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			Series Foreword

			What did feminism – in fiction and in reality – mean at the turn of the twentieth century? This series of reprints of rare and often forgotten texts from that period answers this question in the widest possible way. For some of its authors, it meant the representation of the New Woman, the sometimes hostile term applied to women who sought the vote, the opportunity for higher education, access to the professions (or just to jobs), or who just wanted their independence from the stifling conventions of the nineteenth century where a woman’s place was definitely ‘in the home’ and where venturing out meant chaperonage or else a risk to reputation. So, some of our chosen texts (for example, The Job by Sinclair Lewis) show those women achieving a measure of independence. In the spirit of the realism which was his hallmark, Lewis also shows that getting a job is actually an illusory form of freedom. The daily grind of the office or factory is not the utopian dream that some seekers after female emancipation had hoped. In other terms, and for other reasons, Kate Chopin’s The Awakening also shows that women could not easily free themselves from standards of sexual propriety: sexual choice is not the route to utopia any more than earning capacity is. Her heroine briefly tastes the pleasure of sexual liberation but cannot escape the judgement of her society: her story does not end well. 

			For other writers (Charlotte Perkins Gilman, for instance), the representation of life as it is that realism demands was also problematic. Realism permitted only the diagnosis of social ills: it could not manage the process of prescribing solutions for the problems it uncovered in the world as it was then constituted. The construction of fantasy worlds, in which current imbalances between the sexes could be redressed in an imagined future was Gilman’s solution in Herland. This is a speculative fiction, a ‘what if?’ world rather than a ‘what is’ world, though in common with all fantasy, it also speaks of the limitations of its own moment of production. 

			Long ago, Elaine Showalter pointed out, in A Literature of their Own (1977), that focusing purely on representation whether realistic or fantastic can be a kind of dead end. If readers only look at false pictures of reality or at impossible visions of futurity, they get stuck: despair or dreamscapes. A third possibility is to look at the woman writer herself, what she does, often slyly and obliquely, with genre and form. Francis Stevens (Gertrude Barrows Bennett), a woman writer cloaked by a male pseudonym, offers another potential meaning for the first wave of feminism: the professional woman writer, using man-made genres for her own ends, both aesthetic and financial. She belongs to a category that frighteningly often overtakes the woman writer – the forgotten novelist. In recovering and reprinting her work, the series shows both her indebtedness to, and her distinctiveness from, the male models of the adventure fiction genre and the weird tale which, along with romance and crime, were the mainstays of the pulp magazines of the early twentieth century. She also made money – an important consideration for the woman who wants independence – in her chosen domain. 

			If Stevens stands for ‘pulp’ and popularity, Virginia Woolf is the highbrow novelist par excellence (though she also sold pretty well and was also very interested in the money she could make from her pen as her extended essay A Room of One’s Own makes clear). Her works span a massive range of reviews, short fiction, novels and polemics, and she often returns to the figure of the woman artist and/or writer to demonstrate the ways in which women can be denied their creativity (‘Women can’t paint, women can’t write’, Mr Tansley says dismissively to the artist Lily Briscoe in To the Lighthouse) and opportunity (‘Why are women poor?’ she asks in A Room of One’s Own). 

			For this series, we have brought together texts which showcase women’s talents and their frustrations in a historical moment that is not so very long ago. The battles that the New Woman, the Suffragists and Suffragettes, and the founders of women’s colleges and union members fought on our behalf may all seem to be won. But they only seem that way. Count the women politicians in the House of Representatives and the House of Commons. Check how much an average woman earns over her lifetime and compare it to the average man’s earning capacity. Ask yourself who cleans the bathroom in your house and who does the double shift at work and home. And pay attention to how easily some rights can be lost by the flick of a legislator’s pen and a minor political shift.

			The feminism of the early years of the twentieth century had its own blind spots: it was not inclusive of women of colour, nor of women from working-class backgrounds, nor of those women for whom heterosexual romance was not their choice, nor of those women who lived at the intersections of multiple disadvantages. Early feminists were also very often conflicted about the ‘sex’ part of sexual liberation. Nonetheless, those early struggles for white middle-class women’s rights have resonance and lessons to teach for the broader struggles for all women, and for other dis-privileged groups. And representation in its broadest sense (of characters, but also of the women writers we might read) is one of our routes to understanding, action and – let us hope – change.

