore, 
when she dies, he has to get somebody else to do 
it." O n the same terms paid to the wife? N o , the 
work now has an economic value—a low one, natu
rally, since so much of it is done for no th ing— 
thrown in, as it were, wi th the wife's body—and the 
husband now has to pay for it in money wages as 
well as food and shelter. T o get it done on the 
same terms as before he must enter into sex re
lations, and marry again. A married women de
pendent on her husband earns her l iv ing by her 
sex. T h e man's wages do not alter, whatever his 
domestic relations are. A n d the fact that he must 
keep his wife in sickness, when she is sexually value
less, as well as in health, is one of those necessary 
parts of a system which guarantees a l ivelihood by 
means of sex, so long only as the rules are observed 
and the women are respectably married, and there
fore within the folds of the trade union. A n d if the 
man dies, what is the wife's position? If she is also 
a mother her responsibility is now doubled, and the 
upkeep of the home is dependent on her. H e r 
work, therefore, is more valuable than ever. But is 
she now paid extra for i t? O n the contrary, she 
must now herself take part in economic processes, i n 
order to live at all , because, with her husband's 
death, her means of l iv ing ceased. It is abundantly 
clear that the work of the average wife and mother 
(and she of the working classes is perhaps the 
hardest worker) is performed, not as a service i n 
return to those who daily serve her, as thousands 
do, but as a personal service to her husband. It is 
not an adequate answer to say that a work ing man 
can only have a home at a l l if a woman consents to 
give him her whole power as a worker as wel l as her 
person. T h e Lancashire man is notably amongst 
the most prosperous working men in the country. 
H i s home and his standard of life and comfort are 
much higher than that prevail ing among men who 
are the sole bread-winners. H i s wages are not less 
because his wife earns, too, and he is one of the 
most obstinate fighters for what he considers his 
rights. W h y not? F o r there is another " m a n " in the 
house as well as himself—his wife—and he need 
not put up with anything because the children w i l l 
starve if he does not. T w o are better than one, for 
they can help each other to rise. If women are paid 
—by means of their husbands' earnings—for 
" m a k i n g the home h a p p y " (which in most cases 
means doing al l the dirty jobs about the house), how 
is it that other women who do nothing except wear 
handsome—or costly—clothes and look pretty at 
dinner (which another woman has cooked) are paid 
more? W e extol the value of the work done by 
the work ing man's wife, which we say is equal to 
that of her husband. Bu t it is more valuable st i l l 
to look pretty and to spend money. Tha t is why 
the butterfly woman is so well paid? A s a matter 
of fact, this aspect of our study wi l l not bear exami
nation, for it becomes more clear at every step that 
it is the economic position of the husband which is 
the deciding force governing the life of the married 
woman, and that, in a strict economic sense, she has 
no value or place at a l l as a worker. She is " k e p t " 
for the sexual satisfaction of her husband, and earns 
her l iv ing by selling her sex, just as does her out
cast sister of the streets. It is true that she sells 
herself to one man only (that is an essential condi
tion of belonging to the trade union and the neces
sary equivalent for life-long maintenance), and that 
the woman of the streets, who is not bound by the 
union rules, may sell herself to as many as she 
pleases. 

T h e two classes (only) of women who do not 
come under that heading would be the women who 
work for their own l iv ing all their lives, and who 
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marry with that intention, or those women who are 
"economically free" in the usually accepted version 
of that term, and who have an income derived from 
the labour of others. The former class is so small 
as to be a negligible quantity, and the latter are 
already being "kept" in so immoral a way that their 
being "kept" by one man for his sexual uses only 
would seem to be a matter of which the iniquity 
quite pales beside the former sin. There is a dif
ference between the two ordinary classes of women 
who sell their sex. Those who sell it frankly to 
any who will buy have no other obligations to their 
purchasers. But she who elects to be a trade 
unionist, and becomes the life property of one man, 
must, if he cannot afford to pay her more than food 
and shelter, perform the domestic jobs which are 
inevitable to the maintenance of a home for both. 
This is a gratuitously frank way of putting what 
appears to be an obvious truth. But it would not 
be admitted by ninety-nine women out of every 
hundred, or by nine hundred and ninety-nine men 
out of every thousand, because they do not want 
to believe it. So we have the soothing proposal 
accepted in some quarters as economic fact, that 
the wife is her husband's partner, and that their 
economic position, both being necessary to the up
keep of the home is equal; as a matter of fact, both 
are not necessary, as the many homes kept by 
women only prove. But this house of cards, too, 
has a tendency to tumble to pieces if we attempt to 
examine its construction. Let us take, for instance, 
two partners in a business or profession. Is it ever 
considered to be enough that one of them shall 
shoulder all the work and responsibility, whilst the 
other does the spending? The position is not 
altered by the working man being unable to pro
vide so little to spend that his wife's life is one long 
torment in the effort to perform the impossible—to 
make every shilling buy two shillings' worth—and 
that she is a domestic drudge into the bargain. If 
a partner in any business or profession die, a read
justment is necessary, without which the profits and 
income will suffer. But wives can and do die every 
day, and the income brought into the home suffers 
not at all. A doctor's wife is not a doctor, an 
engineer's wife is not an engineer, a miner's wife is 
not a miner; and though each man may suffer much 
unhappiness at the loss of his wife his income 
suffers not at all—except that he may have to pay 
a small sum to have the jobs done by his wife per
formed by some other woman, and, in the case of 
the classes "above" the workers, that might quite 
easily mean a saving of income. Excepting always 
mutual obligations to children—which are not re
levant at the moment—it is only when a wife adds 
by her earnings to the family income that she can 
be said to be her husband's partner, and only in 
this case does she become an economic asset. 

But women are mothers! we say with hypocritical 
reverence. A n d surely as mothers they are an 
economic asset, as without mothers all economic 
processes would cease. Just the same argument is 
applicable to men as fathers, since now, at any rate, 
whatever may have been the case in prehistoric 
times, fathers are as necessary to the production of 
children as mothers. But nobody excuses them 
from earning their living on that account! But the 
work of mothers in rearing children is incomparably 
greater than that of fathers, say the sentimentalists, 
and it is this work which is economically valuable. 
If that be so, why then do we pay wives who are not 
mothers at a higher rate? Since they have no 
children they have more of their husbands' income 
to spend on themselves. Again, our house of sen
timent falls about our ears, and brings us now to the 
point where we are obliged to recognise that wives 

and mothers are really—and there is no way out of 
the disagreeable and distasteful conclusion—depen
dent on men. And to many people it is, instinc
tively, a disagreeable conclusion, in spite of the fact 
that most men want women to be dependent, and 
very many more women want to be dependent than 
otherwise. Sentimental men—those who are 
usually described as " a decent sort"—would like 
to keep wife and children under a glass case, 
labelled, "These are my goods. Hands off!" A n d 
sentimental women, whose whole lives have been a 
negation of responsibility and initiative, much 
prefer to be "supported" and to have a compara
tively easy life of dependence than an equal sharing 
of the kicks and ha'pence. 

But there is a growing sense of unrest, even in 
these quarters, and proposals are afloat, and are 
seriously advocated as a way out of economic de
pendence, that a wife and mother shall be paid for 
her work. Some propose that her husband shall 
pay her, and others propose that the community 
shall do so. These proposals are not really in
tended to mean that women shall be paid for loving 
their husbands and adoring their children, and for 
all the wealth of service of which that is an 
integral part. What is meant, in plain terms, is that 
the house a family live in must be kept clean, the 
family must be fed, the clothing must be washed, 
ironed, and mended, and that helpless babies die 
unless mothers come to their rescue. So, as the 
economic position of so many men is of such low 
value that marriage for their wives means under
taking to be the husband's cook, laundress, and 
general bottle-washer, all for nothing, she must 
have a legal title to half his wages! It would be as 
reasonable to argue that, if the wife earned money, 
her husband should have a legal right to half her 
earnings (as a matter of fact, the whole of a wife's 
earnings were her husband's property at one time, 
but few people would be found to defend that 
"right" to-day). " O h , no," say the advocates of 
this "reform" (oh, Reform! what crimes are per
petrated in thy name!), "we simply want to ensure 
the wife and mother being paid for her work." So 
she really is employed by her husband, and we 
propose to compel him to pay her wages? " O h , 
no!" again says our shocked sentimentalist. " W e 
should not put it that way at all. We realise that 
the work of wife and mother is an economic asset, 
and we want it recognised as such." Which really 
means that we are at last dimly beginning to realise 
that domestic work, though despised and rejected 
of men, and worshipped as a fetish by most women, 
because women are human, and work is a human 
necessity, and this is the only kind of work they can 
do (and the only kind they will ever be taught to do 
if most "reformers" get their way), is none the less 
necessary work, and, since the already sufficiently 
burdened working man must be made to pay for 
this, like his more fortunately placed fellow-man 
higher up in the economic scale, and the only ser
vant he can afford is his wife, he must be made to 
pay her, that's a l l ! And, since it takes every bit of 
his wage to provide for the needs of the family, the 
only thing to be done is to call half of it his wife's! 
Then what more can she want? She will, at any 
rate, be his paid servant instead of his unpaid one. 
What an advance! No wonder the poor working 
man revolts! T o be obliged to employ and pay 
somebody on a life contract, whom you have no 
power to dismiss! T o be obliged to pay for work 
which may be inefficiently performed! Besides, 
taking him in the mass, he does more than this 
already. Except a few shillings for his own pocket 
—which his wife grudges him much less than do 
meddlesome outsiders—all he earns is his wife's, 
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and it outrages his sense of fair play that the law 
shall step in and interfere with the disposal of the 
trifle of money for which he works so hard. The 
majority of men are too good for this proposal to 
carry weight, and the minority are not good enough. 
A n d it is difficult to see how such an arrangement 
would benefit wives, except by publishing a fact 
which is hidden in sickly sentiment—that wives 
really are employed by their husbands. Unless the 
law regarding parentage, which now recognises the 
father as the sole parent of the child, were altered 
at the same time, the quite dependent position of 
wives would be altered no whit by such "reform." 
A n d even if the law were altered, and the mother 
became the parent, whilst the economic value of so 
many men remains so low, such an arrangement 
would not relieve her dependence, because the sum 
paid would be too small to enable her to keep her 
children. And a mother's relation to her children 
is more binding on her than her relation to her hus
band. So long as he only provides for the chil
dren's needs he owns the body and soul of his wife 
as if he bought and sold her in actual fact. Wher
ever a woman's children are, there is she, bound by 
cords which were forged in the primal past, and 
which she is powerless to break, even if she would. 
And she would not! The obligation to the child 
is honoured even by the slave-woman. It will be 
acknowledged and honoured by the freewoman as 
it has never been before. We may make a present 
of so much to those who would prefer economic 
bondage to freedom—that in one vital sense we 
women will ever and always be bound—to our chil
dren's need of us and our need of them. So it is an 
absolute essential to our freedom that we shall be 
capable of providing for the needs of those who are 
necessary to us. That we may share this with the 
father of our children is a matter of mutual arrange
ment and obligation; but whilst one parent only 
has the sole privilege of doing that which is the 
glorious duty of the mother, women will always be 
bound, so long as motherhood is a necessity. 

But the work of "wife and mother" should be 
paid for! we cry. Why? Is the work of a father 
paid for? A man may be a parent or not. It is 
his work which is paid for, and he is not paid more, 
though he be father of a dozen and the man working 
next to him be father of none. Why have we so 
different an idea of motherhood that we actually 
propose to weigh its value in coin of the realm? 
House service can be paid for; so can cooking and 
mending, and of course ought to be. But is there 
any reason why, because a woman desires to be a 
mother, and loves one particular man enough to 
allow him to be the father of her child, that she 
shall thereafter wash his dirty linen and prepare the 
particular dishes which his masculine soul loves? 
Is there any particular reason why she, and she 
only, shall sweep the hearth shared by both? Be
cause a woman loves her baby, and spends the most 
delightful hours of her life in admiring its soft, fat, 
delicious little body; worships it, indeed, so much 
that she rapturously feels that no sacrifice would be 
too great to save one hair of its head from harm— 
that she, and she only, out of all the world of women, 
many of whom are debarred by a cruel economic 
system, and by conventions equally cruel, from 
ever having a child of their own to love and to serve 
—that the mother is the only person capable of 
guarding a child from harm; that she, and she only, 
is fit to perform the many duties required to keep it 
healthy and clean? That a mother delights to serve 
her child is a commonplace. It is a characteristic 
shared by nearly all female animals. That the 
human mother may need to get a substitute for a 
time, if engaged in a profession or trade, whilst 

actually engaged in bearing and nursing her baby, 
is easily conceivable. But a baby does not remain 
a baby long, as all fond mothers know to their 
sorrow; and it is not necessary now that women 
should be child-bearers only. One or two well-
cared for children are much more valuable to their 
country than a whole host of babies born but to 
die, or at best to live out a weedy, half-starved exist
ence. Why, in the name of reason and common 
sense, should we condemn a mother to be a life
long parasite because she has had one or two babies 
to care for? Why not put our absurd sentimental 
hypocrisy behind us and recognise frankly that 
baby-culture needs expert knowledge, just as does 
later child-culture, in which the love and care of the 
mother should be supplemented by the work of 
others, as is the case when the child is older. Many 
hands and brains, besides the mother's, go to the 
making of the citizen. Hers are the first and the 
indispensable, but the child, once out of its infancy, 
is fed and clothed and housed and educated and 
trained for work by a multitude of supplementary 
hands and brains. And yet we still speak and act 
as though the "duties of wife and mother" lasted 
from the moment a girl-baby is born until she dies 
seventy years later, a great-grandmother. 

Women no more require payment for being wives 
and mothers than do men for being husbands and 
fathers. The proposal to bribe them to follow 
natural laws is, in its essence and form, a degrada
tion which could only have emanated from slaves, 
and which could only be tolerated by slaves. But 
the way to economic, social, and national advance
ment would certainly seem to lie in frank recogni
tion of the necessity for domestic work being placed 
where it can follow natural developments, so that 
wifehood and motherhood can be divorced from the 
tyranny of primitive domestic conditions, and women 
may be enabled to earn their living, apart altogether 
from marital and parental relations, just as men do. 
That this transitional stage will take time goes 
without saying. Age-long habits, either of mind 
or body, are not changed in a day. The married 
women of the present day have, as a rule, no alter
native than to submit to make the best of condi
tions which are galling to the freewoman, but which 
are so loved and hugged by the bondwoman and by 
her owners that they will be the bitterest opponents 
of change. Meanwhile, the way of immediate ad
vance would seem to be to insist on the same train
ing for girls as for boys, and a persistent insistence 
on the supreme importance of their regarding their 
work as a human, ecomonic necessity, to last their 
lifetime, as a due to society, and not merely as a 
pastime, to play at for a few years until a Prince 
Charming comes along to carry them off to his 
castle. In the interests of men as well as of them
selves, women must take their industrial and pro
fessional work seriously, and must insist on equal 
pay for equal work; and to insist effectively they 
must organise, industrially and politically. A n d a 
necessary corollary, an imperatively necessary con
dition of organisation, is a sense of impelling neces
sity, of permanent advantage. It is, therefore, 
essential that women shall take a serious view of 
their position as industrial and professional workers, 
and they can never do this whilst the bulk of them 
take no part in the world's work, but are content to 
fritter their lives away either as domestic drudges 
or "ornaments" The conclusion reached, there
fore, is that marriage must not affect women's work 
any more than man's, and that men and women 
together must make that effective demand for a 
more equitable system of providing for the world's 
economic needs than that which prevails to-day. 

