 Chapter III: Women in Movement





‘Women whose thought-power, like that of mountain streams, is of little effect alone, but which, when run into a general river of purpose, can potently aid in turning the wheel of time, to grind out a new era.’ 


	(Louisa Lawson, ‘Our Anniversary’, 	Dawn, May 1889)





‘What can be a greater work than to unite women and girls in love and sympathy?’ 


	(Rose Scott, Speech to Factory Club, 24 	September 1900, Scott Family Papers, 	Mitchell Library, MSS 38/23)





   Like late twentieth-century feminism, the Woman Movement of almost a century earlier established a clear presence in the public arena. It formed organisations -- the Woman Suffrage Leagues, the local branches of the Women's Christian Temperance Union, the Working Women's Trade Unions, the Women's Political Association in Victoria, the Women's Political Education League in New South Wales, the Women's Non-Party Political Association in South Australia, the Women's Service Guild in Western Australia, the National Council of Women. It set up institutions -- the Queen Victoria Hospital, the Women's Parliament, the Women’s Cooperative Clothing Factory. It developed its own publications -- the Dawn, the Woman's Voice, the Australian Women's Sphere, the Woman Voter, as well as countless pamphlets. It even developed nodes of influence within the ranks of a nascent welfare state, pre-figurations of the late twentieth-century 'femocrat'. It conducted countless campaigns -- centrally for votes for women, for a raised age of consent for girls, for female warders in lock-ups and prisons, for equal pay for women teachers, for early closing, against contagious diseases legislation in Queensland and Tasmania, and against the sweating of women workers, for instance. And it debated, strenuously, within its own organisations and without, its goals, its characteristics, and its visions of the future.





   Yet, unlike social movements which have formed religious sects or trades unions or political parties, the Woman Movement did not, itself, become an institution with a single creed or platform and a readily identifiable membership. Rather, it was an amorphous, shifting collectivity of organisations, publications, groups and individuals whose apprehension of a commonality in the current condition of being a woman brought some of them together, from time to time, to discuss, organise, and campaign around a grievance or vision seen as particular to their sex, or to celebrate women's creativity and energy in ways that had not previously found expression. 





   Clubs, societies, leagues, associations -- all were forms of organisation which drew on well-established precedents in the world of men. Even the inspired Mock Parliament which the Women’s Political Association set up in Melbourne in 1904 (‘splendidly attended’, Aileen Goldstein told Miles Franklin)� had a more than obvious model. Similarly, writing and publishing papers, and lobbying legislators, all simply copied what men were doing all around them. It is not the forms of organisation or action of the Woman Movement that prompts exploration. Rather, it is the ways in which suffrage-era feminists defined feminism, how they saw the nature and goals of their movement.





   This chapter will consider conflict and cohesion around defining feminism by looking at how one feminist, Rose Scott, worked in one feminist organisation, the Womanhood Suffrage League of New South Wales. Central to both conflict and cohesion, I argue, is difference over political allegiance based in a solidarity of sex. The chapter’s second section examines the arguments advanced by three feminist periodicals about the nature and goals of the Woman Movement. The third section shows how feminists sought to overcome the logical contradiction of arguing for equal rights from a position of sexual specificity, appropiating the concept of evolution and turning it to sexually utopian ends.








1. Conflict and Cohesion: Rose Scott and the Womanhood Suffrage League 	of New South Wales


   Rose Scott was in her forties by the time the Womanhood Suffrage League was formed in Sydney. This body was the result of careful and class-specific preparation. Following the disruption of the Women’s Literary Society caused by the indecency of Maybanke Wollstenholme’s suggestion that they might discuss votes for women, Dora Montefiore invited a few friends to meet at her home to talk about forming a suffrage organisation. Montefiore was the daughter of a large and wealthy English family who had come to Sydney and married into Sydney society. This first meeting was in March 1891.The friends included the Literary Society disrupters, Rose Scott and Maybanke Wollstenholme, the second of whom was, at that time, Principal of Maybanke College, a school for young ladies. There was also May Manning, daughter of Sir William Manning (formerly a Supreme Court Judge and by then Chancellor of the University of Sydney); she had been, for a time, the fiancee of Rose Scott’s cousin, David Scott Mitchell. Margaret Windeyer, who would soon go to the United States to study librarianship and would establish the National Council of Women in New South Wales when she returned in 1896, was there too. Her father was appointed to the bench of the Supreme Court in the same year. A second meeting, held in April 1891, added Mary, Lady Windeyer, mother of Margaret and wife of the judge, and Mr. L.J. Brient, editor of the Daily Telegraph, to their number. They decided to form the Womanhood Suffrage League at yet another meeting in May, a meeting of invited guests only.�





