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The physical force objection
to women’s suffrage

T he suffrage movement was a central strand in Victorian
feminism, and one of its primary aims was confronting anti-
suffragists’ opposition to the enfranchisement of women. A

principal argument for opponents of women’s suffrage was the physical
force objection: the principle that women were unable to take up arms
to defend their country, and therefore could not qualify for the franchise.
In engaging with this question, many feminists began to approach the
question of why and under what circumstances they might sanction the
use of physical force. This led many to develop pacifist, anti-imperialist
or internationalist agendas, which in turn enabled a minority to redefine
discourses of patriotism.

It is by no means a new argument to state that Victorian feminism
was imbued with the aspirations and preoccupations of imperialism. But
imperialism was not a homogeneous entity, and the debate about force
was heavily influenced by the various feminist discourses of nationalism
and imperialism that were available. The emergent perspectives on the
role of force included critiques of any war entered into without prior
recourse to arbitration, or any imperial war conducted against native
or ‘other’ settler populations. These in turn were instrumental in the
development of pacifist feminism during this period. If it could be argued
by suffragists that moral force was preferable to and more effective than
physical force, it could also be argued that many, if not all, physical
conflicts were unnecessary.

This debate was taken up by some of the key thinkers on women’s
suffrage during the late nineteenth century. Suffragists such as John
Stuart Mill and Lydia Becker argued that physical force was not a
requirement for citizenship, and therefore that moral force should
outweigh physical force in a civilised society. Anti-suffragists such as
James Fitzjames Stephen and Goldwin Smith focused on the importance
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of the threat of physical force, to argue that those who could not bring
it to bear could not be entrusted with the privileges of citizenship. Their
arguments relied upon the popular anti-suffragist idea that women would
not be fit to exercise imperial power, and indeed some of the most
prominent suffragists, including Millicent Garrett Fawcett, had reserva-
tions on this issue. Their discussions of the physical force objection
illustrate the various perspectives possible within liberal thinking on the
uses and roles of force within both the empire and the international
arena.

John Stuart Mill’s The Subjection of Women, a text which is recognised
as a ‘classic statement of liberal feminism’, rested on the argument that
most sexual differences are likely to be social or cultural in origin.1 Mill
(1806–73) had by the time of its publication in 1869 a dominant position
in Victorian intellectual debate, particularly as a result of his liberal
utilitarian philosophy. The Subjection of Women became an important
text for the early feminist movement: although Mill’s arguments were not
new, it was nonetheless the first time that such ideas had been publicly
put forward by a respected (and male) writer. Mill’s central argument in
Subjection was that true male and female natures were unknowable,
because individuals are always guided and constrained by social factors.
Those who based their arguments on ideas about male or female nature
therefore ignored the role that social conditioning played in guiding
individual growth. Because men and women had always been raised
differently and subjected to different treatment and expectations, Mill
argued that it was impossible to know which, if any, gender differences
were based in nature. He also specifically attacked marriage and marriage
law, arguing that as it then existed, marriage kept women in subjection
to men. This was not only detrimental to women, Mill argued, but it
also tended to damage men’s moral sensibilities, and therefore to inhibit
the improvement of society as a whole.2

Mill pre-empted the physical force objection by arguing that ‘The
influence of women counts for a great deal in two of the most marked
features of modern European life – its aversion to war, and its addic-
tion to philanthropy. Excellent characteristics both.’3 The argument that
women were averse to war implied that there was a social basis behind
this stance, and also served to reinforce popular notions of women’s
‘nature’ as pacific.4 The power imbalance between men and women,
he argued, ‘has no other source than the law of the strongest’. He dis-
puted the argument that ‘the rule of men over women . . . [is not] a rule
of force’, by citing cases when women had individually or collectively
protested against male laws, and been ignored.5
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Mill held that women were physically weaker than men, yet, as
Susan Mendus has argued, he did little to relate his claims to the realities
of (particularly working-class) men and women’s lives. He saw in history
a slow march of human progress, from the abandonment of the use of
force to the acceptance of obedience to the rule of law. As a number of
writers have shown, Mill’s views on physical force paralleled his opinions
on Ireland. He believed that if Britain could not conciliate the Irish
population to British rule, then its governance of Ireland was morally
unjust. His concern at this possibility was directed as much at what it
would do to Britain’s international standing, as it was at the inherent
undesirability of rule by force.6