ADA NIELD CHEW. 
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"Shadows Out of the Crowd."* 
ALTHOUGH inclined, like Mr. Henry James, 

to make a fuss about nothing, Mr. Richard 
Curle writes excellent short stories. It is his 
medium: as he has at present no power of charac
terisation he would be intolerably monotonous as a 
novelist. As it is, this deficiency sometimes wrecks 
his stories altogether, as in the case of "F i r e 
Within and Without" (which reads like the pathetic 
attempt of a person with the English Review type 
of mind trying to write a story for the London 
Magazine). A n d at the best of times it prevents 
his stories being supreme art, holding them down 
to the level of Garshin rather than Tchekhov. 
But in the description of one particular phase of 
human existence—the agonising moments before 
the tides of madness break down the dams of self-
control and invade the shuddering levels of the 
ordinary mind—he is magnificent. He describes it 
proudly but wistfully. . . . "The normal has little 
creative energy, though it is the most to be desired 
because it is the happiest." The perception of the 
abnormal has widened his outlook as much as it 
has distressed him; just as the visit to a new 
country is worth while because of the new art and 
a new people, even though one has to pass through 
unimagined perils on the way. 

A t times Mr. Curle makes the mistake of writing 
of madness for the mad, which limits his public. 
I think I understood "The Life-Illusion" when I 
first read it a week ago, at three o'clock in the 
morning after having had five hours' sleep out of 
the last forty-eight. But by broad daylight I 
cannot imagine what it means; nor can the eight 
people I have forced to read it. When the nation 
steadily refuses to pay out four-and-sixpence for 
the novel, which it dearly loves, it is not likely 
to stay up all night in order to understand short 
stories, which it so heartily dislikes. 

But there is a real terror, to be perceived by all, 
in "The Crisis," where Somers sits alone in his flat 
waiting for the crisis of his mania to break over 
him like a wave of the sea. "Through all that flat, 
where every door was flung wide open and every 
light was scintillating brightly, there seemed to 
hover a suppressed emotion. Anyone entering at 
that moment would have known that something 
unusual was about to happen. So it is occasionally 
as if things could suggest dumbly the contortions 
of the soul." He sits in his library watching the 
men and women whom he knows to be phantoms 
walking quietly from room to room. His dis
tress unconsciously sends out a cry for help to the 
woman he loves, who comes through the night to 
him. The sound of her knocking on the door, the 
words that she cries out, seem to him the last, the 
most infernally intimate intrusion of his mania into 
the sacred, normal things of his life. So to dispel 
this worst illusion he shoots himself. 

The best story in the book is "Disordered 
Minds." It is the drama of a tired, quiet little 
middle-aged man from whose shoulders sanity slips 
like a cloak, set under the molten skies of last 
August. In the suburban neatness of Andromeda 
Walk he struggles with almost unseemly strength 
against his madness. He shouts numbers aloud, 
he runs incessantly from basement to attic, but 
sleep and his sanity evade him like frightened 
animals. " I am not mad! I'm tormented, that's 
all. One has to work it out for oneself. . . . What 
plan do you think I hit on? I reasoned like this: 
if only I could clear my brain for a second I could 

* "Shadows Out of the Crowd." By Richard Curle. 6s. 
(Stephen Swift and Co., Ltd.) 

start all afresh. . . . I saw little by little that my 
illness was slipping past my guard, just as sleep 
overtakes the sentry though he is certain that he 
will be shot in the morning. . . . A n d I knew that 
I might still be saved. So I stood thinking and 
thinking till light dawned. There wasn't too much 
time. Light dawned, I say. I realised what must 
be done. I went down to the kitchen, and, collect
ing my energies, began to rush backwards and 
forwards between there and the attic. What's 
this? I see you looking at me again in that fashion! 
Don't you get away with any of your ideas till 
you've heard me out! That running up and down 
the stairs in the darkness with every faculty, every 
nerve, every muscle at full tension was to serve a 
purpose. It was to clear all disordered thoughts 
from the brain, to make it blank like an unused 
sheet of paper. Then it would happen as it hap
pened in my dream—a sudden clarity, all simple, 
all plain. Do you follow? Everything would be 
plain to me. And it was I who diagnosed all this! 
There's your madman!—for, listen, it came true; 
fancy, in a flash, a great light, a great bright light. 
I've settled it all." So he throws himself out of 
a top-floor window into his trim little garden, 
painted so gay by the sun. When they found him 
"he had the semblance of digging treasure out of 
the ground." 

This extraordinary sympathy with madness prob
ably arises from the fact that Mr. Curle—judging 
from the two tales of childhood, "Our Quicksand 
Years" and "The Happy Past"—was brought up 
in that most eerie country, the Scottish Lowlands. 
"They began to enter a deserted, rolling country. 
On the horizon were rounded hills, topped by 
cairns, by stunted firs, by the open moors. Clumps 
of beech and young larch grew by the roadside, 
and occasionally across a field there would stand 
out a thick, black wood of pine, assuming the clear-
cut shape of a gigantic serpent. A n d above it 
would be seen the white wings of wood-pigeons 
glinting in the sun, as they wheeled over the top
most trees. Behind the grey stone dykes, the fields 
of rough tufted grass, the wastes of moorland 
heather stretched away with long undulations like 
silent, arrested waves. The Cheviot sheep raised 
their heads and stared at the travellers; the shrill 
whistle of curlews resounded from afar, seemed 
to sweep across the air, and, echoing faintly, to die 
away in the hollows of the Lammermuirs. A few 
rooks flew lazily overhead, now and then a rabbit 
lying in the bracken on either side the road would 
jump up and scurry across the track. A n d every
where there was the stillness of an inviolable rest, 
the kind of untamable stillness of a primeval and 
changeless existence. 

It is a strange, empty land, ribbed with gaunt 
hills. On the white roads that run straightly east 
and west between the wastes of black moss-hags 
and rusted heather brent with heat, one may for 
fifteen miles meet no one but an Irish tramp carry
ing home his bent scythe from the harvesting. It 
is a ghostly place, full of memories of dead peoples. 
For into these bleak, high places crept the con
quered Picts; for many years afterwards the little 
knavish black people stole down among their 
prosperous invaders, on malicious errands that 
laid the foundations of Scottish fairy-lore. That is 
why the Scottish fairies are so much uglier and 
crueller than the "little people" of England. Later 
on, in the Middle Ages, the Templars built their 
castles on these hillsides, and their chapels lay in 
hollows where now the grey waters of reservoirs 
lap over their hidden towers. This civilisation, too, 
was slowly wiped out. 

The mystery of this land, whose edges stretch to 
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Glasgow and Edinburgh, is in the blood of all 
Lowland Scotsmen. It inspires them with a grief 
for the past which makes them incurable and some
times maudlin Romantics. In their dissatisfaction 
with the present and its circumstances they set out 
for distant tropics, hoping to find their lost paradise 
in the heart of some jungle, while the Englishman 
has his nose in a ledger, and the Irishman, practical 
far beyond the point of immorality, is picking his 
pockets. Everywhere one looks one sees a Scots
man out of touch with life. Lord Haldane sits in 
the Cabinet with the silent pathos of some great 
lonely, mountainous animal, his blindish eyes 
averted from his colleagues, patiently listening for 
the voice of a dignified Liberalism that died a little 
before Gladstone. Sir William Robertson Nicoll 
goes on editing the British Weekly, that most 
romantic of all journals, wherein he persuades a 
vast mob to rally like Jacobites round the old 
standards of morality. While, as a matter of fact, 
the indignity of modern life is largely due to the 
fact that we are all going about trying to get rid 
of these standards in various furtive ways, like 
thirsty tramps dropping dry bread down areas. On 
every possible anniversary Scotsmen herd together 
to honour dead champions of liberty such as Bruce 
and Wallace, although in the everyday world they 
act like slaves, even to the point of refusing to join 
trades unions. 

This lack of interest in the present and its cir
cumstances is shown in an extreme form by Mr. 
Curle in his determined refusal to consider the 
normal state of mind wherein most of us live. It 
seems to him as well charted a sea as the English 
Channel. That, of course, comes very largely from 
his lack of sense of character. The brightness of a 
man's eyes, the gleam of his teeth, the agitation of 
his hands, strike him as so portentous that he dare 
not look behind the mask. 

It would be easy to mock at these stories as 
decadent, and sneer at Mr. Curle for his hyper

æsthesia. But there is something worse than hyper
æsthesia: there is anaesthesia. It is a bad thing 

to be insane through too strong a consciousness of 
the horror of the world; but it is far, far worse to 
be so sane that you are unconscious of any horror 
at all. We ought to avoid this sanity which is 
buttressed up by brutish insensibility, in Art. So 
that the public, accustomed to a heightening of 
its sensations in Art, may begin to feel strongly 
about Life. Then they might rebel against magis
trates like Mr. Mead, who on Monday was kind 
enough to bind over a man to keep the peace and 
order him to "keep his feelings better under con
trol in the future" for having protested against 
half a dozen policemen twisting a docker's legs 
and wrenching his jaw. So that even the wilful, 
perverse abnormality of Mr. Curle's book is of 
value, because it destroys for a time the sense of 
comfort and security which is the precursor of 
death. REBECCA WEST. 

AT DAWN. 
The day breaks bright; but not for thee! 
Unless a spirit sun arise. 
The flaming pennants blaze the skies; 
But not for thee! but not for me! 

The birds sing blithe; but not for thee! 
Unless thy soul hears spirit notes. 
The merry music shrills and floats; 
But not for thee! but not for me! 

E. H. VISIAK. 

The Signing of the Will. 
AMONG the papers of a country solicitor who 

died about five years ago there was found a 
meticulously sealed document. Its contents are 
unique, and at this distance of time identification of 
the real persons is impracticable. The date, which 
was in the early nineties, is omitted. The document 
runs as follows:— 

" I think it as well to note down particulars of 
what happened to me yesterday in case, during my 
lifetime, some discovery may be made in psychical 
research which may shed some light on the matter. 
Without any belief in personal immortality, I have 
always found it difficult to conceive the instan
taneous extinction of the human will and per
sonality when the human body takes so much time 
to dissolve. The doctrine of Conservation of 
Energy seems to demand more than meets the eye. 
Thus, if a body is cremated, one finds a fairly exact 
equivalent in gases, water, calcined bone, and other 
materials, but there is no equivalent for all the force 
we know as human character or volition—often so 
tense and vivid at the very moment of physical 
death. The same sort of phenomenon occurs, of 
course, if a charged electric battery is burnt. The 
chemical equivalent of the battery itself is there, 
but there is no trace of the electricity. Centuries 
hence both the human volition and the electricity 
may be perceptible by means as yet unknown to us, 
and my own experience seems to point to some
thing of the kind. So also does the instinct of the 
savage to protect himself from the dead. I am at 
least convinced that some kind of volition may pos
sibly survive bodily death, whether consciously or 
unconsciously, though, as this force is the highest 
function of the organism, it probably perishes before 
the physical substratum is completely dissolved. 

"Such is my theory, and these are the facts. 
Yesterday I was summoned by telegram to make 
the Wi l l of a client who was dying in a nursing 
home. On arriving there I heard from the nurse 
that he had sustained, on the previous day, an 
abdominal operation which not only gave no hope 
of recovery, but also indicated rapidly approaching 
death. He might, in fact, die at any moment. He 
knew this, and was only concerned about making 
his Wi l l . From some chance remark the nurse 
inferred that he might have made some other 
informal W i l l in his own writing which he desired 
to alter. 

"Without further delay I went with her straight 
up to the room where my client, an elderly, clean-
shaven man, lay. He looked relieved as I came in, 
but his eyes were glazed and bright, and he urged 
me to begin at once. In all my experience of him 
I had never before seen him look so grimly set and 
determined. 

"There was a fading sunset out of doors, so I 
asked the nurse to light up the pale little gas globe 
which hung in the middle of the room, to prevent 
interruption, and started making pencil notes of the 
heads of the Wi l l . The nurse left a tumbler and a 
bottle of brandy on the table beside me, in case my 
client should have any sort of collapse. 

"After naming executors, he began dictating 
various legacies in thin, low, but unfaltering tones. 
He was lying flat on his back, and I saw that it 
would not be easy to get his signature. He was 
particularly emphatic as to the disposal of the 
residue to a certain relative, and this residue would 
(I gathered) amount to about £30,000. He did not 
mention any former W i l l to me, nor had I ever 
made a W i l l for him before, but from his earnest-
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ness I guessed that some previous W i l l , the provi
sions of which he now detested, might be in exist
ence. He then quietly remarked that he might die 
at a moment's notice, and asked me to write out the 
W i l l for signature at a desk which stood at the 
bottom of the bed, the bed being at the right hand 
of the desk. I took my paper and fountain pen, 
and concentrated all my forces on copying the docu
ment with as much speed as precision allowed. I 
thought no more of the dying man, and never 
turned round even to look at him. . . . Just as I was 
getting near the end of the legacies I began to feel 
a sort of nightmare sensation that I should never 
finish the W i l l . It seemed, too, as if I were being 
oppressed by some terrible weight on the heart 
without being able to move or even to speak. This 
was succeeded by a kind of somnolent lethargy, 
much as if I had fallen into a nap after dinner. . . . 
Suddenly I woke with a start and a feeling of 
nausea. With a hideous kind of astonishment I 
perceived not only that the W i l l was completed, but 
that it had been signed by my client, and the signa
ture attested by myself. Simultaneously it occurred 
to me that I had meant to summon the nurse as the 
second witness required by law, because the signa
ture would not be valid unless both witnesses were 
in the room at the time of the W i l l being signed 
by the Testator. I again looked at the signature. 
. . . The ink was dry, as in the case of my own; 
the handwriting, though sprawling and shaky, was 
clearly my client's. I tried the nib of my fountain 
pen. It gave signs of vigorous and unaccustomed 
use. I have often imitated signatures to amuse 
myself, but this particular signature was not easy 
to imitate. A l l this time it had never occurred to 
me to look at anything but the W i l l on which I was 
absolutely engrossed. Suddenly I turned round to 
the right to where my client lay. There, along the 
level line of the bed, I saw, in the twilight and pale 
gaslight, the upturned tip of a nose, a gaping jaw, 
and a red stain on the sheets below. I wanted to 
move, but I could not. . . . For some period of time 
that I cannot exactly define I felt rigid and 
paralysed in my chair. . . . Then I seemed to get 
drowsy again, and felt as if some person or thing 
were standing just behind my right shoulder. I 
felt impelled by this influence to call the nurse and 
make her attest the Wi l l , and explain that just as I 
had attested it death had occurred. I was further 
to tell her that she must attest it as if she had been 
in the room at the same time. She would probably 
consent, as she knew how imperative the dead 
man's wishes had been. 