   It was at this point that they were compelled to recognise that they had a predecessor in the arena. Louisa Lawson had already been not only editing her paper, the Dawn, for three years, but also, for two years, had been running the Dawn Club, ‘for mutual development, mutual aid and for consideration of various questions of importance to the sex’.� Margaret Windeyer, at least, knew of it; she was a foundation member and had given a paper to its first meeting. Feminist historian and Scott’s biographer, Judith Allen, has noted that it was probably no accident that the founders of the WSL had left Lawson out of their initial meetings. Lawson was a small business-woman from the rural working class; Allen considered that she was unlikely to have found the socially elite ranks of the WSL ‘congenial’. Equally, they would find her language -- during the first public woman suffrage deputation to the premier, Sir Henry Parkes, in 1891 -- ‘unwise’.� Neverthless, prompted by a letter from one of the men being invited to join the WSL, the founders did invite Lawson to join them, and elected her to their council. In return, Lawson lent them her office for meetings, did printing for them at no cost, and, it seems, allowed the Dawn Club to fade out of existence. But by the end of 1893 she had resigned from the council and ‘no longer found it convenient’ for them to continue to meet in her offices. She was quick to join the rival Women’s Progressive Association when it was founded in 1901.� In the WSL -- despite her continuing good relations with both Mary and Margaret Windeyer -- sharp, witty, impatient Louisa Lawson simply did not fit. Rose Scott, by contrast, not only fitted, she formed.





   Born into the New South Wales squattocracy, Scott� had been schooled both at home and through her close relationship with her cousin, the handsome, well-educated, David Scott Mitchell, who became a reclusive bibliophile in the 1880s. By then, Rose Scott was a woman of L500  a year, living in Sydney, in the picturesque house called ‘Lynton’ at 294 Jersey Road (formerly Point Piper Road), Woolhara, with her mother, her brother-in-law (a widower) and his son (whom she  had adopted), and an unspecified number of domestic servants. At Lynton, she had built a community beyond her family, the community which established her place at the heart of the world of public affairs in Sydney. She held the Friday night ‘at home’ gatherings that would be retrospectively romanticised as a ‘salon’. Allen considered that they probably began as ‘a case of upper middle-class country hospitality encountering the complexity of urban networks’. But she noted, too, that because Scott was able to extend the contacts that she had already from her male relatives, she was able to invite people, mostly men, directly involved in the ‘great questions of the day’.





   At Miss Scott’s these well-heeled folk encountered others whom she wanted them to meet. And the others were distinctly varied. Louisa Macdonald, first Principal of the Women’s College at Sydney University, captured one such gathering in 1894.





In the evening I went to Miss Scott’s, where she was entertaining what Mr. Rich (Q.C.) called with rather a wry face ‘a mixed party’. Several of the Labour members, a Mistress-Laundress who is a member of the suffrage council, Mrs Lane the wife of the New Australia man and a few socialists scattered amongst the more ordinary people filled her rooms. I thought the entertainment was most entertaining, though I very nearly came to blows with one labour member and only saved myself from throwing something at him by precipitate flight!�





(What would Miss Macdonald have thought if she had encountered politics from the opposite end of the political spectrum? Scott’s mother became an invalid so badly incapacitated by rheumatism and arthritis that her quarters had to be relocated to a downstairs room. There she could not avoid hearing the views of her daughter’s guests. Since she disliked conversations about republicanism, she endeavoured to drown them out by singing ‘God Save the Queen’, loudly and aggressively, and reciting patriotic poetry.) 





   At such gatherings, the reminiscences related, the questions of the day were debated, and the direction of particular social and cultural reforms were set. The 1898 Early Closing Bill was, it was said, drafted on Scott’s rosewood dining table. Shop-girls told politicians of the conditions in which they worked. And Rose Scott established the friendships with powerful men which ensured that she would be taken seriously in her subsequent political work.
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   With the WSL, Scott found a public forum for the skills that she had developed as a hostess. She set out to charm and persuade, just as she did in her drawing-room. She charmed other members: Maybanke Wollstenholme and Louisa Macdonald became lifelong friends. The Woman’s Voice captured her charming a meeting of the Glebe branch of the WSL, spending the few minutes she could attend it reading ‘some amusing verses entitled “What Can She Want More?” a skit on the prevailing opinion that women ought to be content with that sphere of life to which custom has called them’.� She charmed key politicians; Sir Henry Parkes, who failed to deliver any of the support for female suffrage that he professed, maintained a charmed correspondence with her. She charmed influential leaders of extra-parliamentary groups: Labor men like Arthur Rae and Frank Cotton; socialists like William Lane; conservatives like Bruce Smith. She charmed newspaper men.� 