			Ruth Robbins

		

	
		
			A New Introduction

			Early Campaigning for Women’s Suffrage

			The struggle for the parliamentary vote for women in Britain was long and hard fought. It is usually dated from 1865, when John Stuart Mill ran a successful campaign to be elected to Parliament with votes for women forming part of his election address. The following year three influential members of the early women’s movement – Barbara Bodichon, Emily Davies and Bessie Parkes – asked Mill if he would present to Parliament a petition in favour of women’s enfranchisement, which he agreed to do. Although the petition was unsuccessful, it did encourage interested women to form small suffrage committees. Lydia Becker and Millicent Garrett Fawcett became central figures in the Victorian women’s movement.

			Both Becker and Fawcett were what we might call ‘constitutional suffragists’; they advocated legal and peaceful means of campaigning, such as presenting an annual petition to Parliament, lobbying MPs and holding public meetings (Elizabeth Crawford 1999 and Jane Robinson 2018). After Becker died in 1890 Fawcett became the key figure in the movement, especially after 1897 when the National Union of Women’s Suffrage Societies (NUWSS) was formed from an amalgamation of the small suffrage groupings. Its membership included both men and women and its aim was to win the parliamentary vote for women on equal terms with men – that is, on the ownership or occupation of property of a certain value. While only about one-third of men had the vote at this time, all women were excluded because of their sex.

			Founding of the Suffragette Movement in Early Edwardian Britain

			Emmeline Pankhurst and her eldest daughter Christabel, both based in Manchester, were members of the NUWSS. However, these two women had become increasingly dissatisfied with tactics that were bearing no fruit. Women’s suffrage bills were regularly debated in Parliament but never passed. Nor were they happy with the Independent Labour Party (ILP), of which they were also members. The ILP claimed to be supportive of sexual equality, but refused to give priority to the issue.

			The compassionate, fiery Emmeline, fuelled by hsristabel, she formed the Women’s Social and Political Union (WSPU). In 1914 Emmeline Pankhurst recollected:

			We resolved to limit our membership exclusively to women, to keep ourselves free from affiliation to any of the political parties of the day and to be satisfied with nothing but action on our question. Deeds, not words, was to be our permanent motto.

			Although the WSPU was to campaign primarily for the parliamentary vote for women, its aims were much broader – as Emmeline and the charismatic Christabel, its Chief Organiser and strategist, made clear (June Purvis 2002, 2018 and 2021). A radical transformation of women’s role in society was necessary to ensure equality with men in all walks of life, freed from all their ‘disabilities’, as the oppressive conditions were termed. Members of the WSPU soon became known as ‘suffragettes’, a term that was coined by the Daily Mail as an insult but was readily embraced.

			Early WSPU Tactics and the 1905 Free Trade Hall Protest

			In its early days the WSPU engaged in peaceful campaigning, but all to no effect. There was no newspaper coverage of the women’s cause, nor did the issue grab the eye of politicians. Christabel decided that more assertive, less ladylike tactics were necessary. Instead of asking politely for the vote, women had to demand their democratic right. Further, since so many MPs, with no success, had individually presented women’s suffrage bills to Parliament, in a form known as Private Members’ bills, it was necessary to push for a government sponsored measure. The autumn of 1905 was the time to act, since the Liberal Party was expected to form the next government.

			On 13 October 1905 Christabel and Annie Kenney, a recent working-class recruit to the WSPU, attended a meeting at the Free Trade Hall in Manchester where a leading Liberal politician was speaking. Annie rose and asked the question that Christabel had prepared in advance: ‘Will the Liberal government, if returned, gives votes to women?’ When no answer was given Christabel jumped up, repeating the question. In the disturbance that ensued, both young women were roughly ejected from the hall. Once outside Christabel, who was studying for a law degree at Owen’s College (later Manchester University), deliberately committed the technical offence of spitting at a policeman in order to be arrested. Charged with disorderly conduct, both women chose, as they had prearranged, to receive short prison sentences rather than pay a fine. Such so-called ‘militant’ action had the desired effect. Suddenly, women’s suffrage attracted the attention of the press and MPs. Many more women joined the WSPU or wrote letters of sympathy (Antonia Raeburn 1973). From then until the outbreak of war in August 1914, heckling of parliamentary candidates became a common tactic. So was a willingness among members to go to prison and join deputations to Parliament.