"Recovering my normal consciousness, I swung 
round my chair to the left, and stepped to the bell, 
which I rang, without caring to look again at my 
client. Waiting for her to come in, I reflected that 
if there was any dispute or litigation over the W i l l 
I should have to give evidence on oath, and that it 
was, therefore, necessary to tell her the truth. Just 
as this flashed through my mind I again felt as if 
some person or thing stood behind me, and this 
time I shivered with terror and became icily cold. 
It was borne in on me that I was under a profes
sional obligation to disclose nothing in regard to the 
mysterious signature, and, further, that my life was 
not worth an hour's purchase if I did. I dared not 
look behind me or at the bed. The nurse came in 
and closed the eyes, tied up the jaw, and put every
thing in order. That done, I proceeded to give her 
the explanation which seemed to have been com
municated by someone else. While doing this I was 
continuously aware of some third presence, and by 
this time I could feel each separate root of hair, 
and the top of my head seemed to be gripped in a 
vice. The nurse looked uneasy, but was positively 

eager to carry out the evasion of the legal techni
cality, and signed below me under the usual kind of 
attestation clause, which stated that the Testator had 
signed the W i l l in the presence of both of us, and 
that both of us had attested his signature in his 
presence. A s she signed I grabbed the brandy 
bottle and took a large gulp. I felt warmer inside, 
and vaguely realised that that W i l l would, in no 
circumstances whatever, be disputed. I had no per
sonal interest in the contents, nor anyone belonging 
to me. When the old W i l l came to light I found 
that the residuary legatee under it had inflicted 
some deadly injury on my client. The operation 
had had to be performed at half an hour's notice to 
relieve an agony of physical pain, and he had 
probably only remembered the old W i l l just when 
recovering from the operation. 

" I may think it desirable to destroy this record 
before I die myself, but the exact facts may be in
teresting to refer to while I live. They constitute 
a pretty problem for the Councils of the Incor
porated Law Society and the Psychical Research 
Society." 

[Our contributor desires to remain anonymous.] 

A National Gallery Reverie. 
WE cannot now sever art from life. No real 

artist ever did. The artist feels; he does 
not reason. L ike life itself, he works by instinct, 
and if his instincts are sound his work will neces
sarily be sound also, provided that he has trained 
his ability for expressing on canvas everything he 
feels. The artist who hesitates, whose critical 
faculty is exercised during the actual production of 
his work, instead of being bound up with his 
primary instincts and exercised subconsciously 
before the brush touches the palette, betrays him
self in his work unmistakably. Look at Mil la is ; 
look at Watts; look at the "Bri t ish School." 

Art is an inspiration for higher minds. The 
brain, dulled and jaded by the cares of existence, 
by sickness, death, and the commonplace routine 
of work and play, may find in art its invigorating 
medicine. Art, if the comparison may be per
mitted, is a stimulant for the higher sides of our 
nature; a medicine of which, if we would purify our 
soul, we must take periodical doses. Lines from 
the noblest poets may float in our memory; we 
may carry with us the recollection of some superb 
work in imperishable rock left us by Michelangelo 
and his peers; and in our mind's eye we may still 
see some beautiful painting or some striking archi
tectural design. Yet this is not enough. We may 
stand on Ben Nevis or on the shore at Valentia and 
breathe the pure air from the mountain or the sea; 
but let us once go back to the capital and the effect 
is lost amid the smoke and roar and din of London. 
In like manner the mere recollection of works of 
art, however inspiring and lasting, is not enough. 
We must renew our acquaintance with the great 
masters from time to time; and thankful indeed 
ought we to be if we have sufficient facilities for 
doing so. Paris, Venice, Munich, Florence, Rome, 
may call to us; but if the Louvre and the Uffizi 
Galleries are out of reach, let us at least be 
thankful for small mercies if we live near Trafalgar 
Square. 

For an artistic education—using the word 
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artistic in its narrower sense, and applying it to 
painting only for the moment—our National 
Gallery is not good enough. Spain, for example, 
is not well represented, nor is the Italian Renais
sance "school," nor is Oriental art. Still, the 
National Gallery is interesting; and ample, even, 
if we have seen other galleries, and wish merely 
to keep our mind and soul fresh. We can look in 
now and then, pick out a masterpiece, and find 
something new in it—one always finds something 
new in masterpieces. A t every inspection they tell 
us a different tale, they help us in a different way, 
they convey to us some new point of view, some 
new idea. A n d in the National Gallery there is 
one masterpiece in particular which I am never 
tired of recommending to connoisseurs who happen 
to be visiting London; one masterpiece which I am 
never tired of looking at myself. I refer to No. 
1172: the "Equestrian Portrait of Charles I." by 
Sir Anthony van Dyck. 

Nobility, greatness, superiority, may be ex
pressed in as many different ways as there are 
artists' thoughts. Yet here Van Dyck has risen 
to an uncommon height. Charles I. was to the 
tips of his fingers an aristocratic ruler; all we 
know of him confirms this. Being aristocratic, he 
was well l iked: remember the story of the weeping 
crowds dipping their kerchiefs in his blood after 
the execution. He laughed, as well he might, at 
House of Commons or House of Lords' debates— 
what do ruling minds care for the chatter of public 
assemblages? Withal, Charles was too delicate, 
too refined, too hesitating for the period in which 
he lived and the country over which he ruled. In 
Italy, a hundred years or so earlier, he would have 
been in his element. His better qualities were 
crushed by the restlessness of his epoch; and re
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fined weapons were of no avail against the clamour 
of the multitudes—the multitudes, that is, of what 
we should now call the middle classes; and not 
the "multitude," for the multitude, the vast 
majority of the people themselves, loved the 
monarch. 

How well Van Dyck has expressed Charles's 
weakness, nobility and refinement let a glance at 
his picture show. Weakness is suggested by the 
careless attitude of the king on his horse, by the 
very bend of his right arm. And there is, indeed, 
a touch of genius in this small detail; for careless
ness rather than weakness was the undoing of the 
monarchy. But we must take the picture as a 
whole; and when we so consider it the superb 
effect is at once apparent. Nobility is suggested 
by the general effect; and if we seek for nobility 
in the details we shall see it at once in the horse. 
It may sound very odd to talk of a refined horse; 
but I think that THE FREEWOMAN public will 
understand what I mean. Note its small head, a 
head which seems at first too small in proportion to 
the body, and especially to the neck. But this, in 
an animal of the type, is a marvellous indication 
of—shall we say?—pure pedigree. The poise of 
the horse's head and neck, and the poise, too, of its 
near foreleg, are among the supreme things of art. 
And the background harmonises, I need hardly say 
how admirably, with the general aspect of the 
picture. To contemplate the combined effect of the 
deft touches of the artist is to be uplifted; to 
delve among the details is a pleasure, rather than 
a task, of the most engrossing interest. The 
horse's mane is a gem; but it is no more artistic in 
its way than the angle formed by the king's leg 
and his sword. And so on, and so on: every look 
will show us a new detail; every look will bring 
the effect of the artist's genius more and more 
home to us. 

Stand in the spacious room where this Van 
Dyck is hung; stand there on a Saturday after
noon, as I have more than once done. Listen to 
the remarks passed by all and sundry; look at 
the people who pass them—underpaid clerks with 
their frowzy "girls," sedate patresfamiliarum, whose 
stern, prim wives peer round suspiciously lest 
there should be anything to shock the morals of 
the hopeful children; art students from the pro
vinces, fuddled with wrong theories and bad beer; 
and those persons who "opine" that the 'oss would 
fetch a "fency proice," and that the "frime ain't 
bedd, not 'arf it ain't." Man has come through 
stage after stage of evolution; and we may dis
cern signs of reaction when we see people look
ing at a masterpiece and hear them criticise the 
frame. There, however, but for the grace of God, 
go we ourselves. The race is struggling towards 
some goal: vainly have philosophers sought to tell 
us what; vainly do rationalists strive to uproot the 
old beliefs. For this forward impulse in humanity 
is older than any of its religions, and all our faiths 
are but as stages on the road. It is art that em
bodies, more than anything else, the expression of 
this everlasting striving upward and onward; and 
as we look at this portrait we forget for a brief 
space the king who sat for it and even the artist 
who painted it. For it expresses not merely one 
king and one artist: it expresses the ultimate goal 
towards which the human race is consciously and 
unconsciously struggling: it is a guide-post point
ing out to humanity the direction that must be 
followed. This is the connection between art and 
life; and in a supreme artistic achievement, such 
as this Van Dyck, we have at once an inspiration, 
a hope, and a euthanasia. 

E. K. GUTHRIE. 
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New York at 99° in the Shade. 
I. 

Walk with me down through the furnace-like 
street; 

Feel the hot paving-stones under your feet; 
Breathe the dead air; smell the vile human smells; 
Don't lag behind though your stomach rebels. 
Now it is night, and the sun has long set; 
Still how his rays seem to blister us yet. 
Elbow your way through the sweltering mass. 
Moist, pallid faces are turned as we pass. 
Some are of men who have toiled all the day. 
Children are screaming in dirt as they play; 
Woe-begone women, with babes at the breast, 
Sit in the doorways unkempt and half dressed. 
A l l talk at once; the night passes in din. 
Soon will the work of a new day begin. 
A h , 'tis enough to make angels despair; 
This is the thing they call taking the air! 
Enter this hallway; climb five flights of stairs; 
Visi t the dens where the poor have their lairs,— 
Kitchen and bedroom and parlour in one, 
Cooking the life that was left by the sun,— 
Windowless cupboards where men try to sleep, 
Heedless of roaches and bugs as they creep. 
Some burn with fever, and here they must die, 
Crowded like litters of pigs in a sty. 
One narrow house, rising floor above floor, 
Holds a full hundred of mortals and more. 
U p on a roof see a score or two lie, 
Seeking for slumber beneath the dull sky. 
Let us be proud of the city we've made, 
After a day ninety-nine in the shade. 

As I look up at the stars, lo, behold! 
Comes to my ear, as to shepherds of old, 
Strains as it were from a heavenly choir, 
Singing, " O brothers who toil, never tire! 
Justice will come if you look for it higher." 

II. 
Follow me now to the streets near the Park. 
Palace and mansion loom up in the dark. 
Windows are closed; all the people have fled. 
Surely this seems like a town of the dead. 
Gone to the mountains or gone to the sea, 
Travelling in Europe for two months or three; 
Here they have left in the heat and the gloom 
Houses as empty of life as the tomb. 
Come, I've a latch-key, let's go in and roam 
Ghost-like through halls of what once was a home. 
Look at the tables and pictures, and all 
Covered each one like a corpse with its pall. 
Beds of the softest invitingly stand, 
Luxury wickedly cumbering the land. 
Here, were the waifs of the slums to repose, 
Soon they'd forget all their trials and woes. 
Think what a blessing,—I say it with wrath,— 
Could they but dip in this porcelain-lined bath. 
Miles upon miles of such houses stretch forth, 
Bolted and barred, from the south to the north. 
Children may perish like flies in the heat, 
How could we let them pollute a fine street? 
Le t us be proud of the city we've made, 
After a day ninety-nine in the shade. 

Down on the curb again, what do I hear? 
U p from the sewer comes a song harsh and 

clear; 
Lis t to the words of the devil's own choir, 
"Sodom, Gomorrah, with Sidon and Tyre, 
Wait for New York in the depths of hell-fire." 

Interpellation. 
TO MEN AND WOMEN OF ALL CIVILIZED 

COUNTRIES. 

LIFE is evolution. The sense and aim of all 
evolution is perfection. The first condition 

of progressive evolution is the maintenance of the 
health of the race. 

Viewed from this standpoint, actual sexual life 
shows us symptoms which not only hinder pro
gress, but which threaten it in the gravest manner. 
These symptoms are not merely a flagrant contra
diction of the external brilliance of our civilisation, 
but are also violations of our knowledge of the con
ditions of evolution, gained by science. 

We see that to-day the sexual life of all social 
classes is governed by prostitution, state-regulated 
and clandestine, that is, by compulsory sexual 
abandonment, for material profits. Sexual maladies, 
consuming the strength of nations, are rife, and 
in innumerable marriages baulking the realisation 
of the highest functional aims of the race. By hypo
critically misrepresenting the nature of the sexual 
impulses, which are in our blood, we create that 
dissimulation and secrecy which forms the most 
propitious soil for the development of these dis
eases. By the association of money and love, and 
by the deplorable influence of economic interest in 
the choice of marital partners, a great and adverse 
influence is exerted against marriage, the most im
portant territory of sexual selection. Marriage 
itself, as monogamy without constraint of the one 
or the other, is the ideal of the sexual union. But 
in the present conditions marriage is not estimated 
according to the advantages it confers upon the 
common life, according to its effects upon person
ality and responsibility in regard to the family, but 
according to an inflexible formality. It thus forms 
a perpetual constraint by its systematic indissolu
bility. Without happiness in the majority of the 
cases, marriage is leading, in fact, to countless 
adulteries, and to still more, in thought. Thousands 
of men and women, in the prime of their lives, are 
constrained to live in celibacy, renouncing human 
happiness and progeny, coerced by the social and 
economic considerations which marriage imposes 
on them. Thus marriage, nowadays, hinders evolu
tion instead of assisting it. 

So sexual intercourse, out of marriage, was 
created by marriage, and at the same time con
demned by it. The girl mother is laid open to 
méprise and outlawry, and the "natural" child— 
harmfully alike to mother, child, and society—is laid 
under a ban, and often allowed to starve and die 
in neglect. 

A great work is to be done in the sphere of 
sexual reform and in the care of motherhood, and 
in order to unite all the forces which are trying to 
effect this object, an International Federation for 
Mother Protection and Sexual Reform was formed 
at Dresden, September 30th, 1911. 

Admitting that the attainment of healthy rela
tions between the sexes and the idea of a higher 
evolution of the human race is not to remain the 
concern of one country only, we ask everybody— 
singly or in societies, men or women—to join us 
with their efforts in the fight against existing 
abuses, especially in fortifying the sentiment of 
responsibility for offspring. A l l those who will fight 
with us for the realisation of these aims are wel
come. HELENE STOCKER. 

The Executive of the International Federation for 
Motherhood Protection and Sexual Reform:—Justizrat 
Dr . Max Rosenthal, Breslau; D r . phil. Hélène Stöcker, 
Ber l in ; Ines Wetzel, Ber l in ; D r . med. Iwàn Bloch, 
Ber l in ; Marie Hübner, Breslau; D r . phil. E d u a r d David , 
M . d . R . , Berlin. 
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Correspondence. 
I D E A S O R N O I D E A S . 