Mill’s contemporary, James Fitzjames Stephen, produced the most
comprehensive refutation of Mill’s ideas in his 1874 volume Liberty,
Equality, Fraternity.7 Stephen was a barrister who supplemented his
income with journalism, and eventually went on to become a High Court
judge. His career and his background at Cambridge located him as much
closer to the establishment than Mill, who had been educated by his father,
James Mill. Stephen had been an early contributor to the Saturday Review,
and by the 1870s epitomised a conservative liberalism that was very
different in its aims and expression from Mill’s progressive approach.8

Yet the similarities between both writers were in some ways more marked
than their differences: both equated equality with sameness and inequality
with difference; and both assumed that the natural state for women was
marriage and had little to say on the subject of single women.

Stephen’s treatise on equality retraced Mill’s arguments in Subjection
of Women (a work from which Stephen ‘dissent[ed] from the first
sentence to the last’) and concluded that Mill was in fact advocating
equality ‘as an end in itself ’. Mill argued that if civilisation created
obedience to the rule of law, then the existence and practice of the law
in itself demonstrated an increase in equality. Stephen disputed both
assumptions on the grounds that Western society was still reliant on
force, and the replacement of physical force with legal force did not
of itself mean a new egalitarianism. He argued that it was indisputable
that ‘men are stronger than women in every shape. They have greater
muscular and nervous force, greater intellectual force [and] greater
vigour of character . . . These are the facts.’ Consequently, men and
women ‘are not equals, because men are the stronger’.9

Stephen’s first illustration of this ‘fact’ used the example of com-
pulsory military service. It cannot be argued, he wrote, that both men
and women should be subject to such a measure, because anyone hold-
ing such a view ‘has got into the region at which argument is useless.
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But if it is admitted that this ought not to be done, . . . where are you to
draw the line?’ Similarly, marriage was accepted by Stephen as a con-
tract involving ‘subordination and obedience on the part of the weaker
party to the stronger’, a position that was in direct conflict with that
of Mill.10

It can thus be seen that Stephen and Mill held fundamentally differ-
ent views on the meaning of force. As James Colaiaco notes, they agreed
that the meaning of liberty was ‘the absence of restraint’, but could not
agree on how important a point it was in relation to the law.11 Stephen
believed in the greater value of law, viewing liberty as having only con-
tingent value. Mill had a more ‘affirmative’ idea of liberty, believing it
to be crucial in halting the encroachment of government and law onto
individual freedom. The pair consequently differed with regard to the
issue of women’s suffrage. Stephen believed that democracy posed a
threat to law and order, while Mill held that liberty was endangered if
law played too strong a role. Correspondingly, Mill took a democratic
approach to the physical force objection, arguing that it did not matter if
men were stronger or more intelligent than women, because such differ-
ences should not have political consequences. Reform of the law was
therefore necessary. Stephen took an approach consistent with his views
on law and liberty, arguing that the fact that ‘for centuries women had
been in subjection furnished proof ’ that their inequality and disenfran-
chisement was ‘expedient’.12 His opposition to Mill’s ideas on women’s
suffrage were based on a recognition of the revolutionary changes that
would be necessary in order to make women equal, and a belief that the
conservative force of law should prevail. Unlike Mill, Stephen saw change,
rather than progress, in history. From this he drew the conclusion that
‘even if the inequality between men and women is a vestige of the past,
and is likely to be destroyed by the same process which has destroyed so
many other things, that is no reason for helping the process on’.13

The disagreement between Stephen and Mill over the place of phys-
ical force in relation to women’s suffrage provides an illustration of
the debates that drew many feminists of this era into considerations
of the nature and practical uses of force. Brian Harrison’s summary
of the physical force debate argues that it rested on the importance of
three issues: maintaining British dominance over the empire; the pre-
cariousness of public order in Britain, particularly given the absence of
a welfare state; and the constant possibility of international conflict.14

Thus feminists found it necessary to consider questions of imperial
dominance, of public order, and of peace and war when formulating
arguments to support their claim for enfranchisement.