			Women of all Parties and Social Classes Join the WSPU

			The Liberal Party won a landslide victory in the general election of January 1906. Since it would not support votes for women, the WSPU had decided to oppose all Liberal candidates standing for election. In the event 29 Labour candidates were also returned to Parliament, among them Keir Hardie, a keen supporter of women’s enfranchisement. However, hopes of support from Labour MPs were soon dashed. When five of the 29 drew places for a Private Member’s bill and one place remained in doubt Emmeline demanded, without success, that it should be given to women’s suffrage.

			For Christabel, such an outcome confirmed her belief that working men could be as unjust to women as men in other social classes. In her view gender was the key obstacle facing women gaining the franchise, not social class. The WSPU, she argued, had to separate itself from class politics; rather than remain merely ‘a frill on the sleeve of any political party’, it must ‘rally’ women of all parties and those who belonged to none, bringing them together ‘as one independent force’ (Christabel Pankhurst 1959).

			The call succeeded. Women of all political parties and none, and from all social classes, joined the WSPU. Working-class pupil teachers, women factory workers, domestic servants and shop girls worked side by side with titled ladies, housewives, artists, writers and novelists. All shared a common link in that, irrespective of their station in life, no woman could exercise the parliamentary vote.

			WSPU Headquarters Move from Manchester to London

			The two leaders of the WSPU came to the conclusion that their campaign would stand a better chance of success if the centre of activity was based in London. In September 1906 the WSPU took over some of the lower floors in 4 Clement’s Inn as its headquarters. Emmeline and Fred Pethick-Lawrence, a socialist, wealthy, radical couple who lived in a large apartment in the same building, were keen supporters of the WSPU and Mrs Pethick-Lawrence had recently been appointed its Honorary Treasurer. She had a genius for raising money and was a generous donor herself, soon putting the WSPU on a firm financial footing. The Pethick-Lawrences invited Christabel to come and live with them. She did so in the summer of 1906, after being awarded a first class honours degree in Law at Owen’s College. However, Emmeline Pankhurst did not move to London until the spring of 1907. From then on she had no settled home but travelled with her belongings packed in a few suitcases, staying in hotels, rented flats or the homes of friends and supporters. Although she was the WSPU’s key speaker, a spellbinder applauded on the public stage, Emmeline was often lonely.

			Rapid Expansion

			By early 1907 the WSPU had rapidly expanded; it then possessed 47 branches and nine paid organisers. Meetings were held on Monday afternoons in the large office at headquarters where members and prospective members gathered to hear announcements about deputations, buy suffragette literature and listen to talks, often about strategy and given by Christabel. All this activity, over the next seven years of the WSPU’s campaigning, could not have taken place without the work both of volunteers and paid employees. Over 150 full-time workers were employed. Some worked in London, but the majority were based in local branches throughout Britain (Krista Cowman 2007).

			The ‘Dishonourable Double-faced’ Herbert Asquith

			Despite the expansion of suffragette activity, things took a turn for the worse when, in April 1908, the ailing prime minster Henry Campbell-Bannerman resigned. He was succeeded by another Liberal, Herbert Asquith, who proved a staunch opponent of votes for women. Since Asquith proclaimed himself a supporter of democracy but excluded women from their democratic right to exercise the parliamentary vote, the WSPU took particular exception to the new prime minister, denouncing him as ‘dishonourable double-faced Asquith’ (Diane Atkinson 2018). When Asquith failed to be moved by a colourful procession of over 40,000 suffragettes in Hyde Park in June 1908, an event that drew a crowd of about half a million, Emmeline Pankhurst decided that she had exhausted argument. Her decision was supported by both Christabel and Mrs Pethick-Lawrence. From now on, militancy that had largely involved peaceful tactics began to include law-breaking deeds, such as undirected and uncoordinated window breaking (Sandra Stanley Holton 1996).

			On 1 July 1908 Mary Leigh and Edith New, two former schoolteachers, became the first window smashers when they went to Downing Street and threw stones at Asquith’s official residence. They were protesting against the way in which their comrades had been treated by the police the evening before. Suffragettes in twos and threes had ventured into the dense crowd gathered in Parliament Square which was cordoned by 2,000 police, some mounted and others on foot. Those who had volunteered for prison attempted to make speeches as they clung precariously to the iron railings of Palace Yard until the police pulled them down, flinging them into the swaying crowd. Mary and Edith were arrested and sentenced to two months in the Third Division in prison, alongside common criminals.

