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WOMAN SUFFRAGE.o
[MAR.

The undersigned dissent from the opinion of a majority of
the committee upon the general question of woman suffrage,
and present the following statement of their views upon the
subject. It is proper to say, that there is no substantial differ-
ence of opinion among the members of the committee as to the
question of municipal suffrage accompanied by a property
qualification for women ; but, in order more fully to present
the whole subject, our views upon that branch of it are
included.

It will be convenient to consider first the petition of Mrs.
Sarah S. Russell and others, praying for the passage of a law
which shall confer upon tax-paying women the right to vote
for town and city officers, and to take part in the manage-
ment of municipal affairs. Although this petition is general
in its terms with reference to the amount of taxed property
which the petitioners consider should entitle the holders
thereof to vote, yet the bill presented by the petitioners at
the hearing limits the right to women who shall have within
two years previously paid taxes upon property not less than
one thousand dollars in value, and the arguments at the
hearing were based upon the ground of a substantial property
qualification. The argument of the petitioners is, that it is
unjust and improper that ladies possessed of wealth, owning,
it may be, a large portion of the property of a community,
should have no voice in the objects or amounts for which
this property should be taxed, while they are surrounded by
men owning no property, and paying a poll-tax merely, by
whose votes among others both the nature and amount of all
municipal expenditures to be provided for by taxation are
determined. Thus it is said that men without property have
liberty to vote away the money of women who are them-
selves without a vote. One woman, it is said, as an instance,
within eight miles of the state house, is possessed of as much
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property as three hundred of her neighbors; and yet they
determine the character of the town hall for the town in
which she lives, the question whether the town’s money shall
he used in aid ofrailroads, the limit which shall be set upon
expenditures for schools, and all other questions of municipal
expenditure, while she has no power in the determination of
these questions.

In this connection, the spectacle is presented to us of
towns whose indebtedness exceeds a proper percentage upon
their valuation, and whose affairs are said to be controlled by
the non-tax-paying class. ScE
towns; and we are asked to dr
property-holding women in sue
their vote would neutralize the
therefore extravagant, portion
such inference is found to be c

dales are presented of such
aw the inference, that, if the
i towns were allowed to vote,
vote of the irresponsible, and
of the community. And, if
orrectly drawn, we are asked
idy.to apply this as the proper rem

If this is a correct ground (
will apply equally in principle,
gree, to males. Doubtless equ
parent hardship can be found

n which to place suffrage, it
and nearly in the same de-
■lly striking instances of ap-
irising from the power pc

d by the many who are w thout property to control by
tions which must be provided
of a few men who are rich,
erty qualification is a correct

their votes municipal approp
by taxation upon the property
And, if the principle of a [

one to adopt at all as the r
there is no ground on which
adopted among men as well
proper remedy for the evil c
applied, then the same discrin
of property-holding men whh
applied in favor of propert;
power to control appropriate
ty-holders of both sexes, and
of each sex.

medy for irresponsible votin
lay that it should not be

as among women. If it is a
nplained of, and ought to be

lination shouldbe made in favor
;h the petitioners seek to have
holding women; so that the

5 would be limited to proper
lenied to non-property-holders

But upon what ground woul
equally intelligent and capabh
ff their own sex, who may not
qualification, the right to vote
example, the female school-teuc

I the petitioners den
but less fortunate members

possess the requisite property
n municipal affairs? As an

s of Massachusc
usually possessed of proper hey would, by a large maioi
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tv, fall short of the proposed property qualification : yet both
their intelligence, and the effect of their labors in the benefit
of the race, will compare favorably with that of any other
portion of the community. For what reason are they not as
well qualified to vote in municipal affairs, which involve the
whole school question, as any other ladies in the Common-
wealth