Heloise Brown - 9781526137890
Downloaded from manchesterhive.com at 05/25/2023 02:57:01AM

via free access



the physical force objection

� 17 �

Suffragists’ responses to Stephen rested on a number of mutually
exclusive claims: firstly, that the entitlement to citizenship did not rest
on the ability to use force; secondly, that women were equipped with
the physical presence to possess and use force; and finally, that women’s
use of force was inherently defensive. The first of these arguments over-
lapped with liberal theory, which did not define individual citizenship
in this manner. The latter two arguments are perhaps more specific-
ally feminist in nature, although they were of course influenced by the
feminist movement’s grounding in liberal thought.

Miss Lydia Becker (1827–90) published a response to Stephen in the
Women’s Suffrage Journal (WSJ) in 1874, based on the first argument
about the role of force in citizenship.15 Taking Stephen’s fundamental
assumption that men and women were not and could not be equals,
Becker stated that:

if the personal rights of all men are equal in all things that concern
their individuality as men, notwithstanding all differences of personal
strength and power, logic seems to demand that the personal rights of
women and men shall be equal in all that concerns their individuality
as human beings, notwithstanding any difference which may exist
between them in physical strength.16

Rights, therefore, ought to be bestowed on men and women as indi-
viduals, not as persons who meet a set of required criteria.

Becker took this further in her response to Stephen’s account of the
physical force objection. She wrote that ‘no-one proposes to recognise a
difference in the personal rights of able-bodied and infirm men, based
on their liability to compulsory military service’, and that in the case of
a national emergency requiring conscription, women would make their
own contribution to the effort:

There are more kinds of service, even of military service, than
actual bearing of arms, and more kinds of force, even in warfare, than
material force . . . [T]he womanly spirit of courage, patriotism, and
self-devotion . . . is of no particular age or country; and . . . in any
great crisis touching the life of the nation the daughters of England,
as well as her sons, would bear an equal if not a similar part in the
services and sacrifices which the nation as a whole was called upon
to render.17

Becker drew here on conceptions of sexual difference, and by arguing that
women would take ‘an equal if not a similar part’ in serving the nation,
recognised the crux of the ‘equality or difference’ debate, by assuming it
to mean equivalence, rather than sameness or similarity.
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Becker recognised the principle that women’s labour contributed
to any national war effort, and also made more explicit the slippage
between Mill’s and Stephen’s perceptions of the meaning of ‘force’. By
drawing on the concept of women as transnational, or even transhistor-
ical, citizens, she evoked images of women as patriotic to humanity itself,
rather than any one nation. Becker also argued that this commitment to
humanity, with its ‘spirit of courage, patriotism and self-devotion’, could
be used in the service of the nation. Because women’s humanitarian
patriotism incorporated a willingness to sacrifice the individual to the
higher good, these ideas could be applied to the national context. She
went on to show that the physical force question was not limited to
military and national concerns, but cut across wider debates of women’s
rights within marriage. ‘If ’, Becker paraphrased Stephen’s argument,
‘physical force is the foundation of personal rights, the man who beats
his wife establishes his right to do so by that which Mr Stephen con-
siders the foundation of all law.’18 Men, being capable of physical force,
qualified for the franchise, and thus their use of physical force over
their subordinates was by Stephen’s argument enshrined in law.

With regard to the second argument, that women were equipped
with the physical presence to possess and use force, suffragists drew
upon the fact that women were, under certain circumstances, subject
to legal contracts that rested on the premise that they could use force.
For example, if women could be found guilty of murder or bodily
harm, they were clearly capable of using physical force. If they could
undertake citizen’s arrests (and the Women’s Suffrage Journal reported
incidences when women did so) they were also capable of the use of
force. Thus the feminist response included the reassertion of argu-
ments of sexual difference and an emphasis upon the legal anomalies
that derogated women by viewing their physical abilities in terms of the
prevailing domestic ideology. But the suffragists’ final line of argument
(that women’s use of force was inherently defensive) was a much more
difficult route to take, given that they were also trying to emphasise that
whenever a woman was charged with murder or violent crime, she was
demonstrating her ability to use force.