			Such violence against the protesters was not unusual. Later that year in December, David Lloyd George, Chancellor of the Exchequer, was speaking at a Women’s Liberal Federation meeting at the Albert Hall. At the event men in the audience and stewards trying to keep order refused to tolerate any interruption, even it if meant physically attacking protesters. As Sylvia Pankhurst (1931) recollected, the hecklers arrived back at Clement’s Inn

			bruised and dishevelled, hatless, with hair dragged down and clothing torn: some had their corsets ripped off, false teeth knocked out, faces scratched, eyes swollen, noses bleeding.

			Forms of Militancy in the Suffrage Campaign

			Although ‘militancy’ is often identified with the more violent illegal forms of suffrage protest engaged in from 1912, such as mass window smashing, it also covered a wide range of deeds that were constitutional and neither violent nor illegal. In a famous speech, Emmeline Pankhurst invited her followers to be ‘militant in your own way’ – in other words, suffragettes could choose which type of action they might engage in. This might include doing valuable secretarial work at headquarters or engaging in eye-catching stunts such as posting themselves as ‘human letters’ to Downing Street, selling the WSPU newspapers, Votes for Women and The Suffragette in the street, or saying prayers for Emmeline Pankhurst during a Church of England service. Such ‘militant’ tactics, which made women’s enfranchisement visible in public places, cannot be divorced from the gender of the participants, regarded as the ‘gentle sex’ engaging in ‘inappropriate’ behaviour.

			Conciliations Bills, ‘Black Friday’ and Mass Window Smashing

			Militancy was suspended for much of 1910 to order to allow a cross-party group of MPs, called the Conciliation Committee, to draft a Private Member’s women suffrage bill. The bill, narrowly drawn up to order to obtain Tory support, was to extend the parliamentary vote to women who were heads of households or occupied property worth ten pounds annually. However, Asquith was determined not to allow this First Conciliation Bill to pass beyond its Second Reading, and so it was killed off.

			On 18 November 1910 the WSPU responded to the bill’s failure by sending to Parliament a deputation of over 300 women, divided into detachments of 12. Unprecedented violence was inflicted on the women, much of it of a sexual nature, as the police tried to push them back from reaching their goal. Legs were kicked, arms were twisted, breasts were grabbed and pinched, knees thrust between legs. The violence experienced on ‘Black Friday’, as it became known, was frequently cited as justification for the more extreme forms of militancy adopted from March 1912. What was the point of women’s bodies being battered in their demand for their democratic rights if damage to property brought about a quicker and painless method of securing arrest?

			Two further Conciliation Bills, in 1911 and 1911–12, also failed to be passed. The lack of progress on a women’s suffrage measure led a minority of suffragettes, from March 1912, to engage in attacks on private and public property. These included mass window smashing of shops in London’s West End, setting fire to empty buildings, destroying letters in postboxes, pouring acid on men’s golf courses and cutting telephone wires. 

			Throughout the campaign, both Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst insisted that the aim was never to endanger human life, which they regarded as sacred. As the aged Mary Leigh remembered in the 1960s, ‘Mrs. Pankhurst gave us strict instructions…not a cat or a canary to be killed: no life’. However, the Pethick-Lawrences did not agree with this more extreme form of militancy. Emmeline Pankhurst thus ousted them from the WSPU and took over the position of Honorary Treasurer herself. 

			Christabel by this time was living in Paris. In March 1912, when the police raided WSPU offices to arrest the leaders, she managed to escape to France, from where she attempted, with her mother, to lead the WSPU.

			Hunger Striking and Force Feeding

			The hunger strike as a political tool had been introduced in July 1909 not by the WSPU leadership but by a member of the rank and file, Marion Wallace-Dunlop. A sculptor and illustrator, she had been sent to HM Prison Holloway for printing an extract from the Bill of Rights on the wall of St Stephen’s Hall, the House of Commons. Marion went on hunger strike as a protest against the authorities’ refusal to recognise her as a political offender and, as such, entitled to be placed in the First Division in prison, where political prisoners enjoyed considerable privileges. After 91 hours of fasting, she was released. Other imprisoned suffragettes also adopted the strategy of hunger strike, believing that they could also avoid serving their sentences. However, the authorities soon responded by force-feeding them, arguing that it was ‘ordinary hospital treatment’ necessary to save life. Thus began a vicious circle of events that has shaped our portrayal of the suffragette movement to the present day.

