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MORE ABOUT WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

ABOUT a month ago a “communi-
cnted’’ article appeared in » morning
daily attacking woman suftroge, to
which, hy reguest, we made reply,
taking up each point advanced and
treating it with cyurteous urgument.

. It seems that the writer, for sonme rea

80D that does not appear, addressed
himself again to the rubject in the
columps of a semi-weekly paper which
we never gee. A marked copy, about
three weeks old, has been sent to us
and a ‘“communicated” editorial ar-
tiele in it attempts a rejoinder and in-
vites us to say something further.

We regret that the writer treats a
subject of such grave importance in
the spirit of polemic contention, con-
fessing to be ‘*so much of a savage as
to helieve that the victor has =a
right to the scalp of the vanquished,
and should have the undisputed privi-
lege of waving it to his heart’s con-
tent,”> We are atter nobody’s soalp,
we are not desirous of vangquishing
any opponent, we have no admiration
for anything like gloating over the de-
feat of an adversary. We only dJdesire
the triumph of right over wrong, of
juatice over injustice and of liberty
over oppression.

The writer claimed as an argument
againsl woman suflrage that govern-
ment helengs to man, and we replied
that under our form of government
this was an argument in its favor, be-
cause if governments derive their just
powers from the consent of the gov-
erned, todeny women a voice iu the
choice of those whoare to govern tirem
{8 unrepublican. To this he remarks:

1t we had said that government be-
longed to mankind in such sense as to in-
elude men and women, then there would
ba some point to the schiool boy claim of

the NEws editor that our statement was I

an argument agalnst ourseives.”

To this is added mome flippant re-
marke as to our denying the premiges,
uapd the conelusion fa jumped at that
as government helovgs to *‘the male of
our species,”  “‘to dety to woman =a
voice in the affulre of government is
not inconsister:t nor unjust.”?

We do notthink it will take reason-
ing powers above those of the average
‘‘gehoolboy?’ to perceive that, put iju
this form, the writer has again made
an argument against himself. We
understood him ty) mean the male,
when he firet claimed that government
belongs to man. Auwud it was for that
very reason that we claimed it to be
unrepublican ...d upjust to deny tc
women & voice in the selectlon of those
who are to govern women. Ifgovern.
ment Joes belong to mapn, women as
well as mmen being“‘the poverned,’’ and
if governments Jerive thairjust powers
frow: the consent of the governed, is it
nnt inevitable that to Jdeny to one half
of the governed any veice in the sslec-
tion of the men Who are to govern, is
unjust and unrepublican? ItJds govern-
ment without rtke consent of at least
hulf of the governed.

But the writer appears to take the

ground that because ““man is the pead :

of the womsn as Christ is the head of
the Church,’ this means that woman
ia to be ‘“‘rubject’’ to man as *‘the-head
of a *flittle society or government of
which man is the ruler,”? and that

‘woman must not ‘‘refuse obedience?’

in anything, for if she does, she Le- lman equal rights with man.

comes ‘‘a contending rebel’’ and ‘‘then
farewell to Jomestic peace.”” He rec-
ognizes the right of woman, however,
to throw off her ‘‘allegiance’’ Lut that,
be says, would be ‘‘revolution.” Our
remark that man es “the head of the
woman relates to the family? is called
an ‘‘agsumption,’’ and the broad doo-
trine is laid Jown that the man rules
aga “‘king’’ and It is the duty of the
woman o be ‘‘a subject »?

This is not surprising from one who
is “'s0 much of » savage’’ that he de-
lights in **walving the soalp’’ of an ad-
versrary. The domination of man over
woman as an inferior, or o ‘‘subject,”
who is under his ‘‘dictation,”” who
would be a “‘rebel’? if she differed from
her huasband in pelitics and did not
render him “*becoming submisgion? in
“al]] the relations of life,”’ in a relic of
barbarism, of a state of savagery from
which mankind has nearly become
emancipated. The modern civilized
idea is that woman is the companion
and partner of the man, not his *‘sub-
Ject.>> That she has a right to ber own
opinions on all subjects, and is no
more 8 ‘‘rebel’? if they differ from
her busband’s views, than he is a
‘‘rebel?? because his differs from hers.
A womsan has a right to choose her
own religion, to worship God accord-
ing to the dJictates of her own gon-
|science, as a Tresporsihle individual
who will be judged for her individual
acte. Onthe same ground she has the
same right to her individual politieal
j convictions, and Is independent as to
| her opinions as she i8 o her appetites.
But we are told that ‘‘we concede
{the right of man to rulein the family,”
and that ‘‘by parity of reason he
ghould rule 1n the state.”?? Exactly.
But only in the same wany. We do
not belleve In the *‘rule” which makes
i the husbanu the autocrat and the wife
the “subje .t > But, letting that pass,
the woman makes her choice -of
the man that is to stand
a8 the bead of the family, and our
argument is that she should have the
same choice a8 to the head and officera
of the Btate. We bave offered no
objectjon to ‘‘the snme rule prevailing
in the State.”” On the contrary that is
what we claim. But our assailant de-
mands a different rule, and while he
concedes woman’s rlgijt to a choice of
man as ““ruler in the family,” he de-
viesitto her as to the rulersin the
Htate. 8o that all his would-be sar.
%astic remarks on this point are merely
a boomerang and, once more, ‘‘an
argument against himeelf.*?