T o the Editor of THE FREEWOMAN. 

M A D A M , — P e r m i t me to c l ea r the decks a l i t t l e . F i r s t , 
I a m ce r t a in ly a m e m b e r of the N . U . W . S . S . , t h o u g h i n 
no official pos i t i on , b e i n g m e r e l y o n the c o m m i t t e e of a 
l o c a l b r anch . S e c o n d , I s h a l l hope , w i t h the E d i t o r ' s 
pe rmis s ion , to con t r i bu t e f r o m t i m e to t i m e to THE FREE-
WOMAN. I r e g a r d i t as a v a l u a b l e m e d i u m for free d i s 
cuss ion a n d as a means o f l e a r n i n g what the m o r e 
ins id ious enemies of F e m i n i s m have to say—those w h o 
prefer warfare ra the r b y u n d e r m i n i n g t h a n assault . 

A s to the po in t s i n d ispute be tween the E d i t o r a n d 
myse l f . She stated that suf f rag ism h a d no p r o g r a m m e . 
I answered that i t h a d o n l y one i t e m i n its p r o g r a m m e , 
that of the p r i n c i p l e of p o l i t i c a l sex equa l i t y , w h i c h , i n 
i tself , covers a l l sides of h u m a n a c t i v i t y . M y other con 
t en t ion was that the first p r i n c i p l e of f r eedom is v i o l a t e d 
when anyone demands of Suffragis ts a s tatement of pre
c i se ly how they m e a n to vote as a c o n d i t i o n of t he i r b e i n g 
en f r anch i sed . T h i s the E d i t o r leaves u n a n s w e r e d , for 
me re ly to cha rge f a i l u r e i n " r e p u d i a t i o n of m a r r i a g e a n d 
of l i v i n g by rent , prof i t , a n d in teres t , " to " acqu i e sce i n 
soc ia l i n j u s t i c e " is to leave the ques t ion at issue p rec i se ly 
where i t was, i f i t be s t i l l m a i n t a i n e d that those who 
" a c q u i e s c e i n soc i a l i n j u s t i c e " are not wor thy of en f ran 
ch i semen t unless they change the i r ways. T o enf ranchise 
o n l y those persons who agree w i t h any spec ia l c reed is 
not to u p h o l d l i b e r t y , bu t to use that p e r n i c i o u s doub le 
s t anda rd of jus t ice for m e n a n d w o m e n , w h i c h is t y r a n n y . 

T h e specif ic charges aga ins t suf f rag ism are that i t has 
(a) no p r o g r a m m e , a n d (b) no p h i l o s o p h y — t h a t i t goes i n 
for " s u f f r a g i s m neat ." 

W e w i l l t ake that as c o n f e s s e d ; but what does 
" s u f f r a g i s m n e a t " m e a n ? 

It means the es tab l i shment of p o l i t i c a l equa l i ty between 
m e n a n d w o m e n , that is—(1) E q u a l e lec to ra l r igh t s i n 
b o t h P a r l i a m e n t a r y a n d other e lect ions . (2) T h e r e m o v a l 
of a l l sex d i sab i l i t i e s i n bo th l o c a l a n d i m p e r i a l l e g i s l a 
tures , that is , i n C a b i n e t a n d P a r l i a m e n t , i n C i t y a n d 
B o r o u g h C o u n c i l s , etc. T h e es tab l i shment of the p r i n 
c ip l e that power , not sex, s h a l l decide p u b l i c office. (3) 
E q u a l r igh t s i n m a r r i a g e , i n c l u d i n g the a b o l i t i o n of the 
doub le s t anda rd of m o r a l i t y , equa l r igh t s i n the c h i l d r e n , 
a n d i n a l l other subjects of m a r i t a l d i s p u t e — i n fact, the 
r e m o v a l of the last t race of the idea of possession by the 
m a l e . (4) T h e r e m o v a l of every l e g a l b a r r i e r to women 's 
en t rance in to a l l professions. (5) A n d , consequent ly , the 
e l i g i b i l i t y a n d a p p o i n t m e n t of w o m e n i n a l l depar tments 
of the l e g a l execu t ive—on ju r i e s , o n the magis t ra tes ' 
b ench , o n the j u d i c i a l b e n c h , a n d a m o n g the " w o r k i n g 
m e m b e r s " of the l e g a l appara tus , by the swea r ing - in of 
w o m e n constables . (6) T h e p e r m e a t i o n of the sp i r i t of 
T r a d e U n i o n i s m , a n d of a l l deve lopment s of T r a d e 
U n i o n i s m , w i t h the r ecogn i sed p r i n c i p l e that it is the 
w o r k e r as w o r k e r , a n d not as m a n or as w o m a n , who is 
to be defended by i n d u s t r i a l c o m b i n a t i o n s . 

I n short , s ince po l i t i c s now cover the whole o u t w a r d 
o r g a n i s a t i o n of the State , th is s i m p l e i t e m means a c l a i m 
to the open door for w o m e n everywhere , a n d a n en t i re 
r econs t ruc t ion of c i v i l i s a t i o n i n its g o v e r n m e n t a l basis . 
A s s u r e d l y " s u f f r a g i s m n e a t " is a vast p iece of w o r k . 
A s s u r e d l y , a lso, it demands a p h i l o s o p h y . 

A n d this s m a l l i t e m of p o l i t i c a l equa l i t y , w h i c h the 
ed i tor so ove r looks , is based o n a p h i l o s o p h y w h i c h , 
doubt less , m a n y Suffragis ts have not yet a l together 
rea l i sed o r even faced. It is s t i l l tac i t , unexpressed , 
but—it is e m e r g i n g . I w i l l g ive it i n a m o m e n t . B u t 
here I s h o u l d l i k e to say that the E d i t o r of THE FREE-
WOMAN is s t i l l , I cons ide r , unaware of the f u n d a m e n t a l 
fact of suf f ragism—that it is not a m o v e m e n t w h i c h 
o r i g i n a t e d w i t h " i n t e l l e c t u a l s . " If it h a d done so, i t 
w o u l d assured ly f a i l , as it f a i l ed w i t h the in t e l l ec tua l s of 
the e igh teen th cen tu ry . N o ; suf f rag ism, w h i c h I s h o u l d 
define as the ac t ive side of f e m i n i s m , i s , l i k e a l l o ther 
r e v o l u t i o n a r y movemen t s of the past , a t h i n g b o r n o f 
in s t inc t , d r a w i n g in to its net every class of w o m a n i n a l l 
the na t ions . L i k e the sp i r i t of the R e n a i s s a n c e , it takes 
different fo rms i n different l ands , t h o u g h a lways r e m a i n 
i n g , i n essent ia ls , a n e x p a n s i o n of the l i fe - force . It is 
too vast a n u p h e a v a l of the sp i r i t to be u n d e r the t h u m b 
of mere in t e l l ec tua l s , t h o u g h they mus t u l t i m a t e l y p l a y 
the i r pa r t i n c r y s t a l l i s i n g the though t f o r m a t i o n w h i c h 
w i l l one day be the centre of the m o v e m e n t : its final 
exp res s ion i n the eyes of h i s to ry . T h e sp i r i t of 
f e m i n i s m , a n d therefore of suf f rag ism—for the two are 
i n sepa rab l e—is a w i n d f r o m the unseen . T h a t is why it 
is i n v i n c i b l e , w h y no foo l i sh l eg i s la to r s , too d u l l to r ead 
the s igns of t he i r t i m e , c a n for ever defeat i t . It comes 

f r o m the same depths f r o m w h i c h have come a l l the 
c o n q u e r i n g i m p u l s e s of e v o l u t i o n by w h i c h the race has 
r a i s ed i tself . 

B u t the p h i l o s o p h y is e m e r g i n g . P u t c r u d e l y , i t i s 
th is—that s ince the sub jec t ion of w o m e n is based o n the 
e c o n o m i c l a w that he who pays the p i p e r s h o u l d c a l l the 
tune , i f w o m a n is to share i n c a l l i n g the r e l i g i o u s , 
p o l i t i c a l , s o c i a l , a n d i n d u s t r i a l tune , she mus t a lso p a y 
the p i p e r , a n d cease to l i ve u p o n m a n by the sale of her
self. She mus t cease to ea rn her l i v i n g by sex. T h i s 
is a new p r i n c i p l e i n e v o l u t i o n : h i ther to it has been as a n 
excep t ion to n a t u r a l l aw w h e n w o m a n has not , u n d e r 
some excuse or o ther , been dependent o n m a n , fed 
t h r o u g h h i m . It is a r eve r sa l of the p rac t i ce of a l l ages 
that w i l l a l ter not o n l y the g o v e r n i n g o r g a n i s a t i o n w i t h 
w h i c h suf f rag ism is c o n c e r n e d , bu t the way i n w h i c h 
c h i l d r e n are b o r n a n d r ea red , the way i n w h i c h w o m a n 
ho lds m a n , a n d m a n w o m a n , i n that b o n d w h i c h re 
creates the race bo th s p i r i t u a l l y a n d p h y s i c a l l y . F r o m 
the sea of revol t aga ins t the sole ru l e of the m a l e i n to 
w h i c h e v o l u t i o n is now f o r c i n g us, th i s p h i l o s o p h i c i dea 
emerges l i k e a n i s l a n d . A n d th is conce rns the E d i t o r ' s 
r e m a r k that p ro s t i t u t i on has exis ted i n every age. T r u e ; 
but so, too, has the sub jec t ion of w o m e n . N e v e r at a n y 
t i m e has the w o r l d k n o w n the j o i n t r u l e of w o m a n a n d 
m a n ; never has the w o m a n been free, w i t h the w e a p o n 
of k n o w l e d g e i n her power . H e n c e man ' s so -ca l l ed 
p h y s i o l o g i c a l "necess i t i e s , " those " n e c e s s i t i e s " i n t o 
w h i c h he has h y p n o t i s e d h i m s e l f by thousands of y e a r s 
of s e l f - indu lgence , are, of course , p e r m i t t e d to t u r n 
ce r t a in parts of o u r ci t ies in to he l l s . T h a t w i l l a lways be 
the case when the ma le a lone ru les , a n d the p h i l o s o p h y of 
dependence o n the ma le is the law of l i fe for w o m e n . 
F o r , of course , u n d e r that p r i n c i p l e , p r o s t i t u t i o n , l i k e 
m a r r i a g e for a l i v i n g , is en t i r e ly l o g i c a l . M a r r i a g e 
s lavery , the ma in t enance of a huge class of d e m i - m o n -
daines , the p rac t i ce of p ro s t i t u t i on , i n short , m a l e p r o 
m i s c u i t y by purchase , w i l l a lways be the l aw of l i f e as 
l o n g as the m a n a lone ru les . H e n c e , a g a i n , the c y n i c a l 
farce of the " W h i t e S l ave T r a f f i c " B i l l . 

T h e E d i t o r charges the suffrage societ ies w i t h w i s h i n g 
to suppress thought a n d to refuse sc ient i f ic i n v e s t i g a t i o n . 
A n d her p roo f of th is is M i s s R o y d e n ' s let ter c o n d e m n i n g 
THE FREEWOMAN. S u r e l y a s m a l l mat te r o n w h i c h t o 
base so gene ra l a c h a r g e ? I n th is c o n n e c t i o n it s h o u l d 
be noted that the letters w h i c h have appea red i n THE 
FREEWOMAN d e s c r i b i n g va r ious erot ic exper iences are not 
by any means sc ient i f ic , t h o u g h they m i g h t pos s ib ly f o r m 
par t of the raw m a t e r i a l of sc ient i f ic i n v e s t i g a t i o n . N o r 
c a n l u sc ious ly w o r d e d ar t ic les l a u d i n g the p rac t i ce o f 
aesthetic p ros t i t u t ion be cons ide red sc ience. D r . 
W r e n c h ' s a r t i c le o n the Y o s h i w a r a was not o n l y vague i n 
l a n g u a g e , i t was inaccura te i n t hough t , s ince it b e g g e d 
a l l the root quest ions by loose assumpt ions . N o a t tempt 
at the scient i f ic t rea tment of sex quest ions , o ther t h a n o f 
M a l t h u s i a n i s m , has yet appea red i n the paper . F u r t h e r , 
e q u a l l y w i t h the edi tor who ca l l s Suffragis ts " i d e a l e s s , " 
M i s s R o y d e n is en t i t l ed to express her o p i n i o n s . S h e 
d i d not, of course , speak for the 30,000 m e m b e r s of the 
N . U . who were not consu l ted . It i s , too , a far g rea t e r 
a t tack to c a l l one " i d e a l e s s " t h a n " n a u s e o u s . " 

T h e t ru th is that F e a r ru les . M r s . H . W a r d dreads the 
w i c k e d l i cence (as exempl i f i ed i n THE FREEWOMAN!) 
w h i c h she expects w i l l f o l low on the c o m i n g of the 
vote , a n d the edi tor of THE FREEWOMAN fears the p i o u s 
sen t imen ta l i t y of Suffragists (as i l l u s t r a t ed by M i s s 
R o y d e n ! ) . N e i t h e r fear i s , I t h i n k , jus t i f i ed , a n d cer
t a i n l y not by such p a l t r y " p r o o f s " as these. W o m e n a re 
bo th n a r r o w a n d w i d e ; bo th i n t e l l e c t u a l a n d e m o t i o n a l ; 
s t rong here, weak there. T h e heart of w o m a n , l i k e the 
heart of m a n , is a da rk forest, as the R u s s i a n p r o v e r b 
says. B u t that a great e v o l u t i o n a r y force has a r i s e n 
w i t h i n her none can deny . O u r par t is to g u i d e i t , not to 
c o n d e m n on the s l ightes t pretexts , those who w o r k o n 
other l ines t h a n ours . M. P. WILLCOCKS. 