   But the WSL was not her drawing-room. She sometimes alarmed her allies; Labor parliamentarian, Dowell O’Reilly (brother of Marian Piddington, and father of Eleanor Dark) wrote to her to confess:





Do you know that politically speaking -- I am a little afraid of you. You are so dreadfully sincere -- so persistently on the warpath that you make the average male politician feel that he and the world he lives in are very far indeed from what they should be.�





She sometimes annoyed other members of the WSL. Maybanke Wollstenholme wrote, with suppressed irritation:





I am really sorry to know that you are worrying yourself about what I can only call nothing! ... Not one member on that committee desires to annoy you (I speak plainly) everyone has the kindest personal feelings for you, and the deepest interest in the work, and yet, night after night, you, who love the cause, raise objections to all they do and so make division and waste energy. It is to me quite incomprehensible. Do like a good dear soul as you are put aside quibbles and help us to work in harmony.�





As Honorary Secretary of the Womanhood Suffrage League, Scott was exercising power, and finding it more constrained than in her conduct of her own social gatherings. The control that she sought to maintain over the WSL’s activities got her into trouble. 





   Sometimes that trouble was minor. It was Scott, for instance, who wrote to the Sydney Morning Herald  in 1891 distancing the WSL from Eliza Ashton’s suggestions about marriage, stating that most wives and mothers would be disadvantaged if Ashton’s proposals were instituted. Scott was anxious that her action would spoil their friendship. Ashton told her not to be absurd.





We could never be enemies unless you begin to think me incapable of respecting opinions I don’t quite agree with. In the main our faces are set in the same direction. To squabble over details would indeed be absurd. I love your whole souled earnestness in what you believe to be right. I will stand meekly any amount of argument or even severe criticism from you because I know you are single hearted and sincere.� 





   Sometimes, though, the trouble brought major rupture. Recall the depiction of traditional social precedences in the advice manuals if you will, and then imagine this. We are at a meeting presided over by an older, married, woman, a woman who also has a title, a woman who has been elected President of the organisation. The Secretary -- a younger, single, and un-titled woman -- expresses angry impatience with the President. The shock-waves were felt as far away as Adelaide! 





   Mary Windeyer, was not only a Lady, but also married, and President of the WSL. She believed that un-married Miss Scott, the Secretary of the WSL, should not arrange for speakers to the WSL without having Lady Windeyer’s express approval. Lady Windeyer protested about Scott’s action at a meeting, and Scott replied angrily. There followed a correspondence: a letter from Windeyer ‘brought tears to my eyes’ wrote Scott in the answer which also carried her apology. But the apology was not enough. Mary Windeyer resigned as President of the WSL in September 1893 -- and she was followed by two other members of the council and four members of the WSL.�





   I wondered if the source of such disproportionate hurt and offence between the two was religion. Mary Windeyer, as a member of the WCTU, was a Christian, and the speaker for whom Scott had made arrangements without consulting her was a theosophist. But this is unlikely: Windeyer’s husband, ‘the judge’, was by then a Swedenborgian, a sect even further from the orbit of churches and chapels than theosophy, and he was a great admirer of Annie Besant, one of theosophy’s founders. 





   So, was it class? Windeyer believed that Scott was in sympathy with more democratic elements in the suburban branches of the WSL, elements hostile to Windeyer’s public prominence: the ‘position given me by my hard-working husband’. But Scott’s leadership of the WSL had been challenged from its inauguration, by precisely those democratic elements: Nellie Martel, Annie and Belle Golding and their sister Kate Dwyer, who sought closer ties with the labour movement. During 1901 there were heated exchanges. By September of that year, the democratic dissidents responded to Scott’s insistence on control of the whole organisation staying with the central branch -- her branch -- by forming a breakaway organisation. This was the Women’s Progressive Association, established with Martel as President, Annie Golding as Secretary, and a membership which included Louisa Lawson. There was a further rupture in June 1902 when the inner-city branches of the WSL made common cause under the title of the United Branches of the Womanhood Suffrage league and rejected control by the central branch and its Hon. Sec., Rose Scott, altogether. Scott and her supporters responded by expelling the dissidents.�





   All of this suggests that Mary Windeyer was wrong. Rose Scott wanted control of the WSL more than she wanted any close connection with the working women of the inner city suburbs or the labour movement. Scott’s class politics were democratic, to be sure. She represented the Woman Movement at the farewell for the utopian socialists sailing away to Paraguay with William Lane. She corresponded sympathetically with well-known socialists. She held gatherings of factory girls at Lynton, and invited laundresses to her Friday evenings, all part of her commitment to improving the conditions of the lives of the poor. But there is something maternalist in these activities. She was, like a Tory democrat country squire in eighteenth-century England, genuinely benevolent and sympathetic to the labouring poor. But, while there was sympathy, there was not identification. She might admire Louisa Lawson, but she did not make her a friend. She would as soon have given in to Nellie Martel and the Golding sisters as she would have yielded her place in her drawing-room to her housekeeper Bridget Conneally.





   What was it, then, that wrenched so grievously at the traditional loyalties of class and status that Rose Scott and Mary Windeyer owed each other? Shadings of difference over what it meant to be a feminist, I would suggest. For Mary Windeyer, who moved on to head the Franchise Department of the WCTU of NSW, there was no conflict between her feminism and the traditional social hierarchies that accorded social primacy to her -- as a wife, and as wife to a judge, as well as being a member of Sydney’s upper class. For Rose Scott, by contrast, despite the class position that she shared with the Windeyers, feminism brought with it a questioning of such traditional social hierarchies, particularly that of being a wife. Such questioning made her both stronger and weaker at the same time. In the place of such hierarchies, she could establish new bonds of friendship, solidarity, with women who also belonged to Sydney’s social elite, but were modern, educated women as well: women like Maybanke Wollstenholme, so modern as to have gained a divorce, and Louisa Murray, so educated that she was Principal of the Women’s College at Sydney University. But, as a single woman, herself, in a heteronormative and patriarchal society, questioning the traditional precedence of wives could have looked like sour grapes. Moreover, despite their shared class position, as a single woman, Miss Scott’s social pre-eminence would never be as secure as that of Lady Windeyer. Accordingly, however socially prominent Scott might have been, traditional hierarchies positioned her closer to the margins of Sydney society that Windeyer would ever have been. Such difference in positioning prompted, or allowed, Scott into a more socially transgressive involvement with feminism.





   At issue between Scott and Windeyer -- it would follow -- was the primacy in their lives of political solidarity on the basis of sex. Perhaps, too, there was a tension between an achieved heterosexuality and a virginal critique of so much that heterosexuality stood for. Mary Windeyer went on to join another women’s organisation, but it was ‘the judge’ who was the head of the household that she ran. Her own primary emotional bond would seem to have been to him. Rose Scott, by contrast, was the head of her own household, and filled it with the Woman Movement’s politics. She was to write about ‘[f]riendship between women’ as ‘a step towards organisation’ and ‘unity’; perhaps, she enthused, ‘there is nothing in the way of love so valuable on earth -- as Friendship’.� 





   To make this suggestion is not to argue that either one was right or wrong in her definition of feminism. Both definitions could co-exist in the same broad political commitment.  After all, it was another female suffrage organisation that Lady Windeyer moved on to; she did not allow her spat with Miss Scott to drive her out of the Woman Movement altogether. Conflict about the primacy of sex -- over class or race -- has been endemic to feminism for at least a couple of centuries. Such passionate conflict is integral to the cohesiveness which makes it possible to consider these women as sharing a political commitment which can include both the WSL and the WCTU. And the labour movement feminists as well. Similarly, to offer this analysis is not to suggest that sexual solidarity depended on spinsterhood. It would be impossible to ignore the prominence of spinsters and widows at moments in the history of the Woman Movement, but their numbers were very small compared with those married women who provided the movement’s rank and file, and some of its most prominent speakers as well.The cohesiveness of both was clearly evident on 14 August 1902, when legislation finally enfranchising the women of New South Wales passed peacefully through the upper chamber of the parliament, the galleries crowded with suffragists from all of the suffrage organisations. No doubt Lady Windeyer and Rose Scott were both there, and Louisa Lawson too.�





2. The Goals of the Woman Movement.


    Here I will consider the three best-known of the feminist journals of the period: Louisa Lawson’s Dawn, Maybanke Wollstenholme’s Woman’s Voice, and Vida Goldstein’s Australian Woman’s Sphere. How did these publications define the nature and goals of the Woman Movement?