The Women’s Suffrage Journal never made explicit the disparity that
existed between its use of arguments based on the violent crimes com-
mitted by mainly working-class women against spouses or other men
(although it was careful to acknowledge that in many cases the violence
was provoked by male domestic violence), and the inherently defensive
stance that would, it was argued, be taken by middle-class, householding
women voters in the case of war. The inference of this stance was that if
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working-class women could defend themselves and their families against
violent men, then middle-class women would reflect this disposition
towards defence at a national level.

In the same year that Becker published her response to Stephen she
held a debate in the Women’s Suffrage Journal focused on the role of the
military. In addition to the wider context of Stephen’s treatise, Becker
extracted a debate from a military journal, the Broad Arrow, which had
been published in the Herald of Peace, the official organ of the Peace
Society and a journal Becker frequently extracted in the WSJ.

The debate arose in response to an article on ‘Female suffrage’ by
Goldwin Smith, which had been published in Macmillan’s Magazine.
Smith had, like Mill and Stephen, been a member of the intellectual elite
during the 1850s and 1860s, when he held the post of Regius Professor
at Oxford. He had been a Radical and a reformist within this context,
serving for example as a member of the Jamaica Committee, which
supported the prosecution of Governor Eyre, in 1866. He emigrated to
Canada shortly afterwards, and his arguments began to appear increas-
ingly out of step with British politics, although he was a vocal supporter
of Irish Unionism and imperialism, and remained an anti-suffragist.19

Smith argued in ‘Female suffrage’ that to date, women’s ‘privileges
have been connected with her disabilities. If she had made war by her
vote, she could not have claimed special respect as a neutral, nor will
she be able to claim special respect as a neutral if she makes war by her
vote hereafter.’20 In response to his arguments, the Broad Arrow claimed
that ‘If they [women] must have a vote, are they willing also to shoulder
a gun? If not, their whole position is weak and untenable, and they must
relinquish it.’ It went further, saying: ‘A citizen, unable to bear arms in
defence of the State, and yet of ripe and proper age, is an anomaly that
cannot be tolerated. The State has the right to the military service of
all its citizens.’21

The WSJ not only extracted this debate from the Herald of Peace,
but it also published the replies that women had sent in to the Herald.
These disputed that force was a qualification for citizenship, drawing on
maternalist and suffragist arguments that women bore children, which
was equally as dangerous as bearing arms, and that the clergy and the
physically infirm were exempt from bearing arms and yet were given
citizenship rights. The responses to the debate from WSJ readers created
a great deal of interest in the question over the following months.22

Smith’s position on men and women’s capacity for the use of force
was inherently contradictory, as some of his critics in the WSJ were
anxious to show. In ‘Female suffrage’, he argued that ‘the love of liberty
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and the desire of being governed by law alone appear to be charac-
teristically male’. He drew a distinction based on sexual difference, as
follows:

The female need of protection, of which, so long as women remain
physically weak, and so long as they are mothers, it will be impossible
to get rid, is apparently accompanied by a preference for personal
government . . . [T]here can be little doubt that in all cases, if power
were put into the hands of the women, free government, and with it
liberty of opinion, would fall.23

Those women who were not wholly in the grip of the clergy, he believed,
would vote for those candidates whom they liked, and continue to
re-elect their favourite ‘till his power became personal, and perhaps
dynastic’. Smith relied upon similar arguments to Stephen in his analysis
of the use of force. Law, he continued, ‘rests at bottom on the force of
the community, and the force of the community is male. No woman can
imagine that her sex can execute, or in the case of rebellion re-assert,
the law; for that they must look entirely to the men.’24

The WSJ disputed this using many examples of women detaining
thieves or other criminals until the arrival of the police. It also provided
a number of arguments against Smith’s (somewhat contradictory) point
that women in public life would prove more violent than men. Smith’s
argument was that women were ‘more excitable . . . having, with more
warmth and generosity of temperament, less power of self-control,
. . . [they would] be not less but more violent than men’. He drew on
examples from the French Revolution and the American Civil War to
show how the women had ‘rivalled the men in fury and atrocity’,
and promoted the idea that ‘the most effective check on war is . . . that
every one should do his own fighting. But this check cannot be applied
to women, who will be comparatively irresponsible in voting for war.’
Following the terms of the debate as set out by Mill, Smith entirely
neglected any consideration of unmarried or widowed women, and
concluded that women did not constitute a class, as ‘the great mass of
them are completely identified in interest with their husbands’, and the
remainder could hardly be said ‘to have any common interest, other
than mere sex’, which would be affected by class legislation.25