[ W e feel that M i s s W i l l c o c k s misses the p o i n t of o u r 
a rgumen t s . W e are qui te aware that there is qu i te a 
l o n g b i l l of demands for a l te ra t ions i n e l ec to ra l a n d 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e o rgan i sa t ions . B u t readjus tments a n d 
the d e m a n d for t h e m need not necessa r i ly represent 
ideas. M i s s W i l l c o c k s says that Suff ragis t i dea s—the i r 
p h i l o s o p h y — a r e e m e r g i n g . W e s ince re ly hope s o ; bu t 
we are en t i t l ed , we t h i n k , to po in t out that th is e m e r g e n c e 
has been so slow that it c a n t r u t h f u l l y be asserted tha t 
Suffragists do not k n o w now where they are , even i n re
spect of such sub jec t s—in t ima te ly v i t a l to w o m e n s e e k i n g 
f reedom—as women ' s e c o n o m i c i ndependence a n d p r o s t i 
t u t i o n . W e are sor ry i f o u r r e m a r k s gave M i s s W i l l c o c k s 
to u n d e r s t a n d that we based our j u d g m e n t u p o n one 
i n d i v i d u a l s tatement. W e based it , i n a c tua l fact , u p o n 
m a n y years ' close c o n n e c t i o n w i t h off ic ia l Suff ragis t s . 
W e used the let ter to the Times to prove that , t h o u g h 
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there are i n d i v i d u a l Suffragis ts who are s e e k i n g out after 
ideas , the off ic ia l b a n u p o n t h e m is s u c h that w h e n one 
p e r s o n chooses to speak of f i c ia l ly i n the n a m e of a l l 
Suf f rag i s t s , even those who are earnes t ly s e e k i n g after 
a p h i l o s o p h y do not fee l that the cause of ideas is suffi
c i e n t l y i m p o r t a n t to c h a l l e n g e o p e n l y the of f ic ia l ly 
expressed e m b a r g o . J u d g i n g by expe r i ence , i t is c o n 
s e r v a t i o n a n d fear of ideas , a n d , u n d e r the c i r cums tances , 
protes t is s a l u t a r y . — E D . ] 

MR. McKENNA AND FORCIBLE FEEDING. 
M A D A M , — N o n e of y o u r cor respondents i n last week 's 

issue d e n i e d the u n d e r l y i n g p r i n c i p l e of m y let ter , 
n a m e l y , that M r . M c K e n n a has the du ty of see ing that 
offenders aga ins t the l aw are d u l y p u n i s h e d . M r . 
M c K e n n a is not r e spons ib l e for the l a w ; he has m e r e l y 
to ins i s t u p o n a n i m p a r t i a l a n d jus t a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the 
l a w . F o r c i b l e f e e d i n g is a p rac t i ce w h i c h he has been 
c o m p e l l e d to au thor i se , because the c o n v i c t e d m i l i t a n t s 
have chosen to refuse food. I wrote m y let ter i n defence 
o f M r . M c K e n n a , because , h a v i n g pu t the ques t ion to 
myse l f , I canno t see how otherwise M r . M c K e n n a c o u l d 
have ac ted . T h a t is the p r a c t i c a l test—what w o u l d one 
do onese l f ? 

I a t t acked the ed i tor of the Christian Commonwealth 
because he , h a v i n g pu t the same po in t , evaded the 
d i l e m m a b y the weak sophis t ry of a c a r p i n g i r r e s p o n s i 
b i l i t y . I n h is second at tempt , he has become m e r e l y 
r h e t o r i c a l a n d dec l ama to ry . M y t h e o l o g i c a l k n o w l e d g e 
is not sufficient to enable me to apprec ia te the r e l a t i o n 
sh ip be tween the H o l y G h o s t a n d fo rc ib l e f e e d i n g ; i t 
seems to me a n indecen t a n a l o g y a n d en t i r e ly p r e j u d i c i a l . 
M y C h r i s t i a n c r i t i c appa ren t l y agrees i n m y surmise that 
the m a j o r i t y of m e n a n d w o m e n is agains t w o m a n 
s u f f r a g e ; ye t he denies the r i g h t of that ma jo r i t y to decide 

whe the r they w i l l be r u l e d by m e n w o m e n ! B u t 
the r i g h t to vote is based u p o n a n a d m i s s i o n of the 
d e m o c r a t i c p r i n c i p l e of the r i g h t of the ma jo r i t y to 
g o v e r n as aga ins t the exc lus ive ru l e of a despot, a n 
o l i g a r c h y , a m o n a r c h y , or a p l u t o c r a c y . T o say w o m a n 
suffrage is a mat ter of " i n h e r e n t h u m a n j u s t i c e " is s i m p l y 
b e g g i n g the ques t ion , c o n s i d e r i n g that the oppos i t i on to 
w o m a n suffrage is f o u n d e d o n an e q u a l l y s t rong be l i e f 
i n the in jus t ice of "votes for w o m e n . " 

H a d the G o v e r n m e n t been c o m p e l l e d to release the 
w o m e n o n the threat of a h u n g e r s t r ike , M i s s Slater ' s 
a r g u m e n t that fo rc ib l e f e e d i n g is of no va lue w o u l d be a 
t rue one. T h o s e are not the facts. T h e w o m e n have 
been re leased i n a state of hea l th far worse t h a n the 
o r d i n a r y p r i sone r . A s the object of p r i s o n a d m i n i s t r a 
t i o n is to p u n i s h l aw-breake r s , th is object has been 
a t t a ined , t h o u g h not t h r o u g h the methods p r e s c r i b e d b y 
the G o v e r n m e n t , but by methods forced o n the G o v e r n 
men t by the p o l i c y of h u n g e r - s t r i k i n g . 

M y words , " n o ma jo r i t y of the H o u s e of C o m m o n s has 
eve r vo ted for w o m a n suffrage," mean t that 345 m e m 
bers h a d not voted for w o m a n suffrage. 

M y o n l y c o m m e n t u p o n M i s s B a i n ' s let ter is that the 
m i l i t a n t w o m e n t r i e d at the Sessions were a l l i n v i t e d not 
to c o m m i t acts of v io lence aga ins t i nnocen t persons . 
T h a t u n d e r t a k i n g was refused, so the r a n k a n d file h a d 
h a d a n e q u a l o p p o r t u n i t y w i t h the leaders . 

T h e whole di f f icul ty about the m i l i t a n t p o l i c y is th i s . 
It is qui te t rue that i t has d r a w n m a n y recru i t s to the 
r a n k s . B u t i t has also c rea ted a f o r m i d a b l e a n d bi t te r 
o p p o s i t i o n . W o u l d the suffrage have been g ran t ed i n 
A u s t r a l i a , N o r w a y , F i n l a n d , or N e w Z e a l a n d h a d there 
been th is a c c o m p a n i m e n t of ineffect ive v i o l e n c e ? F r o m 
what I k n o w of E n g l i s h s ta tesmen, a n d E n g i s h m e n a n d 
w o m e n e n g a g e d i n p u b l i c affairs, t he i r charac ters are not 
s u c h as w i l l m a k e t h e m y i e l d to pe r sona l assault , p r i va t e 
i n s u l t , a n d petty i n j u r y . A m a n or a w o m a n m a y a d m i t 
defeat o n the ba t t le f ie ld , bu t not i n a petty b r a w l i n a 
p u b l i c street. F e m i n i n e m i l i t a n c y is not w a r ; i t is b r a w l -
ing. C. H. NORMAN. 

ILLEGITIMACY. 

MADAM,—I ask the hosp i t a l i t y of y o u r pages to inv i t e 
the co -ope ra t ion of those of y o u r readers who favour the 
r e f o r m of the laws af fec t ing i l l e g i t i m a t e c h i l d r e n . T h e 
subjec t has r ecen t ly been ven t i l a t ed i n the English 
Review a n d John Bull, as w e l l as i n y o u r o w n c o l u m n s , 
a n d th is seems a f avourab le m o m e n t to take some sort o f 
a c t i o n . F o r the present I o n l y w i s h to have the names 
a n d addresses of sympa th i se r s . L a t e r a conference 
m i g h t be h e l d at some conven ien t centre to decide o u r 
f u r t h e r course of ac t ion . 

W h a t e v e r v iews y o u r readers m a y h o l d o n the subject 
o f sex re l a t ions i n g e n e r a l I p re sume that none w i l l be 
u n w i l l i n g to re l i eve pe r fec t ly i r r e spons ib l e c h i l d r e n of the 
v e r y r e a l d i s ab i l i t i e s i m p o s e d o n t h e m by the E n g l i s h l aw 

i n consequence of the a c t i o n of the i r pa ren t s . S o c i a l i s t s , 
I a m aware , often say that they want to i l l e g i t i m a t i s e e v e r y 
b o d y ; but t i l l th i s c a n be done , I hope that they do no t 
favour a n unjus t d i s c r i m i n a t i o n w h i c h causes a n i m m e n s e 
a m o u n t of m i s e r y a n d des t i t u t ion , w i t h o u t , as fa r as I 
have obse rved , h e l p i n g the cause of S o c i a l i s m o r S e x 
F r e e d o m s . EDMUND B. D'AUVERGNE. 

[ A c o m m u n i c a t i o n w h i c h we p u b l i s h f r o m D r . H é l è n e 
S tocke r i n th is week's issue is of i m p o r t a n c e . — E D . ] 

SHALL THE YOSHIWARA BE REBUILT? 
MADAM,—If I have hu r t D r . W r e n c h ' s f ee l ings i n seem

i n g to t h i n k h i m i g n o r a n t of h is subject , I h u m b l y 
apo log i se a n d bi te the dust before h i m , a s s u r i n g h i m 
that s u c h was not m y idea . T h a t he l ives i n a c o u n t r y 
where p ros t i t u t i on is State p ro tec ted , I a m , i n d e e d , su r 
p r i s e d to hear , as I s h o u l d have i m a g i n e d h i s o p i n i o n s 
sca rce ly poss ib le u n d e r those c o n d i t i o n s , a l t h o u g h i t is 
t rue that they are shared by a c e r t a i n n u m b e r o f C o n t i 
nen ta l m e d i c a l m e n ; but I never for a n ins tan t d o u b t e d 
that he h a d w i d e l y s tud ied the subject , o r that he h a d 
read F o r e l — I p resume that every t h i n k i n g m e d i c a l m a n 
who has any o p p o r t u n i t y to get h o l d of the b o o k w i l l 
have done so—and I m e r e l y quo ted the Swiss sc ient is t fo r 
the benefit of those of y o u r readers who have not r e a d 
h i m , a n d whose interest i n the subject m a y have been 
a roused by D r . W r e n c h ' s a r t i c l e . I a m pe r fec t ly aware 
that the la t ter does not c o m p a r e the E n g l i s h a n d the 
C o n t i n e n t a l systems, bu t o u r o c c i d e n t a l systems w i t h the 
J a p a n e s e ; but , at the r i s k of a fur ther r ep roo f f r o m h i s 
p e n , I w o u l d r e m i n d h i m that the o c c i d e n t a l m i n d differs 
so w i d e l y f r o m that of the Japanese that a sys tem w h i c h 
m i g h t f l ou r i sh i n that c o u n t r y wi thou t abuse , even w i t h 
a ce r t a in beauty a n d d i g n i t y of its o w n , w o u l d soon f a l l 
in to abuses i n o u r co r rup t c i v i l i s a t i o n , a n d w o u l d e n d i n 
d i f f e r ing ve ry l i t t l e f r o m that e m p l o y e d i n most C o n t i 
nen ta l count r ies at the present m o m e n t . T h i s is the 
though t w h i c h was i n m y m i n d w h e n I wrote the le t ter 
w h i c h appears to have a roused D r . W r e n c h ' s i r e ; a n d i f 
I f a i l ed to express i t as c l ea r l y as I m i g h t have done , i t 
is o b v i o u s l y m y o w n fault . I n c o n c l u s i o n , m a y I t h a n k 
M r . R u b i n s t e i n also for h is v e r y cour teous r e p l y to m y 
letter o n S t r i n d b e r g ? I n i t he c e r t a i n l y c lears u p one o r 
two po in t s w h i c h h is a r t i c l e left somewhat v a g u e , o r 
w h i c h were even m i s l e a d i n g ; bu t I w o u l d l i k e to ask h i m 
one ques t ion . H e says that i t was f r o m a pecuniary 
s tandpoin t that he r e g a r d e d S t r i n d b e r g i n s t a t i ng tha t 
he came f r o m the lower m i d d l e class . D o e s he , t h e n , 
cons ide r that any poor a r i s toc ra t—a poor coun t o r b a r o n , 
for example—be longs to that c lass? I f so, t h e n the p o o r 
nobles of I t a ly do w e l l to h ide the i r d i m i n i s h e d heads i n 
the safety a n d s i lence of the i r anc ien t a n d d i l a p i d a t e d 
pa laces ! (MADAME) AMY SKOVGAARD-PEDERSEN. 

July 13th, 1912. 

CONCERNING THE YOSHIWARA. 
M A D A M , — M a y I ask D r . W r e n c h four ques t ions o n 

matters of fact a n d four o n mat ters of o p i n i o n ? 
(a) A r e the Y o s h i w a r a w o m e n able to dispose o f the 

m o n e y they ea rn or of any p o r t i o n of i t , o r are they l eased 
to capi ta l i s t s for ce r t a in t e rms of years , i n r e t u r n for f o o d 
a n d l o d g i n g ? H a v e these w o m e n any f r e e d o m of m o v e 
m e n t ? A r e they a l l owed to refuse any c l i e n t w h o is 
r epugnan t to t h e m , o r no t ? A r e v e n e r e a l diseases 
dec ided ly less p reva len t i n J a p a n t h a n i n E u r o p e 
g e n e r a l l y ? 

(b) A s p ros t i t u t i on is i nev i t ab l e u n d e r present e c o n o m i c 
cond i t i ons , and is also a necessary c o r o l l a r y to the c o m 
p u l s o r y chas t i ty of the m a j o r i t y of w o m e n before m a r 
r i age , a n d the l ega l i s ed r e se rva t ion of a w o m a n to one 
m a n i n m a r r i a g e — w o u l d D r . W r e n c h , as a b e l i e v e r i n 
m a r r i a g e a n d p rope r ty , advocate the e s t ab l i shmen t o f a 
m i n i m u m wage for these necessary w o m e n ? W o u l d he 
p e r m i t t h e m to sue for debts owed t h e m for the exerc i se 
of the i r p ro fess ion? W o u l d he p e n s i o n the s m a l l pe r 
centage of these w o m e n who l i v e to o l d a g e ? W o u l d he 
r e c o m m e n d that vene rea l diseases be m a d e no t i f i ab le b y 
men as w e l l as w o m e n ? 

M a y I a d d , for the benefit of c e r t a i n o f y o u r r eaders , 
that I a m not a d v o c a t i n g the State e n d o w m e n t of p r o s t i 
t u t i o n , t h o u g h , i f r e g u l a t i o n by the State be in s i s t ed o n , 
endowment is the barest j u s t i c e ! I do not advoca te the 
State r e g u l a t i o n of p r o s t i t u t i o n ; but t h e n I do not b e l i e v e 
that the present s t ruc ture of socie ty (wi th a l l i t i m p l i e s ) 
is sacrosanct a n d pe rmanen t . 

J u l y 12th, 1912. F. W. STELLA BROWNE. 