 


   The Dawn  appeared every month from May 1888 for the next seventeen years, making it the longest-running women’s paper, indeed, one of the longest-running papers of the period; it outlasted other radical papers like the Boomerang .� It sold for 3 pence an issue, (usually of 32 pages, though some issues ran to 44, including advertisements or 3 shillings for a year’s subscription. It probably had about 1,000 subscribers a year, their addresses ranging from inner Sydney, through Broken Hill on the central-western border of New South Wales; Hobart in Tasmania; Longreach, Halifax and (get this!) Banana in Queensland; Euroa in Victoria; to Whangarie and Gisborne  in New Zealand. In the early 1890s it had readers in Fiji, England, Scotland, Europe and the United States as well. 





   This journal had a clear sense of its times as those of crisis and transition: ‘In every department of life old methods are being replaced by new,’ noted the leader for April 1894, ‘some of which, in the testing, are but adding to the general uncertainty and anxiety’. They were also distinctly modern times. Announcing the first issue, Lawson explicitly pitched the traditional, the trumpet, against a new technology, the phonograph. ‘There has hitherto been no trumpet through which the concentrated voices of womankind could publish their grievances and heir opinions’, she announced. But now, ‘Here is The Dawn, the Australian Woman’s Journal and mouthpiece -- a phonograph to wind out audibly the whispers, pleadings and demands of the sisterhood’. This was a clear statement of mission, proclaimed also in the journal’s name. This journal had no doubts about its political importance. It held that the press was ‘the most powerful agency of our times’, and in May 1894, an article noted that in the time of the Dawn’s existence, colonial papers had begun publishing women’s pages and columns, presumably to meet the market that the Dawn’s success showed to be there. Lawson urged women to use the press to write to each other; by this means ‘can women, all over the world, hold out helping hands to one another’.� 





   The Woman’s Voice first appeared in Sydney on 9 August 1894 and continued to appear every fortnight until 21 December 1895. It cost two pence for ten pages including advertisements. By April 1895 it had sixteen agents in New South Wales, two in Victoria, one in Queensland, and three in New Zealand, and it was sold, as well, by suffrage leagues and at railway stations.� It was edited by Maybanke Wollstenholme, who was, by then, in her fifties. She had migrated from England at the age of nine, on one of Caroline Chisholm’s Family Colonisation Loan Society ships with her prosperous middle-class parents and brothers. She had amplified her rudimentary schooling with some further education to enable her to be a teacher. A contemporary recalled her at about that time as ‘simply grand, stately as a queen, and gracious to a degree’. She was also gifted with a voice, ‘bordering on the masculine, but so modulated and sweet that once you heard you could never forget’. She had married a scion of the establishment of Maitland in the Hunter Valley with whom she had seven children in eleven years, only three of whom lived longer than five years. From the end of the 1870s she had run an establishment at Dulwich Hill in suburban Sydney called Maybanke -- first as a boarding-house, then from 1882 as a school for young ladies. She needed the income: the handsome country lad she had married had taken to the grog, and was failing to provide any support. He left his family for good in 1885 and disappeared into the bush. Wollstenholme eventually gained a divorce in 1893 under the New South Wales Divorce Extension Act of 1891. She had been a foundation member of both the Women’s Literary Society, disrupting it with her indecent proposal to discuss votes for women, and of the Woman’s Suffrage League of New South Wales, becoming its president after Windeyer resigned.� 
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   Her journal was a direct extension of her participation in both bodies. Its introductory leader announced -- with lofty disregard for the Dawn, by then in its tenth year of publication -- that it was needed because there was no other paper ‘to express the opinion of the home by the voice of woman’, and that its mission was ‘to deal especially with the subjects that interest thinking women’, and ‘to form ... a slight bond of union among all women’.� Like the Dawn, the Woman’s Voice had a strong sense of its times raising questions that could not have been asked before: ‘There was a time, and that not so long ago’ noted an editorial, ‘when to think these thoughts would have been sinful, and to say them, except with bated breath, repugnant to the average woman’. Now, however, ‘the end of the century is bringing before the tribunal of common justice many questions relating to the position of women, and the rite of marriage must stand an inevitable trial’.� Just as Lawson had evoked the specifically modern with her image of the phonograph, so Wollstenholme appealed to the specifically modern: an article on women cyclists referred to ‘the speed of life now’; another invoked ‘a typical “modern woman” ‘, referring to such New Woman authors as Sarah Grand, and to New Woman novels such as The Yellow Aster , The Heavenly Twins , and The Woman Who Did.�This journal, too, had a strong sense of the power of the press, ridiculing women who said that they could not bear to see their names in the newspapers. In July 1895, its editorial pointed out that the ‘maintenance of a woman’s paper and its success is perhaps more important than Australasian women think’: women in New Zealand and South Australia had already gained the vote, while ‘the women of old England, and the women of advanced America’ had still not matched such an achievement; ‘the eyes of the world will be ... upon us’, so ‘we must ... set forth our aspirations and intentions, so that the world may read, and the woman’s cause be aided, and not hindered’.�  Its masthead carried its motto: ‘Democratic but not Revolutionary, Womanly but not Weak, Fearless without Effrontery, Liberal without License’. 