Shall the right to vote be
tion? The nature of our in;
enment, our improvement in

put upon *a property qualifica-
.titutions, our growth in enlight-
character and virtue, all point in
true, that during the transitionhe opposite direction. It is

through which the character of our population has passed
within the last thirty years, affected by the evils inseparably
following a long and bitter conflict of arms, the stability
of our institutions has been tested in many instances se-
verely, and the safety of the popular ballot sometimes
doubted by wise men. But the very strength with which
our institutions have in most instances resisted the shock,
and the integrity with which they have generally passed
through it, prove that the instances of a contrary character
are the exceptions to the rule, and not examples of the rule
itself. If, then, the suffrage should be accorded to women,
it should not be to a portion of the women on the ground of
their property qualification. Let the evils under which the
holders of property suffer in taxation from the votes of those
who are not property-holders be remedied by the spread of
intelligence, the increase of probity, and the effect of the
natural desire of all persons to acquire and possess property,
aided by the growing homogeneity of our people, and that
community of interests which a common ballot inspires.
The ability to participate in political duties makes better
citizens, and is in itself one of the strongest educational
forces towards a proper exercise of the ballot.

The remaining petitions ask
First , For a resolve which shall submit to the people an

amendment to the constitution, securing to women, upon the
same conditions of age, residence, educational qualification,
and otherwise, as apply to men, and with the same exceptions
of paupers, and persons under guardianship, the power to
vote in all elections for governor, lieutenant-governor, sen-
ators, representatives, and other officers not municipal, and
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providing that women shall be eligible to hold these offices,
upon the same terms, and subject to the same restrictions, as
apply to men.

Second, For an act conferring upon women like powers to
vote in all municipal elections and meetings, and to hold
municipal offices.

Third, For an act conferring upon women the same powers
to vote for presidental electors,

They present the broad que
and to hold that office
tion, whether suffrage, and
be granted to women uponeligibility to public office, shall

the same terms as to men.
We are urged to grant it

reasons : that it is,
for the following principal

1. A natural right

2. A constitutional right:
For the welfare of soci tv

First, Natural rights are su h, that, if their exercise is
the foundation for a justi-denied by government, this lay

fiable revolution. It will hard
most ardent advocates of worn?

irdly be contended, even by the
man suffrage, that an attempt
vernment in Massachusetts byto overturn the existing gc

O O

force would be justifiable in ■ ase the right of suffrage is not
the test of the correctness ofaccorded to women. This i

the proposition.
By natural, or, as Blackstc ne terms them, absolute rights.

ich, upon moral grounds, ought
iety, and which no state has a

is properly meant those wh:
to exist in every state of soc
right to deny. In a certai
They spring out of the rel
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aat it is the duty of every state

ty. But some are so
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them: therefore their denial
he “ implied reservations, with-
:ould not exist.” They “grow

af all free government.” To
tion and province of rightful

Such are the right to life, liberty, and the acquisition of
property; but such is not the right to the ballot
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Judge Story, who will not
in his Commentaries upon

accused of partisanship, says,
the Constitution, “The truth
voting, like many other rights,
a fixed foundation in natural

seems to be, that the right of
is one which, whether it has
law or not, has always been treated in the practice of nations
as a strictly civil right, derived from and regulated by each
society according to its own circumstances and interests.
It is difficult, even in the abstract, to conceive how it could
have otherwise been treated.”

In a recent and very thoroughly considered case in one of
the most respected statq c
Maryland Reports, 581), the
right of voting was passed uj

urts (Anderson v. Baker, 23
subject of the alleged natural
m, and decided against the ex-

istence of such right. As the person claiming the right was
a man, the decision is without bias upon the question of sex.
The new constitution of Maryland, adopted in 1864, provided
that no person who had been in armed hostility to the
United States, or who had been in the service of the so-called

i in any manner, by word, act,
irt, or countenance, or declared
ssed a desire for their triumph,
and that no person, who, since
ad been or should be convicted

Confederate States, or who ha
or deed, given them aid, comfc
his adhesion to them, or expre
shovdd have the right to vote ;

the fourth day of July, 1851, h
in a court of law of bribery, or f resorting to force, fraud, or

surprise, to corrupt or defeat the exercise of the right of suf-
frage, should thereafter be entitled to vote, or hold any office
of profit or trust. And a statute passed in pursuance of
this provision of the constitution, and to cany out its objects,
provided that the officers ofregistration should administer to
ever}’ person applying for registration as a voter the oath of
allegiance, and should examine the applicant under oath, and
diligently inquire and ascertain whether such person had
done any of the acts declared in the constitution to be
causes of disqualification; and, if the evidence brought to
their knowledge should satisfy them that he had done so,
they should not enter his name in the register of qualified
voters, but should carefully exclude it therefrom, notwith-
standing he might have taken the prescribed oath of alle-
giance.