Mrs Millicent Garrett Fawcett (1847–1929), a mainstay of the
women’s suffrage movement from 1869 until equal suffrage was achieved
in 1928, was, with Lydia Becker, one of the most prominent members
of the women’s movement to publish a critique of Stephen’s response
to Mill.26 In the early 1870s she was widely known as the wife of the
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Radical MP Henry Fawcett, and was respected in her own right for
her skills as a political economist. In 1870, Fawcett criticised the general
objection that men and women should have different political rights
because they possessed differences in strength. She argued that inferiority
was not a just defence for the denial of the franchise, because its logical
conclusion would be the granting of more power to the physically strong
and the mentally superior, and the removal of the franchise from the
elderly, the weak, and those proved to be inferior in intellect, regardless
of their gender.27

In her 1873 response to Stephen, Fawcett discussed his account of
marital relations in some detail, but without relating this to the specific
question of force. His points on the supremacy of the husband over
the wife were met by Fawcett with the argument that this effectively
gave wives legal immunity if they carried out murder on their husband’s
instructions, and his comparison of marriage relations with those of
employment was met with the statement that wives did not have the
same means to dissolve their contracts as did employees. Her response
was indeed primarily philosophical, particularly when compared to Lydia
Becker’s arguments. Fawcett evaluated the (in)consistency of Stephen’s
ideas, their logical conclusions and social implications, but she did
not relate them to the questions of politics or government. She did not
address the grounds for entitlement to citizenship, women’s capacity
for the use of force, or the argument that women used force differently
from men. In doing so, she began to distance herself from the physical
force argument and the question of women’s potential contribution to
the imperial nation.28

Fawcett’s pragmatic role in the women’s movement helped to
establish her as a ‘major figure in public life’, and even the fiercely
anti-suffragist The Times acknowledged in 1889 that no woman was
more highly qualified to speak on the suffrage question, ‘and none has
had greater opportunities to obtain that training in practical affairs in
which women as a rule are deficient’.29 Yet Fawcett’s commitment to
the maintenance of the empire, and to force as an effective and legitim-
ate means of power, particularly in the aftermath of the Home Rule
debate of 1886, served to undermine her objections to the validity of the
physical force argument.30

In 1889 she entered into correspondence with The Times in reply
to Goldwin Smith’s arguments that ‘law rests at bottom on force,
and force is rule’, and that this force was therefore central to the main-
tenance of the empire. Fawcett did not respond to Smith’s ideas on
the question of the use of force, but argued instead that in contrast
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to Smith’s expectation, women would not vote ‘like a flock of sheep’ for
the Conservatives, and that women had been voting in the Isle of Man,
and in the territory of Wyoming in the US, without the collapse of the
rule of law. Enfranchising women, she argued, would only bring their
political status into line with their social and educational status.31

The Times pointed out in response that these were mere territories,
not imperial powers comparable in size or influence to Britain. The
editorial continued thus:

There is nothing on the face of the earth, and nothing, so far as
we know, in the history of mankind at all comparable to the transfer
of Imperial authority, military, naval, and diplomatic, to the hands of
women, which is now calmly contemplated as a natural extension of
our Parliamentary system and a convenient counter in the great and
noble game of party.32

Fawcett was accused of failing to understand the vast difference between
‘municipal management’ and ‘supreme power over Imperial policy’.33

The imperial nation was represented as consisting of two separate
spheres, the public (imperial or international) and the private (internal
or ‘domestic’). Correspondingly, women were argued to be capable of
dealing with ‘domestic’ affairs, but not with matters of imperial or
international importance.