   The first issue of the Australian Woman’s Sphere appeared in Melbourne in September 1900. A monthly paper, initially of only eight pages, it sold for a penny an issue. Its size and price were increased during 1902, then contracted again; the issue for March 1905 was its last. During 1902, too, its subscribers included women in the United States, a result no doubt of its editor’s triumphal visit to participate in the International Women Suffrage Conference in Washington DC. This paper was narrower in scope than its forerunners, devoting the bulk of its pages to the activities of suffrage organisations in Victoria, and in other places, the fate of successive women’s suffrage bills in the Victorian parliament, and the opinions of the two principal Melbourne dailies. Its editor, unlike those of the Dawn and the Woman’s Voice, had been persuaded to take on the job when  ‘a very generous offer was made to me, to fund a monthly periodical, of which I should be registered proprietor, with full editorial control’.� This was Vida Goldstein, one of the second generation of suffrage-era feminists: in 1900 she was just thirty-one, a generation younger than Lawson and Wollstenholme. 





   Born in country-town Victoria, the eldest of five, she moved to Melbourne with her family when she was eight. It was, initially, a prosperous household: they could afford servants, one of whom was Lizzie Kavanagh, who would remain with them as a cook-general for the rest of her life, producing different meals for individual members of the Goldstein/Champion households in their joint appartments in inner-urban Melbourne in the early twentieth-century. Young Goldstein was first educated by governesses, one of whom was Julia Sutherland, a committed suffragist. She completed her schooling as a day pupil at the recently-founded Presbyterian Ladies’ College, an institution depicted in Henry Handel Richardson’s novel, The Getting of Wisdom (1910) as providing an education principally in fine-grained snobberies of birth and wealth, and in the contradictory representations of heterosexual sexual relations as simultaneously the pinnacle of desire and extremely menacing. It clearly provided other kinds of education too: Goldstein matriculated well, with honours in English and French, and passes in Latin, Algebra and Arithmetic. But she did not enrol at Melbourne University, which by then she could have done, possibly because of a ‘physical breakdown, owing to the strain of study’ held to have hampered her matriculation performance. Instead, she spent four years being a modern Australian Girl: riding a bicycle, playing tennis and billiards, playing the piano (for which she had won a prize at school), attending parties and balls, learning to shoot clay pigeons, repelling advances from a variety of suitors, including John Monash (who found her far too self-possessed and chilling), and once driving a coach and five horses from Dean’s Marsh to Lorne ‘to test her strength’; afterwards her arms were so stiff, she said, ‘I could not lift them to do my hair for a week’ .� 





   In 1890, though, when her family’s finances collapsed, like so many others in the depression of the 1890s, she found paying work as a teacher, eventually opening a short-lived co-educational preparatory school with her younger sisters, Aileen and Elsie. She followed her mother and the Rev. Charles Strong on do-gooding visits to the slums, visits which would impel her mother into the foundation ranks of the Charity Organisation Society, and Goldstein herself, eventually, into socialism. She followed her mother, again, into the ranks of the Victorian Women’s Suffrage Society, the body which Dugdale had led a decade earlier. By this time there were three suffrage societies in Victoria, and the charismatic Annette Bear (later Bear-Crawford) persuaded them of the need for their lobbying activities to be co-ordinated by a new body, the United Council for Women’s Suffrage, with Bear at its helm. Goldstein was an eager disciple. When Bear-Crawford died of pneumonia, on a trip to England in 1899, Goldstein assumed Bear-Crawford’s mantle, despite the misgivings of other suffragists who considered her threateningly radical. When she agreed to launch the Australian Woman’s Sphere, she saw it as another string on the same bow, its purpose being principally to provide ‘an organ of communication amongst the, at one time few, but now many, though still scattered, supporters of the cause’. Less self-conscious about its modernity than its predecessors, this paper neverthless published an article on ‘The Modern Woman’ which cited Ibsen, and described the modern woman’s ‘eager hunger for a full share of life, for equal companionship, or some office “with a touch of nobility and magnanimity”’.�   