			The image of the individual suffragette, voluntarily on hunger strike in her isolated prison cell, held a particular cultural resonance – she appropriated a form of protest that had been adopted by some male dissidents in the past and made it her own. Wishing to retain control of her own body, she used the hunger strike as a form of passive resistance to challenge the injustice of an all-male Liberal government.

			Forcible feeding was a brutal, life-threatening and degrading procedure, undertaken by male doctors on struggling female bodies. The prisoner was usually held down on a bed by wardresses or tied to a chair which was tipped back. Two male doctors then performed the operation, one pushing a rubber tube up a nostril or down the throat into the stomach. The latter was the most painful method since a steel gag that cut into soft tissue was inserted into the mouth and screwed into place. The other doctor then poured a mixture of milk, bread and brandy through the rubber tube. Although suffragettes did not use the word ‘rape’ to describe their experiences, the instrumental invasion of the body, accompanied by overpowering physical force, suffering and humiliation, was akin to such an assault and was commonly described as an ‘outrage’.

			Emily Wilding Davison

			A well-known suffragette who was forcibly fed was Emily Wilding Davison. She died on 8 June 1913, four days after sustaining terrible injuries trying to grab the reins of the king’s horse at the Derby. A former governess and graduate with a first class honours degree in English, Emily was a deeply committed Christian. She believed that the true militant would willingly sacrifice friendship, good report, love and even life itself to win the ‘Pearl of Freedom’ for her sex. She was imprisoned eight times, went on hunger strike seven times and was forcibly fed 49 times.

			The ‘Cat and Mouse Act’, April 1913

			On 14 June 1913, 5,000 women marched in the solemn funeral procession for Emily Wilding Davison, an event that drew large crowds. The circumstances leading to her death were covered in all the newspapers and caught on Pathe News so that many people across the world knew about it. Emily’s death proved to be a turning point in public opinion in Britain, with the majority of the population feeling that it was time to end the struggle for votes for women.

			Some two months earlier in April 1913, the Liberal government had rushed ‘The Prisoners’ Temporary Discharge for Ill-Health Bill’, usually known as the ‘Cat and Mouse Act’, through Parliament. Under this act, suffragette ‘mice’ in a poor state of health could be released into the community on a licence; there they were to be nursed back to good health, in order to be clawed back by the state ‘cat’ to complete their sentence. A widely circulated WSPU poster of a large ginger cat showing his bloodied teeth, with the limp injured body of a small suffragette in his mouth portrayed the brutality of such an approach. Many released ‘mice’ suffered prolonged but interrupted sentences as they tried to avoid re-arrest by staying in safe houses, watched by detectives.

			By 1914 the Liberal government’s response to hunger strikers had become more brutal. Stories emerged of women being drugged to make them more docile, as well as more accounts of accidents when prisoners were fed by tube. Ethel Moorhead, a daughter living at home, developed double pneumonia in Carlton Jail in Edinburgh after her eighth forcible feeding when some food entered her lungs. Kitty Marion, an actress and arsonist, experienced such pain during the 232 times that she was fed that she thought she was going mad and begged the doctor to give her some poison. The situation could not continue. Increasing numbers of doctors as well as members of the general public were speaking out against forcible feeding. They declared that it contravened the rules of medical practice and that those doctors who performed the operation were punishing prisoners rather than treating patients.

			Outbreak of the First World War, August 1914

			The outbreak of the First World War in August 1914 allowed both the WSPU and the Liberal government to retreat. Once all suffragette prisoners were released, Emmeline Pankhurst called a temporary suspension of militancy while the government granted an amnesty to all suffrage prisoners. Both Emmeline Pankhurst and Millicent Garrett Fawcett supported the war effort, encouraging their followers to engage in war work. Their stand caused splits in both the WSPU and the NUWSS, but the issue of women’s suffrage could no longer be ignored.