While she clearly was capable of understanding the difference
defined in The Times editorial, Fawcett was unable to answer it con-
vincingly on behalf of the suffrage movement. Her political position
as an advocate of the use of force in the empire appeared to prevent her
from adequately addressing the question of why or how women were
qualified to exercise imperial power. The physical force question was
therefore an argument that she was unable to answer satisfactorily.34

Her views on the empire and suffrage largely contributed to the stance
she took on the legitimacy of the Anglo-Boer war, as Fawcett could
argue that if the voting rights of settlers in South Africa were important
enough to draw the nation into war, then Britain should take the same
principled stance on the enfranchisement of its own women.35

Questions of force went to the heart of the suffrage debate. At stake was
Britain’s (self-) image as an imperial power, and any challenge to this
power base was therefore an indirect threat to the strength of the nation.
For imperialists such as Fawcett, the case for the suffrage was a diffi-
cult one to make when the physical force objection required discussion.
It was impossible, given the constraints of Victorian femininity, to
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introduce arguments that the presence of women would strengthen the
imperial nation from a physical force perspective. As a result, Fawcett’s
imperialism relied upon established definitions of patriotism, which
focused on the need for a strong and independent nation. In contrast,
opponents of imperialism in its various guises redefined patriotism and
attempted to present it as a moral or ethical ideal, or a means of serving
humanity using the power of the nation. The focus was upon the moral
strength of the nation, rather than its capacity for the use of physical
force. There were a number of distinct strands in this revision: for
example, in Mill’s argument, patriotism could mean loyalty to and
defence of Britain’s reputation abroad, or the protection of Britain’s
character in the eyes of the world; while for Becker, it could signify the
commitment to defensive combat as a means of protecting the integrity
of the nation. Most importantly, however, all these strands could be used
to argue that women were eminently capable of such patriotic loyalties.
The debates over the physical force objection thus provided an important
battleground for arguments over women’s role in the imperial nation.
They were, however, primarily reactive arguments: the effectiveness of
men such as Stephen and Smith in putting forward the physical force
objection is shown not only in Fawcett’s and Becker’s responses to their
arguments, but in the fact that debates on women’s suffrage before this
point rarely made use of the objection, or discussed it in any depth.36

In the following chapter, the focus shifts to the feminist print net-
works of the 1870s onwards, to examine how far feminists voluntarily
initiated discussions regarding women’s relationship to pacifism.

Notes

1 John Gray, introduction to John Stuart Mill, On Liberty and Other Essays, ed. John
Gray (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), p. xxiv.

2 Stefan Collini, Public Moralists: Political Thought and Intellectual Life in Britain,
1850–1930 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), p. 152.

3 John Stuart Mill, The Subjection of Women, in Mill, On Liberty, ed. Gray, p. 566.
4 See Julia Annas, ‘Mill and the subjection of women’, Philosophy, 52 (1977), p. 189, for

a discussion of Mill’s use of the concept of ‘nature’.
5 Mill, Subjection, p. 484.
6 Susan Mendus, ‘The marriage of true minds: the ideal of marriage in the philosophy

of John Stuart Mill’, in Susan Mendus and Jane Rendall (eds), Sexuality and Sub-
ordination: Interdisciplinary Studies of Gender in the Nineteenth Century (London:
Routledge, 1989). For more on Mill and Ireland, see Collini, Public Moralists, chapter
4; E. D. Steele, ‘J. S. Mill and the Irish question: the principles of political economy,
1848–1865’, Historical Journal, 13:2 (1970), pp. 216–36; E. D. Steele, ‘J. S. Mill and the
Irish question: reform, and the integrity of the Empire, 1865–1870’, Historical Journal,

Heloise Brown - 9781526137890
Downloaded from manchesterhive.com at 05/25/2023 02:57:01AM

via free access



‘the truest form of patriotism’

� 24 �

13:3 (1970), pp. 419 –50; Bruce L. Kinzer, ‘J. S. Mill and Irish land: a reassessment’,
Historical Journal, 27:1 (1984), pp. 111–27.

7 James Fitzjames Stephen, Liberty, Equality, Fraternity (London: Smith, Elder and
Co., 1874; reprint Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967). Page references
throughout are to reprint edition.