   All three journals defined feminists as ‘thinking women’. They depicted the major sources of women’s grievance as three. The principal grievance was the current condition of marriage and with it, the double standard of sexual morality. Second ran women’s disadvantage in the labour market. Third was the Australian Woman’s Sphere’s principal concern: votes for women. There was also some protest about discriminatory laws, and what would now be called the cultural politics of the representation of women. They demanded changes to specific laws. They urged solidarity and organisation for mutual aid. They did not demand much from the state, which was not surprising since the state was, then, in the early stages of expansion into what would become a welfare state, briefly, in the twentieth century. They made demands for equality between women and men. Simultaneously, they made demands grounded in the differences between women and men, and, as the last section of this chapter argues, they endeavoured to overcome the logical contradiction between the two. Above all, they demanded change to the current condition of heterosexual relations because, they argued, sexual fulfilment was crucial.





   Shared consciousness was a means to solidarity for these journals of the Woman Movement. ‘When women stand by women we shall be able to move the world’, promised the Woman’s Voice. The Dawn pronounced about what ‘we’ could and should think and do. It set up ‘true womanhood’ against spurious or deluded alternatives. The Woman’s Voice  addressed itself to ‘thinking women’, and to ‘the thinking women of the city’. It published Rose Scott addressing ‘those who have in some degree studied the two burning questions of the day, i.e., the emancipation of women and the emancipation of the workers’, questions that intertwine, she noted. This journal invoked women collectively, ‘whether she be a grand New Woman, or a dear old woman’. The Australian Woman’s Sphere likewise invoked ‘thinking women’ and ‘the intelligent reader’. The Woman Movement in Australia was, for the Australian Woman’s Sphere, not only intelligent and thoughtful; it also included women of all classes. ‘The suffrage movement here is very different from what it is with us’ wrote Goldstein from the United States: ‘The women suffragists in America come from the well-to-do, educated, middle-class, and the men who support them are the same. The very wealthy don’t bother themselves about politics, and the working class, unfortunately, have no power, but are manipulated by the party machines’. Describing the modus operandi of Carrie Chapman Catt, President of the National American Woman Suffrage Association, a somewhat star-struck Goldstein observed ‘She has all her officers under perfect control; all are willing to be controlled by this striking woman, who rules by love’.� Perhaps Rose Scott believed that she was doing the same, even as she expelled the democratic dissidents from the WSL. 





   The Dawn included in the Woman Movement any sensible woman running her household methodically, bringing up her children without undue self-sacrifice; all enlightened mothers paying their daughters for domestic service, encouraging them to independence and self-reliance; all women who, deciding that ‘there is no sex in occupation’, might set about working a farm, managing a mine, successfully conducting the affairs of a counting room or planning a house. It set outside the Woman Movement, often sarcastically, all those who persisted in conventions which it had called into question. In response to one correspondent, Lawson waxed impatient: ‘Your constitution is evidently much run-down, and you “won’t take change because it costs too much money”. You refuse to rest because it wastes time, and your “lost appetite must come as it went”. Just so; and we should like to add that we hope that your six little ones’ stepmother of the future will have more sense’. In response to another, she was hilariously rude: ‘Never write to the editor of any paper finding fault with an article and at the same time, substituting, as an improvement, an inferior one. Our readers, as a rule, are not deformed; therefore your dress model would not be of any use to them’. Other responses to readers shows the array of services that readers would ask the Dawn for. To a Miss Watts from Dubbo, Lawson expressed a dignified generosity:





We are at all times willing to direct visitors from the country, and are glad the medical gentleman recommended gave such satisfaction. No thanks or remuneration needed.





But to another correspondent, she replied -- surely with her tongue in her cheek -- ‘We regret that we cannot supply you with a false moustache to match enclosed sample of hair, and return remittance; we are quite out of the orange-marmalade shade’.�





   The Woman’s Voice and the Australian Woman’s Sphere, speaking for the Woman Movement, rejected all who opposed votes for women.� More controversially for feminism, the Woman’s Voice  set outside its boundary some other feminists. ‘We shall be federated’,  it announced, signalling its support for the campaign to federate the Australian colonies which Wollstenholme would support throughout the 1890s, even though it was a campaign which divided her from her friend Rose Scott.� Further, in an article about a proposal by the Auckland Women’s Liberal League that their contagious diseases legislation be amended to apply to men as well as women, and then enforced, Wollstenholme aligned herself with the Auckland feminists and against a considerable number of others who were concerned principally with social purity. These included other women’s societies in New Zealand; WCTU leader, Jessie Spinks Rooke, working for the abolition of contagious diseases legislation in Tasmania; Rose Scott, who would campaign against the contagious diseases legislation in Queensland when she visited in 1903; Scott and Vida Goldstein who would protest against proposed legislation with a similar purpose in New South Wales in 1907 and 1908; and Bessie Rischbieth in Perth in 1915, when the same issue divided the members of the Women’s Service Guild from members of the National Council of Women, including Edith Cowan and feminist medico, Roberta Jull.� 





   Solidarity and shared consciousness were essential to the cohesiveness of the Woman Movement. But, just as in the Womanhood Suffrage League of New South Wales, the other side of such cohesiveness was contest and conflict, sometimes passionately fought. 