			Representation of the People Act, 1918

			On 6 February 1918 the Representation of the People Act granted the parliamentary vote to certain categories of women aged 30 and over – householders, wives of householders, occupiers of property of a yearly value of not less than £5 and university graduates. The 8,4000,000 million women who were enfranchised were disproportionately middle-class housewives, however, rather than the young working-class single women who had been employed in the munition factories. Although women were not granted the vote on equal terms with men – the issue on which the WSPU had campaigned so strongly – the principle of sex discrimination had at last been broken. Equal voting rights were not granted until 1928.

			Cultural Forms Such as Plays, Novels and Poetry

			Given the dedication, commitment, drama and passion in the women’s suffrage movement it is not surprising that many plays, novels and poetry were written about it. Often the authors were women who had participated in the events they describe. Or the literature was written and published to sway readers politically, as in the case of The Sturdy Oak, which was a response to the 1916–17 New York campaign for suffrage.

			Plays

			Through their words as deeds, suffrage playwrights – not all of whom were members of the WSPU – helped to organise many actresses to join the women’s movement. As Naomi Paxton (2018) notes, the constitutional work undertaken by playwrights and actresses in collaboration with other suffrage societies served to blur the lines between militant and non-militant. In particular, it is the work of the Women’s Writers’ Franchise League (WWFL), founded in 1908, and the Actresses’ Franchise League (AFL), established in the same year, that has received considerable attention from present-day scholars.

			Women playwrights in the WWFL explored various feminist themes, including the exploitation and subjection of women, the double sexual standard and arguments for and against women’s suffrage. One particularly influential figure was WSPU member Elizabeth Robins, an American-born actress, novelist and playwright. She was close to both Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst and, for a time, a member of the WSPU’s central committee. For years Elizabeth Robins had been frustrated by male domination of the theatre and the lack of female directors and playwrights. Her popular 1907 play Votes for Women formed the basis for her later successful novel, The Convert. In the play, Vida Levering is a deeply committed suffragette who encounters her former lover Geoffrey Stoner, now a Conservative MP, and his upper-class fiancée Jean. It transpires that some ten years earlier Vida and Stoner had had an affair; when she became pregnant, rather than marry her, he advised her to have an abortion, to which she had reluctantly agreed. Robins creates in Vida a new type of heroine – a woman with a supposedly ‘immoral past’ who uses her experience to transform herself into a powerful advocate for the women’s cause (Carolyn Christensen Nelson 2004). In the play, Vida even blackmails her former lover into supporting women’s suffrage in order to bring political freedom for herself and other women. As the first play to bring the women’s suffrage movement to the stage, Votes for Women had a powerful impact, highlighting how the conditions of women’s lives made their enfranchisement essential.

			Cecily Hamilton, a founding member of the WWSL, was another successful suffrage playwright. More temperamentally suited to the suffragist wing of the movement than to the militancy of the WSPU, she left the latter in 1907 and joined the Women’s Freedom League. Hamilton’s A Pageant of Great Women, which first opened in London in November 1909, was performed all over the country. It showed how gifted women in the past – learned women, artists, saintly women, heroic women, rulers and warriors – had been excluded from political life not through lack of talent but through the presence of male prejudice and blind justice.

			Earlier in 1909, Hamilton had written How the Vote was Won, together with Christopher St. John, a member of both the AFL and the WWSL. Perhaps the most successful of the suffrage plays, it was first performed in London in April of that year. The scene is set in the home of Horace and Ethel Cole in Brixton, south London, on the day of a women’s strike called by suffragettes in protest against a government announcement that women did not need the vote since they were looked after by their menfolk. All the women who had previously supported themselves leave their jobs and insist that their nearest male relative support them. Horace’s female relatives arrive at his house, forcing him to confront the reality of their lives. The play ends with Horace and all the other men in London rushing to parliament demanding ‘Votes for Women’ (Naomi Paxton 2013).

			How the Vote was Won had a running time of approximately 45 minutes. However, the Actresses’ Franchise League also had a Play Department that produced much shorter, one-act dramas; these works served as propaganda that could easily be fitted into a performance. One such contribution was The Mother’s Meeting, written by Mrs. Harlow Phibbs, the wife of a Church of England curate, and published in 1913. It consists of a comic monologue spoken by a working-class woman, Mrs Puckle, who accidently went to an anti-suffrage meeting, met some suffragettes and joined the WSPU. In the play Mrs Puckle, wearing a hat in the WSPU colours of purple, white and green, exposes inconsistencies in the anti-suffrage argument.