8 Collini, Public Moralists, p. 53.
9 Stephen, Liberty, Equality, Fraternity, pp. 188, 193.

10 Ibid., pp. 194, 196.
11 James A. Colaiaco, James Fitzjames Stephen and the Crisis of Victorian Thought

(London: Macmillan, 1983), p. 127.
12 Ibid., p. 151.
13 Stephen, Liberty, Equality, Fraternity, p. 200.
14 Brian Harrison, Separate Spheres: The Opposition to Women’s Suffrage in Britain

(London: Croom Helm, 1978), p. 76.
15 With the first substantial discussion of a subject, their name and title is given in the

preferred style of the day. Elsewhere, titles are omitted for the sake of brevity.
16 Lydia Becker, ‘Liberty, Equality, Fraternity’, WSJ (1 October 1873), pp. 141–5,

reprinted in Jane Lewis (ed.), Before the Vote was Won: Arguments for and against
Women’s Suffrage, 1864–1896 (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1987), p. 225.

17 Ibid., pp. 228–9.
18 Ibid., p. 233.
19 Christopher Harvie, The Lights of Liberalism: University Liberals and the Challenge of

Democracy, 1860–1886 (London: Allen Lane, 1976).
20 Goldwin Smith, ‘Female suffrage’, Macmillan’s Magazine, 30 (June 1874), pp. 139–50,

reprinted in Andrew Pyle (ed.), The Subjection of Women: Contemporary Responses
to John Stuart Mill (Bristol: Thoemmes Press, 1995), p. 275.

21 WSJ (1 September 1874), p. 122.
22 Ibid., p. 122; (1 October 1874), p. 137; (2 November 1874), pp. 149, 151.
23 Smith, ‘Female suffrage’, p. 276.
24 Ibid., p. 277.
25 Ibid., pp. 282–3, 285.
26 For more on Fawcett, see David Rubinstein, A Different World for Women: The life

of Millicent Garrett Fawcett (London: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1991); Caine, Victorian
Feminists, ch. 4.

27 Millicent Garrett Fawcett, ‘The electoral disabilities of women’, Fortnightly Review
(1870), pp. 622–32, reprinted in Pyle (ed.), Subjection of Women, pp. 223–35.

28 Millicent Garrett Fawcett, Mr Fitzjames Stephen on the Position of Women (London:
Macmillan and Co., 1873), in M50/2/36/10, Millicent Garrett Fawcett Letter Collection,
Manchester Central Library (MCL), Manchester.

29 Caine, Victorian Feminists, p. 210; The Times editorial (4 January 1889), cuttings file
of Millicent Garrett Fawcett in M/50/2/1/71–2, MCL.

30 Rubinstein, A Different World for Women, chap. 10.
31 Fawcett, in The Times (4 January 1889), cuttings file of Millicent Garrett Fawcett in

M/50/2/1/71–2, MCL.
32 The Times (4 January 1889), cuttings file of Millicent Garrett Fawcett in M/50/2/1/

71–2, MCL.

Heloise Brown - 9781526137890
Downloaded from manchesterhive.com at 05/25/2023 02:57:01AM

via free access



the physical force objection

� 25 �

33 Ibid.
34 Fawcett’s continuing interest in the physical force question can be seen in a cutting

preserved in her files of a letter from Emily Davies to The Times on ‘The physical force
argument against women’s suffrage’, The Times (17 August 1908), M/50/2/19/6, MCL.

35 Ray Strachey, The Cause: A Short History of the Women’s Movement in Great Britain
(London: G. Bell and Sons, 1928), p. 288.

36 See, for example, Fawcett, ‘The electoral disabilities of women’, in Pyle (ed.), Sub-
jection of Women; Helen Taylor, ‘The Ladies’ Petition’, Westminster Review (January
1867), pp. 63–79, reprinted in Lewis (ed.), Before the Vote was Won, as ‘The claim
of Englishwomen to the suffrage constitutionally considered’; and Barbara Leigh
Smith Bodichon, Reasons For and Against the Enfranchisement of Women (London:
Spottiswood and Co., 1869), reprinted in Lewis (ed.), Before the Vote was Won.

Heloise Brown - 9781526137890
Downloaded from manchesterhive.com at 05/25/2023 02:57:01AM

via free access