By the enforcement of these provisions, a considerable part
of the inhabitants of Maryland who had previously voted
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were disfranchised. And, in the above case (which may be
considered a test case), the main ground taken in opposition
to the law was that it Avas an ex post facto law, and therefore
void under the provision of the constitution of the United
States Avhich prohibits any state from passing such a laAv;
in this, that it forfeited rights for acts committed previously
to the passage of the laAv, and for the commission of certain
acts affixed a new penalty not existing at the time of their
commission, to wit, the deprivation of the right of suffrage.
It Avas argued that the right t
for such an act as the expres
of the Confederate States by
the expression of such desire,
fliction of a new and subseqm

3 vote could not be taken away
don of a desire for the triumph
a laAv passed subsequently to

because that would be the iu-
;nt penalty for the commission

of an act which (Avhether criminal or not) was not attended
with that penalty at the time it Avas committed, it was a
law, it was said, attempting to take away rights for acts pre-
viously committed, Avhich did not, at the time they were com-
mitted, prevent the exercise of those rights. Thus the ques^
tion of the nature of the elective franchise Avas directly in-
volved; because, if it is a right, it cannot be taken away for
an act done previously to the passage of a hiAv Avhich forfeits
the right; but if it is a porver to be exercised in such man-
ner, and by such persons, as the state shall, from regard to
its Avelfare, determine, then the state may at any time
modify, take atvay, limit, suspend, or control the privilege at
its will, and Avithout cause, not as a forfeiture for an act
committed, nor out ofregard to the interests or privileges of
the citizen at all, but solely from considerations relating to
the public expediency and welfar

A.nd the latter was the view which the court took after
very thorough consideration, and the ground upon which
their decision Avas based. The court say that the elective
franchise “is a privilege conferred on the citizen by the sov-
ereign power of the state to subserve a general public pur-
pose, and not for private or individual advantage ; that, as
against the poAver conferr ie citizen acq
feasible right to its continuanc njoyment; and that the
people of the state, in the exe r sovereign power,
may qualify, suspend, or eutir withdraw it from
zeu, or class of them, providiii always that representation of
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the people, the essential characteristic of a republican gov-
ernment, be not disregarded or abandoned ;

” that this may be
done without any fault or occasion so far as the character of
the citizen is concerned, and solely in the discretion of the
people of the state, as they, in their capacity as a people, deem
for the public good; and that, therefore, witholding the privi-
lege from any persons or class in the community takes away
no right, and, even if done on account of previous acts, can-
not be regarded as an ex post facto law. It is “a matter of
which the people of the state have the absolute control/’

The decision of the Supreme Court of the United States
in the case of Minor v. Happersett, 21 Wal. 162, in which the
opinion was delivered by Chief Justice Waite, confirms the
same result. That case presented the question, whether
women are entitled, under the constitution of the United
States, to vote because they are citizens; and it was sought
to found this right upon the fourteenth amendment to the
constitution of the United States, which provides that “all
persons born or naturalized into the United States, and sub-
ject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United
States and of the state wherein they reside,” and that “no
state shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the
privileges or immunities bf citizens of the United States.”
The court held that it was unnecessary to claim that the
fourteenth amendment had conferred citizenship uponwomen,
and that it had not in fact conferred it, since, from the foun-
dation of the government, citizenship had extended to women
as well as to men, but that suffrage was not, and never had
been, one of the necessary rights of citizenship, and that,
therefore, a provision in the constitution and laws of a state
denying its exercise to women was valid.