[ D r . W r e n c h i n t i m a t e d that h i s last c o m m u n i c a t i o n 
was h is final r e jo inde r to the c r i t i c i s m w h i c h h i s a r t i c l e 
o n the Y o s h i w a r a has c a l l e d u p . H e m a y , h o w e v e r , be 
able to s u p p l y the i n f o r m a t i o n for w h i c h o u r c o r r e s p o n 
dent a s k s . — E D . ] 



July 18, 1912 THE FREEWOMAN 177 

CONCERNING THE IDEA OF GOD. 
M A D A M , — Y o u r note o n p . 155 of y o u r issue of J u l y 11th 

sent me b a c k to a r e -pe rusa l of y o u r a r t i c l e , en t i t l ed 
" C o n c e r n i n g the Idea of G o d , " a n d what i n i t m o v e d me 
s p e c i a l l y was the c o n v i n c e d p e r s o n a l confess ion of a 
c r eed a n d v i e w - p o i n t i t c o n t a i n e d . It is r e f r e s h i n g i n a n 
age where m e c h a n i c s is de i f ied i n C h u r c h a n d State , i n 
sc ience a n d art , i n p o l i t i c s a n d s o c i o l o g y to meet some
body who not o n l y has the cou rage to c h a m p i o n the p r i n 
c ip l e of i n d i v i d u a l i s m , bu t to see its g r o u n d i n the cons t i 
t u t i o n of t h i n g s . I a m not , for one , m u c h m o v e d by the 
a r g u m e n t f r o m c o m p a r a t i v e r e l i g i o n , for that c a n at best 
but l e n g t h e n the c h a i n of cause a n d effect w i thou t r e v e a l 
i n g the P o w e r b e h i n d the c h a i n ; bu t the c l a i m m a d e , 
wi thou t h e d g i n g o r q u a l i f y i n g , for the a p p r o a c h of each 
i n d i v i d u a l to h is o w n G o d by h i m s e l f is as a cha rge of 
d y n a m i t e e x p l o d e d at the base of socie ty as at present 
cons t i tu ted . E a c h C h u r c h imposes a co l l ec t ive c reed o n 
its m e m b e r s ; the State is t h i r s t i n g for grea ter a n d greater 
power to l i m i t i n d i v i d u a l f r e e d o m ; c u s t o m , whe ther 
e t h i c a l o r f a sh ionab le , depresses the i n d i v i d u a l a n d exalts 
the c o m m u n i t y . A l l th is has been sa id before , a n d sa id 
better , but i t is not the r e a l l y v i t a l t h i n g i n y o u r " e x t r a 
o r d i n a r y a r t i c l e . " 

T h e v i t a l po in t i n i t was the t r a c k i n g of i n d i v i d u a l i s m 
to its l a i r i n G o d as the one a n d o n l y I n d i v i d u a l i n the 
f u l l sense of the w o r d , a n d the i m p l i c a t i o n that each 
h u m a n b e i n g is not so m u c h an i n d i v i d u a l at present , but 
is o n the way to become the I n d i v i d u a l . Y o u say r i g h t l y 
that th is p r o p o s i t i o n has a n absolute m e a n i n g , a n d that 
i t covers a l l others as re la t ive to i t . F o r i t insis ts that 
codes of e th ics a n d r e l i g i o u s creeds a n d conven t ions are 
a l l m a d e for m a n , a n d not m a n for t h e m , a n d i t ru les out 
for a l l who fo l low y o u r l e ad the at tempts of S o c i a l i s m i n 
a l l its hyd ra -headed forms to e m p l o y its p h y s i c a l force 
i n o rde r to c o m p e l the i n d i v i d u a l to dance to its tune . 
P e r h a p s we s h a l l some day come to see that H e r b e r t 
S p e n c e r was neare r to C h r i s t t han a l l the E s t a b l i s h e d 
C h u r c h e s w h e n he sa id that the base of c i t i zenhood is the 
u n i m p e d e d exercise of facu l ty for each i n d i v i d u a l l i m i t e d 
o n l y by the e q u a l r i g h t of a l l o ther i n d i v i d u a l s . 

T h e r e is no necessary c o n t r a d i c t i o n , as y o u c l e a r l y see, 
between G o d as t r anscendan t a n d G o d as i m m a n e n t , for the 
G o d w i t h i n is a spark f r o m the cen t r a l fire, whose m i s s i o n 
it is to w e n d h is way back to the t ranscendent F a t h e r , 
a n d so by exper ience of the M a n y to become the One . 
I f th i s be t rue , t hen a l l in te r ference w i t h th is i n d w e l l i n g 
G o d i n each of H i s fo rms is p e r n i c i o u s ; a n d when we are 
so far evo lved as to recognise h i m , such in ter ference is 
p r o b a b l y the u n f o r g i v e a b l e s in . Y o u r a r t i c le w i l l he lp 
to g a i n this r e c o g n i t i o n more w i d e l y . 

July 1 3 t h . 1 9 1 2 . W. F. COBB, D.D. 

SELF-ABUSE AND INSANITY. 
M A D A M , — E v e r y doc tor I have met is d isposed to t h i n k 

that self-abuse, to any h a r m f u l extent, is me re ly the effect, 
a n d not the cause, of i n san i ty . T h o s e who put the car t 
before the horse are u s u a l l y quacks w i t h e lec t r ic belts a n d 
patent m e d i c i n e s to se l l . A l l these t o p i c s — p a r t i c u l a r l y 
that o f abs t inence—are a d m i r a b l y a n d exhaus t ive ly 
t reated i n M r . H a v e l o c k E l l i s ' s last v o l u m e , en t i t l ed " S e x 
a n d S o c i e t y . " A f t e r r e a d i n g th is v o l u m e , it m a y be p ro 
fi table to discuss these mat ters , bu t I doubt i f it is w o r t h 
d o i n g so before r e a d i n g i t . A. B. 

"WHAT IS JUSTICE?" 
M A D A M , — U n d e r the above h e a d i n g , D r . W h i t b y says : 

" I t i s , i n m y o p i n i o n , a tenable pos i t i on that there are 
c e r t a i n ac t ions a n d even ce r t a in agents w h i c h a n d who 
canno t safely be to le ra ted by any c o m m u n i t y , a n d that , 
consequen t l y , the c o m m u n i t y , on g rounds of mere self-
p r e s e r v a t i o n , is p r a c t i c a l l y c o m p e l l e d to take p recau t ions 
aga ins t the c o m m i s s i o n or r epe t i t i on of such act ions , a n d 
aga ins t the existence or , at any rate, the f reedom of such 
agents . But these are questions of expediency, not of 
justice in any ideal sense." 

W i l l D r . W h i t b y g ive h is reasons for t h i n k i n g that 
jus t i ce is anything else t h a n society 's me thod of prevent 
i n g those ac t ions w h i c h it conceives to be h a r m f u l to 
i tself , o r , i n other words , why jus t ice is other t han exped i 
e n c y ? S. E. HADDEN. 

J u l y 6th , 1912. 
CHILD MARRIAGES. 

MADAM,—I canno t he lp t h i n k i n g that M i s s O l i v e r is 
j u d g i n g M r . W o o d s ra ther ha r sh ly . In r e a d i n g his 
a r t i c l e , I f o u n d n o t h i n g to inc i t e her passionate ou tburs t , 
n o t h i n g w h i c h was c o n d u c i v e to c h i l d - m a r r i a g e . She 
seems to have h a d other co r re spondence wi th h i m w h i c h , 
pe rhaps , g ives her some g r o u n d for th is e x p l o s i o n . 

L i k e herself , I t h i n k c h i l d - m a r r i a g e s u n d e s i r a b l e , a n d 
I a m sure there is no need for fear. T h e y are th ings of 

the past. W e have a l l h e a r d f r o m o u r g r a n d m o t h e r s of 
the g o o d o l d t imes , w h e n g i r l s d i d not ask e m b a r r a s s i n g 
ques t ions about s exua l mat ters , of the meek a n d d u t i f u l 
way they a l l o w e d themselves to be ba r t e red i n the m a r 
r i age m a r k e t , a n d f r o m w h i c h they f o u n d it out for t h e m 
selves t h r o u g h a p i teous series of shocks . T h a t has a l l 
gone . O u r g i r l s to-day have an i n t e l l i g e n t , pers is tent 
c u r i o s i t y , a n d th i s , w i t h the i r e d u c a t i o n a n d e c o n o m i c 
i ndependence , he lps t h e m to see t h r o u g h the p ic tu res of 
s p i r i t u a l happ iness a n d h o l y m o t h e r h o o d , w i t h its G o d -
sent babies a n d d o m i n e e r i n g husbands . 

T h e y o u n g g i r l s of m y acqua in t ance seem to be of the 
o p i n i o n that m a r r i a g e u n d e r the present sys tem is v e r y 
undes i r ab l e . A y o u t h f u l m a r r i a g e is perhaps advan tageous , 
i n s o m u c h as the parents l i ve to see the i r o f f sp r ing 
safely l a u n c h e d in to the w o r l d . I n that sense, i t m a y be 
a wise p r e c a u t i o n to have c h i l d r e n i n ea r ly y o u t h , but 
the d i sadvantages are great , e spec ia l ly w h e n the du ty o f 
r e a r i n g n u m e r o u s c h i l d r e n fa l ls o n one pe r son , the y o u n g 
mothe r , who , " t h o u g h pe rhaps a s k i l l e d w o r k e r at a 
t r ade , " is w h o l l y i n e x p e r i e n c e d a n d i n c o m p e t e n t i n 
r e g a r d to r e a r i n g c h i l d r e n . 

W h e n some of us go to o u r homes i n the c o u n t r y for a 
h o l i d a y , we feel sad when we see the g i r l s w i t h w h o m we 
went to schoo l t i ed to the i r homes w i t h m a n y babies . 
O n e who knows the care c h i l d r e n e n t a i l , fa l l s to i m a g i n 
i n g that pe rhaps the m a r r i e d w o m a n often envies he r 
spins ter sisters the i r f r eedom. T h e n we look at the y o u n g 
father , a n d we see how t i r e d he is w i t h the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 
he is so re luc tan t to share. I n s u m m i n g u p , we find that 
the o n l y po in t of advantage they have l ies i n the i r s exua l 
sa t i s fac t ion , w h i c h they i n d u l g e f reely , u n d e r the shel ter 
of the m o r a l code a p p r o v e d of by society. 

I f there is a desire for sexual in te rcourse i n e a r l y 
y o u t h , it must be w i t h the m a l e , for I also have been 
observant , a n d have ques t ioned m a n y o n th is t op i c . I 
have f o u n d that the idea of sexual i n d u l g e n c e is r e p u g 
nant a n d a lmos t f o r e i g n to g i r l s of less t h a n twenty- three 
years . M a n y y o u n g g i r l s wa lk out w i t h m e n before that 
a g e ; but I a m c o n v i n c e d that the affectionate a t t i tude 
they take is p u r e l y the soc ia l love of a f e l l o w - b e i n g , s u c h 
as one sees i n the de l igh t of a pet ted c h i l d or d o g . T h e y 
are en t i r e ly wi thout sexua l pass ion or any desire to exci te 
i t . 

A b o v e this age—and it was about th is age I i m a g i n e d 
M r . W o o d s was w r i t i n g — I a m c o n v i n c e d that there is a 
gene ra l desire for sexua l in te rcourse . T h e desire is h e l d 
i n check by a false m o r a l s t andard , by a d read of c h i l d 
b i r t h . I find that few i n d u l g e secret ly , m a n y s co rn to , 
because c i r cums tances prevent t h e m d o i n g it o p e n l y . 
M a n y abs ta in f r o m it because of a desire for m a r r i a g e 
a n d an idea that m a n demands absolute chas t i ty of h i s 
b r ide . M a n y forego m a r r i a g e a n d the desire for c h i l 
d r en because they d read b e i n g b o u n d for l i fe u n d e r o u r 
b a r b a r i c m a r r i a g e laws. 

M y idea of an idea l i s t is a pe r son who , k n o w i n g h u m a n 
necessi t ies, endeavours to treat t h e m . N o w , wi thout 
doubt , sexua l in te rcourse is a necess i ty , therefore a n 
ideal i s t s h o u l d be p repa red to accept a m a r r i a g e for that 
purpose as the i d e a l state. M a r r i a g e for sexua l c o n v e n i 
ence is the i d e a l m a r r i a g e , I have a lways t h o u g h t ; a n d i f 
this is the case, there is no need to fear c h i l d - m a r r i a g e s , 
because the g i r l s at the least do not feel the need of i t . 

N o h a r m c o u l d come of t e l l i n g the y o u n g of bo th sexes 
the fact that they m a y need each other . I n a d d i t i o n , the 
boys shou ld be made to feel that b e a r i n g c h i l d r e n is no 
l i g h t affair , a n d that it is h i g h l y i m m o r a l a n d self ish to 
be i n s t r u m e n t a l i n b r i n g i n g an u n d e s i r e d c h i l d in to the 
w o r l d . T h e y s h o u l d l e a r n that a c h i l d has two parents 
e q u a l l y r e spons ib le , a n d , more than a n y t h i n g , they s h o u l d 
be taught that the desire for the sex-act w i t h a w o m a n is 
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i d e n t i c a l w i t h the s i m i l a r des i re w i t h t h e m , a n d qui te a 
di f ferent t h i n g to the des i re for a c h i l d . 

G i r l s s h o u l d be t augh t that it is i m m o r a l to l i v e w i t h a 
m a n w h o m they no l o n g e r des i re , because he happens to 
be the fa ther of he r c h i l d . T h e y s h o u l d be t augh t that 
self-respect is bet ter by far t h a n self-sacr i f ice . T h e y 
s h o u l d be answerab le to the i r i n s t i nc t i ve desires , a n d 
s h o u l d rea l i se that m u c h of the t a lk of m o t h e r h o o d is the 
r e m a i n s of i g n o r a n c e a n d p r e j u d i c e . 

M r . W o o d s ' sugges t ion is w e l l w o r t h c o n s i d e r i n g . It 
is a n earnest a t tempt to supp lan t the two ev i l s , p ros t i t u 
t i o n a n d c o m p u l s o r y c e l i b a c y . T h e r e is u rgen t need for 
these o p i n i o n s , exper iences , a n d sugges t i ons ; a n d i n v i ew 
of a r r i v i n g at s o m e t h i n g , I pass o n m y paper every week 
to o thers who feel the necessi ty for it . 

A n o t h e r co r r e sponden t puts f o r w a r d a sugges t ion w h i c h 
is ve ry unaccep tab le to independen t w o m e n . T h e State 
r e g u l a t i o n of m a t e r n i t y is as r epu l s ive as the State r e g u 
l a t i o n of p r o s t i t u t i o n ; i n fact, it is the same t h i n g . I a n d 
others of m y class feel assured that we are capab le of 
c h o o s i n g o u r o w n mates a n d the fathers of o u r c h i l d r e n . 
W e do not need the State there . T h a t the State s h o u l d 
r ecogn i se ou r c h i l d r e n is a different t h i n g ; but , at the 
same t i m e , we k n o w that they are not en t i r e ly ours , a n d 
we have hopes that the fathers feel some ties of r e l a t i o n 
s h i p . 