			Novels

			Suffrage novels, like suffrage plays, are frequently mentioned by scholars today. They were avidly read by suffragettes themselves, only too conscious of the ways in which their actions and motives were vilified by the press (Maroula Joannou, 1998). Some of the themes found in the plays re-appear in suffrage novels, including the comradeship and webs of friendship between women and the necessity for women’s enfranchisement as a means of ending the evils of prostitution and poverty. Perhaps the two best-known suffrage novels that were popular when written and still read today are Suffragette Sally by Gertrude Colmore (1911) and No Surrender by Constance Elizabeth Maud (1912). Both works dispel the myth that women’s suffrage was only of interest to middle-class women.

			Suffragette Sally tells the story of three women from differing social backgrounds – the working-class maid Sally Simmonds, the middle-class Edith Carstairs and the aristocrat Lady Geraldine Hill – who form cross-class allegiances in campaigning for the vote. Sally and Geraldine, as members of the WSPU, supported militant action but Edith did not, favouring instead the constitutional methods of NUWSS. 

			No Surrender focuses on the strong support for women’s suffrage in the North of England among women factory workers, as well as the prejudice they faced from many men in the Labour movement. It features Jenny Clegg, a young working-class mill worker who, after her first imprisonment, decides not to return to the mill but to devote all her time to the WSPU. After holding a protest meeting outside a Midlands county jail in which some of her comrades are held, she is imprisoned again. Placed in a Second Division cell, among ordinary criminals, she takes a hairpin and uses her own blood to paint on the wall ‘Votes for Women’.

			Poetry

			Unlike suffrage plays and novels, suffrage poetry is rarely referred to in critical work today; it plays very much a secondary role to prose. This relative neglect of suffrage poems may be because they are scattered in various publications rather than presented in one or several volumes. One of the few available collections is Holloway Jingles (1912), published by the Glasgow Branch of the WSPU.

			Many of the women who wrote poems in this collection were window breakers, as was Emily Wilding Davison. Her verse reveals not only the bonds of love and friendship that bound Emily to her comrades, but also her deep commitment to the women’s just cause (Collette 2013).

			L’Envoi

			Stepping onwards, oh my comrades!

			Marching fearless through the darkness,

			Marching fearless through the prisons,

			With the torch of freedom guiding!

			See the face of each is glowing,

			Gleaming with the love of freedom;

			Gleaming with a selfless triumph,

			In the cause of human progress!

			Like the pilgrim in the valley,

			Enemies may oft assail us,

			Enemies may close around us,

			Tyrants, hunger, horror, brute force.

			But the glorious dawn is breaking,

			Freedom’s beauty sheds her radiance:

			Freedom’s clarion call is sounding,

			Rousing all the world to wisdom.

			28 April, 1912

			Although some scholars claim that such poems are of only limited literary merit, we must remember that they gave women a voice – a way to tell the world outside the lonely prison cell about the injustice of their treatment (Glenda Norquay 1995). The prison poems capture the triumph of the spirit over physical assault, a way for women to retain control over their own bodies now being brutalised by all-male prison authorities, at the request of an all-male Liberal government.

			Conclusion

			Suffrage plays, novels and poetry were part of the rich cultural heritage of the votes for women campaign. Together with the cry of the WSPU leaders ‘Rise Up Women!’, they helped to rouse thousands of women across the social and political spectrum in a mass movement unparalleled in British history. Suffragette militancy, in all its various forms, was critical for women gaining their enfranchisement although this is a subject of debate among historians (Purvis, Crawford and Holton 2019). Militant tactics, which embodied rebellion against the submissive and inferior status of women, expected to ask politely for their democratic right to the vote, was a form of consciousness raising that changed women’s perceptions of themselves. Yet, although the vote was won, the wider issue of sex equality continued to elude women in the Edwardian era – as it does today.

			 

			June Purvis
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			Preface

			At a certain committee meeting held in the spring of 1916, it was agreed that fourteen leading American authors, known to be extremely generous as well as gifted, should be asked to write a composite novel.

			As I was not present at this particular meeting, it was unanimously and joyously decided by those who were present that I should attend to the trivial details of getting this novel together.

			It appeared that all I had to do was:

			First, to persuade each of the busy authors on the list to write a chapter of the novel.

			Second, to keep steadily on their trails from the moment they promised their chapters until they turned them in.