It is believed that no well-considered case or recognized
authority can be found at variance with the above principles.
The whole status of voting under state constitutions and
statutes like the ones above cited, adopted at the close of the
Rebellion, rests upon it. In the constitution of every state,
at the time of the formation of the Union, the elective fran-
chise was expressly confined to males, and denied to females,
with perhaps one exception, and in that instance was so
confined as early as 1807 ; and, in the constitution of every
state since admitted to the Union, it has been so confined.
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Surely then, according to the theory of our government from
the beginning, continually applied through the suppression
of the Rebellion and the reconstruction of the Southern
States, suffrage is not a natural right. And, if we consider
whether that theory is correct, we can come to only one con-
clusion. There is no absolute, inherent right in any person
to vote, because his vote affects the property, rights, and
welfare of others. He might have such natural right if his
vote affected only himself; but, since it affects society,
society has the right to impose conditions and limitations
upon his power, derived solely from a regard to the public
welfare.

Second, Upon the second ground, that of supposed
rights under the constitution, —in order that injustice may
not be done to the petitioners by misstating their position,
we quote the language of those who addressed us upon this
point. The gentleman who opened the petitioners’ case,
speaking with reference to the three objects sought by the
petitioners, both that asking for a constitutional amendment
and the others, said, “The principles of our state constitu-
tion affirm woman’s right to suffrage. ‘ All power resides in
the people, and is derived from them.’ Women are people.
‘ The people . . . have a right to institute government, and
to reform, alter, or change the same.’ They can do so only by
voting. ‘No part of the property of any individual can with
justice ever be taken from him, and applied to the public use,
without his own consent or that of the representative body
fo the people.’ Is not a woman an individual?” And the
gentleman who closed their case, speaking likewise with
reference to all the measures s
ment (the constitution) the
originating in a social compact
all. • All shall be governed by
tives. All power resides origii

ight, said, “By that instru-
ody politic is described as
,11 with each, and each with

aws made by their representa-
ally in the people. No man,
endowed with special politi-

an one-half of the adult citi-
or corporation, or class, is to b
cal privileges; and yet more tl
zens of the Commonwealth a
and contemptuously refused
though taxed to the fullest' ext
with justice, or with your soleu
vision of the constitution can s
mental principles.”

I

.'e perpetually disfranchised,
all share of representation,
mt. Can this be reconciled

a

i oaths? No incidental pro-
:t aside or override its funda-
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With the greatest respect for the gentleman who expressed
these views, himself the earliest and foremost leader in the
conflict which freed this country from slavery, it is suggested
that the “incidental provision” of the constitution to which
he refers is, “ every male citizen of twenty-one years of age
and upwards ” (excepting paupers, and persons under guar-
dianship) “who shall have resided,” &c., “shall have a right
to vote in such election of governor, lieutenant-governor,
senators, and representatives, and no other person shall be
entitled to vote in such elections ” (Amendments to the
Constitution, Art. 111., re-enacting previous provisions to
the same effect) ; and that the very object of his application
to the legislature is to change this provision. We certainly
have too high an opinion of the intention of the gentlemen
who took these positions to state fairly what they believe to
be the issue, to suppose that they were stated with any inten-
tion to mislead; and we might naturally suppose that they
were uttered inadvertently, and that thus they called for no
remark from us. But we find them reiterated and broadly

published; and thus, perhaps, we are not at liberty to over-
look them. It would seem to be a very obvious and sufficient
answer to them to say, that whenever an implication can

vision, then such a construc-properly override an express pn
tion of the constitution will be
until then. And it would not s
large upon this branch of the
repeated and unbroken judicial

entitled to prevail, but not
iciu necessary further to en-
übject than to say, that the
construction of the constitu-

tion has been otherwise; and that, whether vievyed with ref-
erence to the frame of society at the time of its adoption, in
the light of contemporaneous exposition, the ordinary use of
language, or the standard principles of interpretation, a dif-
ferent construction would seem impossible.

Third, Upon the third ground, that it is for the welfare of
society, the argument is, that every qualification possessed
by man enabling him properly to discharge the duties of a
voter, or of the holder of a public office, is also possessed by
woman: she is, it is urged, as intelligent, as conscientious, as
capable of sitting in judgment upon questions, as man, with
quicker instincts, and greater intuitive perceptions of right
and wrong ; she has love of country, capacity to select its
servants, capacity to appreciate its necessities. It is here
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that much of the argument founded upon what are supposed
to be “ natural rights ” properly belongs. When the advo-
cates of woman suffrage urge that woman has a natural right
to vote, it can hardly be supposed that they often intend
what this term really means: they in reality mean that she
is naturally fitted for the duties of citizenship; that she is
as well qualified by nature to discharge its duties and to
assume its responsibilities as man ; and that, therefore, it is un-
just to deny her the power to exercise them. Upon this ground
it may be supposed they mean to urge that civil society
would be improved, benefited, elevated, by the introduction
of woman to the franchise: but they do not, we may suppose
(unless the more violent of them), mean to say that there is
any such fundamental, inherent, natural right to the ballot
on the part of woman, that no state has a right to exist
which denies it; which is what must be predicated of any
denial of natural rights in the proper sense of that term.