AB to our reference to the Thurch,
it was simply in answer to bls own
quotation from Paul, ap] therefore his
reflections about our menlioning the
Church in connection with a po-
Htical  subject come back in
bhis own face. But bhe reminds
us that though women vote in the
Church **for its officers at conferences,”

“In council and priesthood meetings
where the real affuirs pertaining to the
Churclh are considered, women sare ban-
ished."”

Are we to understand then that the
voting at conferences and the sfluirs
piesented there are unreai? That they
Jdo not amount toanything? Then the
etection of officers for the Btate and the
voting for them is equaliy unreal. And

it isonly in thisto us res]l and 1m-
portant matter that we claim for wo-
It is
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woman suffrage, not office-bolding or
executive powers, that is jo guestion,
It is nut whether women shall sit in
the councile of-the nation, or upon the
judgment seat, or figure in the exe¢n-
tion of the law, but simply whether
they shall have a volce in the choice of
the men who are to occupy those
positions. Thus the “*parity of reason-
ing?? once more is against hia position.

ile is also mistaken in jumping at
the conclusion that we bhad ‘‘reference
to the Mormon Church only,”’ and
tLus he has intreduced ap element into-
the controversy that might as well
have been left ou’. In most churches
now-a-days women members are
granted & vote in Church affairs, and
the injustice of denying it to them fs
fast forcing iteelf upen the minds of
even the most illiberal in theese de-
nominations that have not eo far ad-
vaneced. As to the ‘danishment?’ of
women from all matters pertaining to
the government of the Church, that is
rather an extreme expression, and it Is
a fact that by the organization of the
Relief Bocieties aud other Associations,
woman’s capacity for guvernment in
her own sphere—among ber own
sex and over juveniles of both
sexes, is officially recognized and
given a sphere of action. Thus
the Church zives woman the suffrage
and such offices np are suitable to her
aex. That is all we ask for her in the
State. But the present issue goes no
furtber than woman suflrage, pure
and simple, that is, the right of woman
to the kallot.

The writer assumed that ‘‘women
cannot act independently in voting,*’
by which of course he meant married
women, and we showed that “‘this ob-
Jecticn would deprive all men of the
puffrage who it might be alleged nre
vot In circumstances to nct inde-
pendently.’’ To this he replies, **So
Indeed it should.”” That is, f{f it
is ‘alleged tnat some men cannot
act indcpendently they ehould be de-
prived ot the right of suffrage, The
Democrats, then, have only to allege-
thut certain Republicans and vice versa,
canonot act independently, and they
must he deprived of tbe ballot! Ob-
perve, it isonly his ‘‘assumption’’ that
‘“‘women cannot act independently in
voling.”? We do pot admit it for a
moment. Facts are against it. But
the rule, we say, would hold egually
agninst the young man who is of age-
and who is still under the *‘dictation?>
oi the head of the houre. To this the
wriler rezponde:

“Not ro, for he may walk ont from nn--
der that dictation at any moment, while
there are a, thousand and one things that
will keep the mother under as long as.
she lives.” |

Yes, the mother will bLe always
“‘kept under’’ while the theory prevails
that she is a ““aubject’’ instead of an
associate, a partcer in the family
government. And it seems the only
thing she or a mutured son can do, ac-
cording to our opponeui’s theory, - §f
either differafrom thenotionsof the fami-
¥ **king,”’ is to walk out from “undep
that dictation®! become a “‘rebel’” and
scek the remedy of ‘‘revolution,??

This comes, too, of persisting in the
notion that the family and not the
matured individual isthe political unit.
There ia no such thing knewn in oup-
systerma of government as ‘‘family suf-
frage,”? [t is each individual oitizen