I t h i n k he w i l l find that most w o m e n c o n t e m p l a t i n g 
c h i l d - b e a r i n g do so f r o m selfish reasons. T h e c o u n t r y 
does not come i n at a l l . T h e i n d i v i d u a l does, to th is 
extent—that the w o m a n knows w e l l that the c h i l d she m a y 
have w i l l not bear exact r e semblance to herself , so she 
chooses a m a n whose p h y s i c a l a n d p s y c h i c a l charac ter 
i s t ics w i l l b l e n d w e l l w i t h hers for r e p r o d u c t i o n i n her 
o f f sp r ing . A n o t h e r e r ro r he makes is i n sugges t ing the 
o c c u p a t i o n s for w h i c h we s h a l l bear c h i l d r e n . W e w i l l 
see to t h a t ; a n d , to say the least , t h i n k i n g w o m e n w i l l 
not encou rage t he i r c h i l d r e n to take u p the t rade of 
b u t c h e r y . T h e y hope that the i r c h i l d r e n w i l l by that 
t i m e t h i n k less of c o u n t r y , a n d more of the w o r l d a n d 
h u m a n i t y . 

T h e s e sugges t ions of remedies for p ros t i tu t ion show 
that the readers of THE FREEWOMAN do not accept p ros t i 
t u t i o n as i nev i t ab l e . I n c o n c l u d i n g , m a y I say that " A 
P l e a for M a r r i a g e R e f o r m " is so modera t e ly f r amed 
that i t is accep tab le to m a n y who are not so advanced as 
the readers of THE FREEWOMAN. W r i t e r s i n THE FREE-
WOMAN are apt to wr i te for themselves , fo rge t t i ng a l l 
about the people whose s u r r o u n d i n g s w i l l not enable t h e m 
to l ook too far ahead . RACHEL GRAHAM. 

CAPITAL. 
M A D A M , — C a p i t a l is a L a t i n w o r d w h i c h conveyed m u c h 

the same m e a n i n g l o n g before our present cap i ta l i s t i c 
sys tem c o m m e n c e d . It is useless to say " w e do not 
accept th is def in i t ion of c a p i t a l , " i.e., " t h e tools of pro
d u c t i o n , " for i t is a c o m m o n w o r d i n our l a n g u a g e , h a v i n g 
a c o m m o n a n d definite m e a n i n g . 

Y o u m a y c a l l saved-up w e a l t h , f u n c t i o n i n g to produce, 
by some o ther name , but by any other name i t w o u l d be 
the same t h i n g , a n d you cannot deny m a c h i n e r y to pro
duce w e a l t h is g o o d . 

Suppose the B o o t O p e r a t i v e s ' U n i o n confiscated the 
boot factories, a n d w i t h the factories the boot w o r k e r s 
p roduced boots, s e l l i n g them w i t h no added charge to the 
cost of l abour , except enough to secure the wear and tear 
of the factories. T h o s e factories w o u l d s t i l l be cap i t a l , 
because by the a i d of l abour they produce more boots. 

T h e r i g h t use of c a p i t a l does not exact rent , interest , 
a n d profi t . 

It is the i m m o r a l use of cap i ta l that is w r o n g . 
ARTHUR HEWSON. 

[ T h e above let ter w i l l find an answer i n the cur ren t 
T o p i c s of the W e e k . — E D . ] 

COOKING AND DRUDGERY. 
MADAM,—In answer to y o u r cor respondent of J u l y 4 th , 

there is not m u c h fur ther to be said . 
T h e o p e n i n g r e m a r k s of her let ter po in t to the ques

t i o n , W h a t exact ly const i tutes " d r u g e r y " ? P r o b a b l y 
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B L A N C H A R D ' S 

APIOL and STEEL PILLS 
A r e u n r i v a l l e d for a l l F e m a l e A i l m e n t s , etc., t h e y speedi ly 
af ford rel ief a n d n e v e r fa i l to a l l ev ia te the s u f f e r i n g . 
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1/1½ per box of BOOTS ' and a l l Chemis t s ; or post free from 

LESLIE MARTYN, Ltd., 34, Dalston Lane, LONDON 

there are no two i n d i v i d u a l m i n d s w h i c h p l ace an e x a c t l y 
s i m i l a r cons t ruc t i on u p o n the w o r d . T o a w o m a n o f 
what I hope we m a y t e r m , w i thou t offence, the p r i m i t i v e 
type of m i n d , housewifery m a y not be d r u d g e r y . S h e i s 
perhaps qui te h a p p i l y engrossed i n the in teres t o f m e r e 
l i v i n g f r o m day to day , w i thou t any asp i r a t ions b e y o n d i t , 
a n d she m a y enjoy d o i n g housework for its o w n sake . 
I n t e l l e c t u a l m i n d s , a lso , m a y be so cons t i tu t ed as to en joy 
m a k i n g a r ec rea t ion of h o u s e w i f e r y — " i n s m a l l doses ." 
If , however , th is la t ter class of persons were l i m i t e d to 
this depa r tmen t en t i r e ly , they w o u l d soon c o m e to c o n 
s ider it as a n a t h e m a m a r a n a t h a . 

W i t h r e g a r d to its " v a r i e t y " — y e s ! i t possesses a n 
abso lu te ly b e w i l d e r i n g a m o u n t of va r i e ty . T h e p o o r 
housewife cannot q u i e t l y pass f r o m one o c c u p a t i o n to 
another . She is , so to speak, boxed abou t i n a f a i r l y 
dizzy fash ion a l l day. F o r her o c c u p a t i o n s s i m p l y r u n 
in to one another . 

P r o f e s s i o n a l m e n a n d w o m e n rece ive c o m f o r t a b l e 
salar ies for d o i n g far less t h a n the housewife a c c o m 
pl ishes . T h e i r w o r k i n g hours are l e g a l l y r e g u l a t e d , as 
are also the i r ho l i days , a n d even the i r mea l - t imes . T h e y 
can pa r take of the i r food i n comfor t . T h e housewife has 
no c l a i m to p e c u n i a r y r e m u n e r a t i o n , a n d no h o l i d a y s 
whatsoever . W h e r e a l a rge f a m i l y has to be wa i t ed u p o n 
at mea l - t imes she is often ha l f - s ta rved—or pe rhaps even 
more t h a n ha l f - s ta rved . F o r the l a c k of f resh a i r , a n d 
the wear iness of her l i m b s , together w i t h an i n a p p r e c i a -
t ive home a tmosphere of n a g g i n g a n d g r u m b l i n g , of ten 
nauseate her f rom food when it proves o b t a i n a b l e . 

ALICE C. BURNETT. 

LEGALISED PROSTITUTION. 
MADAM,—It is doub t fu l whether any w o m a n w o u l d w e l 

come the i d e a of a State fe r t i l i se r , as sugges ted by y o u r 
cor respondent , M r . R i c h a r d T a y l e u r . W h a t revol t s so 
m a n y of us aga ins t the mar r i age - t i e is that i t so of ten 
means c h i l d r e n begot ten of parents ind i f fe ren t to e a c h 
other . M r . T a y l e u r ' s a r r a n g e m e n t w o u l d be even worse 
t han th is , for the m a r r i a g e p a i r m a y be supposed to h a v e 
once been at t racted by each other. T h e i r f i r s t -born at 
least d i d s tand some chance of b e i n g decent ly bego t t en . 
M e n a n d w o m e n shou ld be ce l iba te save w h e n u n d e r t he 
inf luence of a great pass ion . M a r r i a g e is d i s g r a c e f u l 
i n a s m u c h as it is s i m p l y l ega l i s ed p r o s t i t u t i o n . I t en 
courages m e n a n d w o m e n to i n d u l g e i n base, a r t i f i c i a l 
pass ions when they ought to be chaste. A n d even as these 
a r t i f i c i a l passions are but shadows of the r e a l t h i n g , so 
the c h i l d r e n that come to l i fe i n these c o n d i t i o n s are b u t 
shadows of the r e a l t h i n g . O n e of the wr i t e r s of t he 
E l i z a b e t h a n age asks w h y it is that the " l o v e - c h i l d " — 
w i t h e v e r y t h i n g aga ins t i t a p p a r e n t l y — i s yet s t r onge r , 
handsomer than the c h i l d b o r n i n w e d l o c k a n d " t h e first 
i n a l l great enterpr ises ." T h e w o m e n that M r . T a y l e u r 
men t ions have , most of t h e m , l o v e d a n d " b e e n b e l o v e d 
a g a i n , " a n d c o u l d then have h a d the c h i l d they l o n g fo r 
h a d not " r e s p e c t a b i l i t y " b a r r e d the way . 

If w o m e n are once free, there w i l l be no more of these 
u n h a p p y ones. M o s t of the w o m e n who say they ca re 
n o t h i n g for m e n have once ca red for one m a n . O t h e r s 
have not h a d the o p p o r t u n i t y of m e e t i n g k i n d r e d souls . 
H o w l i m i t e d an acqua in tance m a n y wel l - to-do w o m e n have 
of m e n is desc r ibed—wi th the results e n s u i n g — i n M a d a m e 
G r a n d ' s " B e t h B o o k . " T h i s , however , is t he i r o w n fau l t 
nowadays , for the w o r l d is now open to t h e m , a n d they 
need no longer sit i n a corner w i th fo lded a rms . 

W i t h respect to the suggest ions of other co r r e sponden t s 
re Co-opera t ive H o u s e k e e p i n g , I s h o u l d l i k e to a d d m i n e , 
w h i c h is that b u i l d i n g s devoted to th is purpose s h o u l d be 
a r r a n g e d as flats, each h a v i n g its o w n front door , f o r 
p r i v a c y is a l l - impor t an t . A not ice on this door a n n o u n c 
i n g " O u t " shou ld be t a k e n to s i g n i f y that the p e r s o n 
ins ide wishes to be a lone , a n d it s h o u l d not be resented . 
So m a n y c i t y -b r ed peop le—used to c rowds—seem to t h i n k 
that the w i s h to be a lone is a " p i e c e of s ide . " T h e y h a v e 
been so c i ty spo i l ed that they are m i s e r a b l e i f they are 
a lone , a n d cannot u n d e r s t a n d anyone else not b e i n g i n 
the same c o n d i t i o n . T h e y s h o u l d , however , be m a d e to 
p l a y fa i r , a n d unde r s t and that the desire to t h i n k i n s o l i 
tude somet imes ins tead of t a l k i n g e t e rna l ly does not a r g u e 
u n k i n d n e s s . 

E v e n free-lovers s h o u l d e a c h have h i s or he r o w n 
separate flat, a n d respect each other 's " O u t s . " H o w 
m a n y m a r r i e d couples w o u l d have l o v e d e a c h o the r a l l 
t he i r l ives h a d they been free to be a lone w h e n they 
w i s h e d — h a d they not been l i n k e d toge ther b y a shor t 
c h a i n , l i k e the dogs i n H o g a r t h ' s " M a r r i a g e à l a M o d e " 
p i c tu r e . 

M e a l s s h o u l d be served i n the flats, i f p r e f e r r e d , a n d 
th is s h o u l d not e n t a i l hot v i a n d s b e i n g se rved l u k e w a r m 
or c o l d . I n U n i v e r s i t y towns hot mea l s c a n be s e r v e d 
streets away. A p rope r hot-water appa ra tus , hot wa t e r 
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dishes , a n d t i n covers w o u l d obv ia te th is sort of f o l l y . 
T h e res taurant be low s h o u l d be l a i d out w i t h separate 
s m a l l tables , a n d not the l o n g , n a r r o w ones b e l o v e d of 
b o a r d i n g houses. T w o mea l s a day o n l y s h o u l d be 
se rved , so as to g ive the housekeepe r a n d servants t ime 
e n o u g h to c a l l the i r souls t he i r o w n . T e a s h o u l d be m a d e 
by each person i n his or he r o w n flat. T h e " t e a - t h i n g s " 
c o u l d be col lec ted by the m a i d s a n d washed u p at the one 
great wash-up after d i n n e r — w h i c h m e a l is best eaten i n 
the even ing , after the work of the day is done T h e work 
of the housekeeper a n d her m a i d w o u l d not , of course , be 
done, but they w o u l d have h a d the af te rnoon free—five 
hours at least , w h i c h is three hour s more t h a n m a n y 
nurses have , t h o u g h cooped u p i n s i ck - rooms . 

A good breakfas t a n d a good d i n n e r , w i t h a tea of 
b i scu i t s , cake , a n d the l i k e , i n be tween, ough t to satisfy 
anyone . T h o s e who requ i r e more mea l s t h a n th is are 
d i s t i n c t l y g reedy a n d incons ide ra te of others . 

July 12th , 1912. F. LANGWORTHY. 

QUESTIONS OF SEX-OPPRESSION. 
M A D A M , — A r i s i n g out of m y address to the D i s c u s s i o n 

C i r c l e , Bess ie H e y e s asks me five quest ions i n last week's 
FREEWOMAN. T h e s e I propose to answer as r a i s e d : — 

1. F o r a w o m a n to be e c o n o m i c a l l y independen t , 
does M r . A l d r e d m e a n her to be se l f - suppor t ing? 

N o ; any more t h a n w h e n one t a lks of a m a n b e i n g 
e c o n o m i c a l l y independen t , one means that he is ac tua l ly 
s e l f - suppor t ing . H e m a y , of course , b r i n g u p a f a m i l y , 
boast servants , keep u p magn i f i cen t hosp i t a l i ty , have an 
ever -open purse for the needy, a n d l ive ex t r emely w e l l . 
" A h , " some w o u l d say, " h e is not o n l y se l f - suppor t ing , 
bu t he supports others bo th w i t h i n a n d wi thout his f a m i l y 
c i r c l e . H e is a self-made m a n , a s p l e n d i d c i t i z e n . " B u t 
he w o u l d NOT be se l f - suppor t ing . U n d e r the society that 
is , I be l ieve w o m a n s h o u l d have the same r i g h t of en t ry 
as m a n in to a l l the profess ions , a n d s h o u l d enjoy the 
same r e w a r d . B u t that w o u l d not m e a n she was self-
s u p p o r t i n g , a l t h o u g h she w o u l d be just as m u c h so as her 
ma le co l leagues . F o r m a n , e c o n o m i c a l l y v iewed , is a 
s o c i a l , not a n i n d i v i d u a l a n i m a l . H i s greatness costs his 
f e l l o w - h u m a n s so m u c h l a b o u r power to d e v e l o p ; a n d i f , 
b e i n g a doctor , for ins tance , he becomes "se l f - suppor t 
i n g " by t a x i n g t h e m w i t h the cost of his super io r w e l l -
b e i n g , because he cost t h e m so m u c h more to produce than 
d i d the o r d i n a r y l abou re r , he is not ac tua l ly self-support
i n g , but pa r a s i t i c a l . A s a mat ter of fact, this phrase , "se l f -
s u p p o r t i n g , " has a m e a n i n g to us o n l y because we l i v e 
u n d e r an u n h e a l t h y a n d cut- throat c o m m e r c i a l system. I n 
a n a t u r a l state of a society, the r i g h t of a l l to l i ve w o u l d 
be r ecogn i sed , as w o u l d the duty of a l l to serve the c o m 
m u n i t y . A s each pe r son w o u l d be assured of economic 
secur i ty because of that person's i n d i v i d u a l wants, he or 
she w o u l d be socially supported. I n r e t u r n , such service 
w o u l d be r ende red as the person was most capable of, a n d 
f o u n d a j o y i n , r e n d e r i n g . C o n s e q u e n t l y , w o m a n , as an 
individual w o u l d be independen t of any m a n for her 
e c o n o m i c wants , whi l s t her f r i endsh ips w o u l d depend on 
t emperamen t . A n d she w o u l d be just as self-supporting 
as any ma le m e m b e r of the c o m m u n i t y . I want ou r corre
spondent to see that e c o n o m i c independence is s o m e t h i n g 
f o r e i g n to present-day society for a l l of u s ; a n d that, so 
far as sel f -support is conce rned , the i n f amous b o r o u g h -
m o n g e r e r s of last cen tu ry " s u p p o r t e d " themselves a n d 
the i r f ami l i e s out of the wea l th p r o d u c e d by the l aboure r s 
who could not support themselves. N o t the l a b o u r e r , but 
the b o r o u g h - m o n g e r , was e c o n o m i c a l l y independent . 