The achievements of woman, as well as her capacity, the
harity, benevolence, duty,many and very great worl

performed by her, are presented as grounds upon which to
place this claim. As an example, it is said, was there ever a
nobler or greater work than that performed by the women of
America in connection with the Sanitary Commission during
the civil war? The answer iplied by the question may

freely admitted. No brighter page was ever written than
hat which records the deeds of women

But are these reasons why either their welfare, or the wel
irrectly the question, thefare of men,—or, what is in

1 of both, demands thewelfare of civil jm

ballot for women ? T ids they are strong' reami

the contrary. What woman h as done pre-eminently she ha
io it: both his qualities andm woman. Man could n

his training forbid. Take the instance of the Sanitary Com-
mission: little is hazarded in lying that the distinguishing

and crowning leatur were t aractenst

women, and whie from men
The ballot is not merely a r lutile

if undertaken, to be thorc and fully performed. If,
then, it is granted to womer
can and will, together with

hey

r duties and relations in
life, perform the duties which It is a great in-it impc



12 [Mar.WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

justice to say, grant suffrage to women, and let such women
as choose avail themselves of it. This question has been
viewed too much with reference to the privileges instead of
the duties of a voter; as if the ballot were a personal priv-
ilege, and not a duty which the state has a right to require.
If the ballot is thrown open to woman, the duty is imposed
upon all women alike: none can escape its obligations. It
carries with it an entrance into public life ; a necessary par-
ticipation in public affairs, in order to such an understanding
of them as will enable all women to discharge the duty.

Now, first, if the question of the delicacy of her doing
this is waived, can she do it consistently with her other rela-
tions and functions in life ? We do not believe that she can.
Bearing in mind that the question does not relate alone or
mainly to the unmarried women of this Commonwealth, but
also, and we have a right to say principally, to the married
women in the state, can we believe that they will or can per-
form the duties now incumbent upon them in the social
fabric, if the duties of public political life are superadded
thereto? It will not do to answer this question by saying
that their performance of political duties will be diffeient
from that of men, requiring less time, pardial, incomplete,
supplementary: the whole question presupposes political du-
ties honestly, and therefore thoroughly, performed. If we
suppose, for a moment, that the vote of woman will be an un-
informed vote, then it will be a vote unfaithful to the duty of
citizenship, and the whole argument for introducing it fails.
Can the married women of this Commonwealth assume the
active, political duties which accompany the ballot, and
eligibility to public office, without detriment to their work
in the highest of all relations, that of wives and mothers ?

and, if they are faithful to their political duties, without dis-
organizing and reversing the order of social and domestic
life?

The faithful and earnest work of a mother has been held
up to us as an argument in favor of woman suffrage. More
than one address before the committee had for its basis the
work of a mother for her son, or of a wife for her husband.
But, to our minds, these are strong reasons against it. God
forbid that we should do any thing to make the one less a
mother, or the other less a wife. But do we not, if we in-
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troduce her into political life? Would she have been such a
wife or mother if her attention had been devoted to public
affairs ? Is it not precisely the fact that she is not devoted
to them, but is devoted to the family, which gives her her
position and power, and all which is comprehended in the
words wife and mother ?

Have not all the noble deeds of woman been womanly?
The very excellence which you praise is obtained in the per-
formance of duties which you think should be changed.
Has she the physical power or the time to add the duties of
man to her own ? If so, will not their performance breed a
distaste of the others? But, if not, shall they be exchanged?
and can man take her place, any more than she can take
man’s ?