			Third, to have the novel finished and published serially during the autumn Campaign of 1917.

			The carrying out of these requirements has not been the childish diversion it may have seemed. Splendid team work, however, has made success possible.

			Every author represented, every worker on the team, has gratuitously contributed his or her services; and every dollar realized by the serial and book publication of The Sturdy Oak will be devoted to the Suffrage Cause. But the novel itself is first of all a very human story of American life today. It neither unduly nor unfairly emphasizes the question of equal suffrage, and it should appeal to all lovers of good fiction.

			Therefore, pausing only to wipe the beads of perspiration from our brows, we urge every one to buy this book!

			Elizabeth Jordan

			New York, November, 1917

			* * *

			“Nobody ever means that a woman really can’t get along without a man’s protection, because look at the women who do.”

			It was hard on the darling old boy to come home to Miss Emelene and the cat and Eleanor and Alys every night!

			“You mean because she’s a suffragist? You sent her away for that! Why, really, that’s tyranny!”

			Across the way, Mrs. Herrington, the fighting blood of five generations of patriots roused in her, had reinstated the Voiceless Speech.

		

	
		
			Principal Characters

			George Remington… Aged twenty-six; newly married. Recently returned to his home town, New York State, to take up the practice of law. Politically ambitious, a candidate for District Attorney. Opposed to woman suffrage.

			Genevieve… His wife, aged twenty-three, graduate of Smith. Devoted to George; her ideal being to share his every thought.

			Betty Sheridan… A friend of Genevieve. Very pretty; one of the first families, well-to-do but in search of economic independence. Working as stenographer in George’s office; an ardent Suffragist.

			Penfield Evans… Otherwise “Penny,” George’s partner, in love with Betty. Neutral on the subject of Suffrage.

			Alys Brewster-Smith… Cousin of George, once removed; thirty-three, a married woman by profession, but temporarily widowed. Anti-suffragist. One Angel Child aged five.

			Martin Jaffry… Uncle to George, bachelor of uncertain age and certain income. The widow’s destined prey.

			Cousin Emelene… On Genevieve’s side. Between thirty-five and forty, a born spinster but clinging to the hope of marriage as the only career for women. Has a small and decreasing income. Affectedly feminine and genuinely incompetent.

			Mrs. Harvey Herrington… President of the Woman’s Club, the Municipal League, Suffrage Society leader, wealthy, cultured and possessing a sense of humor.

			Percival Pauncefoot Sheridan… Betty’s brother, fifteen, commonly called Pudge. Pink, pudgy, sensitive; always imposed upon, always grouchy and too good-natured to assert himself.

			E. Eliot… Real estate agent (added in Chapter VI by Henry Kitchell Webster).

			Benjamin Doolittle… A leader of his party, and somewhat careless where he leads it (added in Chapter VII by Anne O’Hagan).

			Patrick Noonan… A follower of Doolittle.

			Time… The Present.

			Place… Whitewater, N.Y. A manufacturing town of from ten to fifteen thousand inhabitants.

		

	
		
			Chapter I

			Samuel Merwin

			Genevieve Remington had been called beautiful. She was tall, with brown eyes and a fine spun mass of golden-brown hair. She had a gentle smile, that disclosed white, even teeth. Her voice was not unmusical. She was twenty-three years old and possessed a husband who, though only twenty-six, had already shown such strength of character and such aptitude at the criminal branch of the law that he was now a candidate for the post of district attorney on the regular Republican ticket.

			The popular impression was that he would be elected hands down. His address on Alexander Hamilton at the Union League Club banquet at Hamilton City, twenty-five miles from Whitewater (with which smaller city we are concerned in this narrative), had been reprinted in full in the Hamilton City Tribune; and Mrs. Brewster-Smith reported that former Congressman Hancock had compared it, not unfavorably, with certain public utterances of the Honorable Elihu Root.

			George Remington was an inch more than six feet tall, with sturdy shoulders, a chin that gave every indication of stubborn strength, a frank smile, and a warm, strong handclasp. He was connected by blood (as well as by marriage) with five of the eight best families in Whitewater. Mr. Martin Jaffry, George’s uncle and sole inheritor of the great Jaffry estate (and a bachelor), was known to favor his candidacy; was supposed, indeed, to be a large contributor to the Remington campaign fund. In fact, George Remington was a lucky young man, a coming young man.
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