2. W i l l not the c h i l d be dependent o n the mother 
for its sole suppor t , see ing there w i l l be no laws i n the 
new state of society to c o m p e l the father to c o n t r i 
bute to h is ch i ld ' s suppor t ? 

S u p p o s i n g the c h i l d to be dependent o n the mother , 
s ee ing that the mothe r receives f r o m society a l l that she 
requ i res , there is no h a r d s h i p i n this . T h e r e w i l l be no 
laws to c o m p e l the father to con t r ibu te to his ch i ld ' s sup
por t , because there w i l l be no pr iva te p rope r ty for the 
fa ther to enjoy at the expense of the c o m m u n i t y . T h e 
p r o b l e m is how to feed a m a n , a w o m a n , a n d a c h i l d . 
Does it mat ter whether the father or the mother does the 
ac tua l c a r r y i n g of the food to the c h i l d , so l o n g as society 
sustains the c h i l d . I f the mo the r p rov ides its food, she 
takes that w h i c h she requ i res for herself , p lus that w h i c h 
the c h i l d wants . T h e n the father takes what he requ i res 
for h imse l f . B u t i f the father p rov ides the b a b y its food , 
t h e n the mothe r o n l y needs to he lp herself . P r i v a t e p ro
pe r ty , the great e v i l of to-day, relates to d i s t r i b u t i o n . P r o 
d u c t i o n is not i n d i v i d u a l , but soc ia l . I f owne r sh ip is soc ia l 
a lso , there is no need to t roub le about d i s t r i b u t i o n ; each 
w i l l have what each needs. L e t me i l lus t ra te the sani ty 
of this a t t i tude f rom present-day society even . A m a n 
has o n l y h i m s e l f to keep. H e c a n l i v e f a i r l y c o m f o r t a b l y 

o n t h i r t y s h i l l i n g s a week. A n o t h e r m a n has a wife a n d 
f a m i l y to keep . H e canno t l i v e c o m f o r t a b l y o n £2 a 
week. A t h i r d has a l a r g e r f a m i l y , a n d also a m o t h e r to 
look after. H e d e m a n d s three pounds a week. It canno t 
be sa id that the second a n d t h i r d m a n costs socie ty m o r e 
i n d i v i d u a l l y t h a n the first. S u p p o s i n g a l l three m e n h a d 
the i r i n c o m e s r e d u c e d to t h i r t y s h i l l i n g s , t h e n the la t te r 
two w o u l d th row par t of the i r r e spons ib i l i t i e s o n the c o m 
m u n i t y . S u p p o s i n g the mothe r i n the one case, a n d the 
f ami l i e s i n the two cases were g r a n t e d separate i n c o m e s , 
then the m e n m i g h t fe tch these i ncomes w i t h p leasure , 
but the i r o w n incomes c o u l d be r educed to the l e v e l of the 
first man 's . A g a i n , i f u n a b l e to keep th ings s t ra igh t o n 
the m o n e y r e c e i v e d , b o t h the second a n d t h i r d m a n are 
l i a b l e to d raw o n some of the i n c o m e of the first m a n who 
receives less n o m i n a l l y . A c t u a l l y , therefore , o u r e c o n o m i c 
s t a n d i n g is a soc i a l c o n d i t i o n . U n d e r a n a t u r a l sys tem of 
society , th is fact w o u l d be r ecogn i s ed , a n d the free access 
of a l l to the means of l i fe secured . T h e ques t ion pu t by 
Bess ie H e y e s , re the ch i ld ' s suppor t , c o u l d not arise there
fore. 

3. W i l l not sex-oppress ion w e i g h ve ry h e a v i l y o n a 
w o m a n of l a rge sexual appet i te , as, wi thou t neo-
M a l t h u s i a n prac t ices (which M r . A l d r e d condemns) 
there is the p r o b a b i l i t y of her h a v i n g a c h i l d every 
y e a r ? C a n s e q u e n t l y , i f the w o m a n is to r e m a i n self-
s u p p o r t i n g , she mus t be ce l iba te . 

T h e first h a l f of this ques t ion is a n i n d i v i d u a l c o n c e r n , 
qui te un re l a t ed to m y p a r t i c u l a r p re jud ices . M y po in t is 
this . I k n o w of NO n e o - M a l t h u s i a n p rac t i ce that satisfies 
the woman 's sexua l a p p e t i t e ; I k n o w of some w h i c h satisfy 
the man 's . C o n s e q u e n t l y , for the type of w o m a n i n s t a n c e d , 
ce l i bacy seems to me to have equa l c l a i m s w i t h neo-
M a l t h u s i a n prac t ices . B u t m i g h t not a free a n d n a t u r a l 
soc ie ty—with its a b o l i t i o n of the f a m i l y ba r racks a n d that 
h ideous jo in t s l eep ing apa r tmen t—check the deve lopmen t 
of this sex-appet i te? H o w m u c h of the la t ter is n a t u r a l , 
how m u c h aggrava ted by the cond i t i ons of f a m i l y l i f e ? 
T h e second ha l f of the ques t ion has been answered by 
m y answer to the first ques t ion . B u t I w i l l deve lop the 
r e p l y , shou ld our cor respondent w i s h me to. 

4. D o e s he t h i n k State endowment of m o t h e r h o o d 
w o u l d be the way out i n such a case? 

N o . T h e future free society w i l l have NO State. 
Besides , where eve rybody has the r i g h t to l i v e , how c a n 
y o u endow one person at ce r t a in t imes for limited 
periods, apparently, in some cases? A l l State e n d o w m e n t 
schemes are founded on soc ia l dis trust , a n d pre-suppose 
p r iva te p roper ty . 

5. A m I r i g h t i n s u p p o s i n g that he cons iders the 
in t e l l ec tua l w o m a n to have less sexua l in s t inc t t h a n 
the o r d i n a r y w o m a n ? 

T h a t depends o n how m u c h the o r d i n a r y woman ' s l a r g e 
f a m i l y is due to s u b m i s s i o n to fo rced in t e rcourse , 
agreed to t h r o u g h i g n o r a n c e ra ther t h a n desi re , or to her 
o w n sex-appetite. C e r t a i n l y , I be l ieve the i n t e l l e c t u a l 
w o m a n is averse f r o m c h i l d - b e a r i n g , a n d , f r o m m e n t a l re
vol t , opposed to excessive sex i n d u l g e n c e . T h i s mus t 
necessar i ly i n v o l v e a decay of the sex ins t inc t , w h i c h , 
c o u p l e d w i t h the individual l i fe of the new soc ia l o rde r , 
can o n l y m e a n less sex-desire a n d more h u m a n c o m r a d e -
sh ip . GUY A. ALDRED. 

A mis t ake was made i n a let ter s i gned " A Pro- tes t -ant ," 
a p p e a r i n g i n last week's issue. " U n l i m i t e d U n i o n s " 
shou ld have read , " U n l i c e n s e d U n i o n s . " — E D . 

A BOOK FOR MARRIED WOMEN. 
B y DR. ALLINSON. 

The information contained in this book ought to be known by every 
married woman, and it will not harm the unmarried to read. The book 
is conveniently divided into twelve chapters. The first chapter treats 
of the changes of puberty, or when a girl becomes a woman. The 
second chapter treats of marriage from a doctor's standpoint; points 
out the best ages for marriage, and who should have children and who 
not, and furnishes useful information that one can ordinarily get only 
from an intelligent doctor. The third chapter treats of the marriage of 
blood relations; and condemns such marriages as a rule. Chapter four 
treats of the signs of pregnancy. The fifth chapter tells how a woman 
should live during the pregnant state. The sixth chapter treats of mishaps 
and how to avoid them. The seventh chapter treats of material im
pressions, and shows that birth marks are not due to longings on the part 
of the mother, but rather to her poor health. The eighth chapter teaches 
how to have easy confinements. Certain people believe that women 
should bring forth in pain and trouble, but the hygienic physician says 
that confinements can be made comparatively easy if certain rules are 
obeyed; these rules are given. The ninth chapter treats of the proper 
management of confinements until the baby is born. The tenth 
chapter tells how to treat the mother until she is up and about again. 
The eleventh chapter treats of sterility; gives the main causes of it, how 
these may be overcome and children result. The last chapter treats of 
the "change," a most important article for all women over forty. The 
book is full of useful information, and no book is written which goes so 
thoroughly into matters relating to married women. Some may think 
too much is told; such can scarcely be the case, for knowledge is power 
and the means of attaining happiness. The book can be had in an 
envelope from Dr. T. R. Allinson, 381, Room, 4 , Spanish Place, Man
chester Square, London, W., in return for a Postal Order for 1s. 2d. 



180 THE FREEWOMAN July 18, 1912 

From STEPHEN SWIFT'S LIST. 
TRIPOLI AND YOUNG ITALY 

B y CHARLES LAPWORTH i n co l labora t ion with HELEN ZIMMERN. F u l l y I l l u s t r a t ed . 10s. 6d. net. 
A L A R G E O R D E R F O R C O P I E S O F "TRIPOLI AND YOUNG ITALY" H A S B E E N R E C E I V E D F R O M T H E I T A L I A N 

G O V E R N M E N T T H A T I T M A Y D I S T R I B U T E T H E M A M O N G I T S E M B A S S I E S A N D C O N S U L A T E S . T h e I t a l i an P r i m e 

M i n i s t e r has w r i t t e n officially to the author express ing h i s congra tu la t ions a n d thanks for a book w h i c h he 
descr ibes as " a ver i t ab le act of homage to the t ru th . . . a book w h i c h w i l l m a k e a l l f a i r -minded people real ise 
the s ince r i ty and r ighteousness of the new manifes ta t ion of v i t a l i t y on the part of the I t a l i a n N a t i o n . " 

IN DEFENCE OF AMERICA: For the Enlightenment of John B u l l 
B y BARON VON TAUBE. 5s. net. 
" B a r o n v o n T a u b e has the facul ty of keen observat ion, not al together superf ic ia l , and the rare gift of express ing 
his conc lus ions c o n v i n c i n g l y and w i t h the sav ing grace of h u m o u r . " — L I T E R A R Y WORLD. 
" T a c t f u l and in teres t ing eulogy of the U n i t e d States takes a form w h i c h makes it pecu l i a r ly e f f e c t i v e . " — S C O T S M A N . 

FROM THEATRE TO MUSIC HALL 
B y W. R. TITTERTON. 3s. 6d. net. 
" H o w a d m i r a b l y he describes and analyses the w o r k of m a n y of the actors and dancers of the d a y . T h e book 
is ce r t a in ly qui te a b r i l l i an t picture of its side of L o n d o n life, and to say that it does not con ta in a d u l l page 
underrates badly its ex t raord ina ry v i v a c i t y . " — O B S E R V E R . 
" A most v i v a c i o u s vo lume . . . a second edi t ion of the book w h i c h seems sure to be ca l l ed f o r . " — P A L L MALL GAZETTE. 

READY SHORTLY 
THE DOCTOR AND HIS WORK. With a Hint of his Destiny 

and Ideals. B y CHARLES J. WHITBY, M.D. 3s. 6d. net. 
In th is book the author has rev iewed the exis t ing pos i t ion of the doctor a n d ind ica ted the s igns of a new 
soc io logica l era i n w h i c h he w i l l be cal led upon to accept new and impor tan t funct ions. 

THE CONSUMER IN REVOLT 
B y Mrs. BILLINGTON-GREIG 1s. net. 
T h e author c l a ims that there w i l l be no satisfactory so lu t ion of the present i ndus t r i a l unrest u n t i l 
l abour has w o n the assistance of the consumers . A l o n e the worke r has never been able to advance 
against the hosts of m o n o p o l y ; alone the consumer has been the impotent v i c t i m of the profiteer. T h e s e 
two, the consumer and worker , she c l a ims , are the on ly essential economic elements, and together they 
are capable of ent i re ly reconst ruct ing the economic w o r l d . 

OFF BEATEN TRACKS IN BRITTANY 
B y EMIL DAVIES. C r o w n 8vo, c lo th , 7s. 6d. net. 
" S h o u l d be read w i t h equal pleasure b y readers cur ious about B r i t t a n y a n d by those w h o wish to be enter tained 
b y shar ing the enjoyment of a sk i l fu l hol iday m a k e r . " — S C O T S M A N . 
" A good deal of brightness in the n a r r a t i v e . " — O B S E R V E R . 

ENGLISH LITERATURE, 1880-1905: Pater, Wilde, and After 
B y J. M. KENNEDY. D e m y 8vo, c lo th , 7s. 6d. net. 
M r . K e n n e d y has wr i t t en the first h i s tory of the d y n a m i c movement i n E n g l i s h l i tera ture between 1880 a n d 1905. 

LA LITTÉRATURE ET LES IDÉES NOUVELLES 
B y ALEXANDRE MERCEREAU. 3s. net. 
" J ' i n s i s t e , dans tous les domaines de l 'act ivi té intel lectuel les le dernier quart de siècle peut comter p a r m i les 
plus glorieuses, les p lus riches, les plus subl imes de tous les temps ." 

EAVES OF PROSE 
B y ANNIE MATHESON. 5s. net. 
" S h o w s l i t e ra ry urbani ty , a l lusiveness , and k n o w l e d g e . " — A T H E N Æ U M . 
" T h e essays include m a n y admirab le studies upon the works of great w r i t e r s . " — S P H E R E . 

SIX-SHILLING FICTION 
SHADOWS OUT OF THE CROWD 

B y RICHARD CURLE 
" M r . C u r l e g ives sat isfying evidence of a gift of psycho log ica l analys is of an unusua l o r d e r . " — N A T I O N . 

AN EXCELLENT MYSTERY 
B y COUNTESS RUSSELL 
" U n d o u b t e d v iv idness and f r e s h n e s s . " — M O R N I N G LEADER. 

THE CONSIDINE LUCK 
B y H. A. HINCKSON 

"A grace and sureness of t ouch w h i c h are c a p t i v a t i n g . " — P A L L MALL GAZETTE. 

Published by STEPHEN SWIFT and COMPANY, LTD., at 16, King Street, Covent Garden. 
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