That this view is shared by a large proportion of the
women of this state, and of most intelligent communities, is
apparent from the fact that the great majority of them ask
for no change. They understand the basis upon which the
various duties in life rest, and the distinction founded in
nature which carries to each sex different obligations; and
they have not sought, as a whole, to exchange these obliga-
tions for others of a different character. It would be unjust
to them to throw upon them the responsibility and duties of
the electoral franchise, when they do not desire it, at the
request of a minority, and not a large minority, of their sex.

In this connection, reference should perhaps be made to
the English law, which is mentioned as an illustration of the
working of woman suffrage. In the first place, the right of
suffrage in England for males differs from ours in being based
upon property qualification; and the law in question, instead
of being, as has been claimed, a law granting woman suf-
frage either with or without a property qualification, is a law
providing for household suffrage, and granting to unmarried
women, who are householders without a male representative,
the right of voting in municipal affairs; that is, in cases
where the husband or other male representative of the family
is not living, the household may be represented in municipal
affairs by the widow or other unmarried female. This is
more consistent with English views of suffrage than with
American, because its basis is representation of property
pure and simple : it does not extend to married women, and,
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upon principle, never can; and its workings, taking as evi-
dence the statements of Miss Beedy, to which we were re-
ferred by the petitioners, do not commend themselves to us.

The great objection is fundamental. “The accident of
sex,” a term adopted by the petitioners, is not an accident.
It defines and fixes the conditions and limits of human socie-
ty. It does not imply a subordination of one sex to the
other, but points out that all the duties in life of one cannot
well be performed by the other.

The petitioners urge that womeji are not responsible for
having been born females. This is true; but if certain
duties appertain by nature to their sex, and certain duties to
the other sex, each is responsible for the performance of its
own. Suppose this question should be considered in the
light of duties, instead of in the light of rights: will it not
appear that there are natural duties ordained of God incon-
sistent and incompatible with the “rights” now claimed for
women ? If the duties and functions of public life, participa-
tion in public affairs, eligibility to public office, are antago-
nistic to the duties of woman in the family, which are we to
choose for her, the order of nature, or its opposit

Believing that these measures, in the consequences of
which every interest in human society would be involved,
propose a revolution contrary to the order of nature, in which
the household and the family would, to a great extent, be
sacrificed to public duties and political life, we recommend
that the petitioners have leave to withdraw.

ROBERT R. BISHOP,
AMOS J. SAUNDERS.

Of the Senate

CLEMENT HUGH HILL,
JOSEPH J. KELLEY,

Of the House

I concur in the above, except that I am in favor of sub-
mitting the constitutional amendment to the people.

PATRICK M. McGLYNN
Of the House
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RESOLVE
Providing for an Amendment of the Constitution to secure

the Elective Franchise and the Right to hold Office to
Women.

Resolved by both houses, the same being agreed to by a
majority of the senators and two-thirds of the members of the
house of representatives present and voting thereon, That it
is expedient to alter the constitution of this Commonwealth
by adopting the subjoined artic
same, as thus agreed to, be ent
houses, with the yeas and nay
to the general court next to be

le of amendment, and that the
sred on the journals of both
taken thereon, and referred
;hosen, and that the same be

published, to the end, that, if agreed to by the general court
next to be chosen in the manner provided by the constitu-
tion, it may be submitted to the people for their approval
and ratification, in order that it may become a part of the
constitution of the Commonwealth.

Article of

Every female citizen of twenty-one years of age and up
wards (excepting paupers, and persons under guardianship)
who has the educational qualification required by the twen-
tieth article of the amendments to the constitution, who
shall have resided within the Commonwealth one year, and
within the city, town, or district, in which she may claim a
right to vote, six calendar months, next preceding any elec-
tion of governor, lieutenant-governor, senators or represen-
tatives, or other officers, and who shall have paid, by herself

Amendmen

(Hommomucaltl) of illasoacljiioctto.

In the Year One Thousand Eight Hundred and Seventy-Eight.
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or her parent, master or guardian, any state or county tax
which shall within two years next preceding such election
have been assessed upon her in any city, town, or district of
this Commonwealth, shall have a right to vote in any such
election, and shall be eligible to all offices, upon the same
terms, conditions, and qualifications, and subject to the same
restrictions, as male citizens.