   There was not much contest or conflict in the journals’ depiction of the grievances around which the Woman Movement mobilised, though. In relation to marriage, the Woman’s Voice reproduced an article by Lady Cook, affirming that love was ‘all sufficient in itself, and the true touchstone by which marriage may be proved’. Lady Cook, then residing respectably in Britain, had been Tennessee Claflin in the United States, herself a figure of considerable sexual scandal, and sister of the even more famous -- and notorious -- Victoria Woodhull, who in 1871 had brought a packed gathering in the Steinway Hall in New York to a rowdy standstill when she declared, ‘yes! I am a free lover!’ It would be difficult to accept Tennie’s saccarine comment about marriage without a grain of salt.� Louisa Lawson was even more sceptical. Love alone was not a good basis for marriage, declared the Dawn. So often it blinded a young woman to faults that she would have to live with.





Verily, a girl must be as wise as a serpent and harmless as a dove; she must have trusting innocence, implicit faith, loving devotion, and every soft and womanly attribute, and at the same time be an expert in physiognomy, phrenology and mind-reading, and a veritable woman of the world into the bargain, to ensure herself against matrimonial disaster.





Such disasters included finding herself bound to ‘a sot, felon, or brute’. The felon ‘disgraces her’; the brute ‘bruises her flesh’; but the sot is the worst because he ‘makes her perpetuate his ignoble race’:





the confirmed sot, if he possesses enough command of his tottering limbs to bring him to his lawful wife’s chamber, may then collapse in abandoned beastliness upon the floor or the conjugal couch if he reaches it, and proceed to make the night hideous for her.�





   The Woman’s Voice, too, considered the present conditions of marriage to be parlous. ‘We seem to be all agreed for the moment that among human institutions marriage is the completest failure’, one of its articles observed. ‘Enforced motherhood is the bane of hundreds of women’s lives to-day’, wrote one ‘Veritas’ to the Editor. ‘The crux of social reform is the establishment of equal marriages and the individual responsibility of parents’. But unlike Lawson, Wollstenholme had a strong sense that the times were already changing those conditions. ‘There can be little doubt that women, caught in the whirl of hard social conditions, urged by desire for freedom, or by unhappy surroundings and bitter poverty, into the world of work, are growing less and less disposed to look upon marriage as an easy method of earning a living’, she observed. ‘A dozen disabilities perplex the married woman which the single girl avoids’. Further, in most Australian colonies, the law of divorce obtainable for desertion ‘has practically abolished the permanence of the unhappy marriage tie’, she noted.� The Australian Woman’s Sphere, likewise, considered that the times were changing. Commenting on the presidential address to the Medical Society of Victoria in 1901, it observed that ‘It is quite true that emancipated women are in revolt against maternity, as it has been known in the past, against enforced maternity’. But this did not mean that they sought to avoid maternity altogether; rather, ‘they are awakening to a truer sense of their maternal responsibilities’. ‘Avoid maternity?’ expostulated Goldstein. On the contrary: ‘Women seek such a maternity as men have not dreamed of’.� Crucially, it would not be compulsory.





   This was a theme which became the Women’s Voice’s central preoccupation. An article by ‘L.H.M.’ reviewed a new play ‘giving expression to the sex-consciousness that we are told is the disease of the age’. Another, by ‘L.P.’ gave an outline of a story by H.H. Champion running in the Melbourne Herald, in which the socialist character referred to marriage as a failure. Wollstenholme alluded to the New Woman novels protesting against ‘enforced motherhood -- the bearing of children whether they desire or not’. She referred to Olive Schreiner as a specifically ‘modern’ author, ‘the first woman to give the world a modern novel’ and quoted from The Story of an African Farm the heroine’s words:





a woman who has sold herself for a ring and a new name, need hold her skirt aside for no creature in the street; they both earn their bread in one way. Marriage for love is the beautifullest external symbol of the union of souls; marriage without it is the uncleanliest traffic that defiles the world.





The ‘question of compulsory motherhood’, she wrote in June 1895, is ‘the question that underlies the declaration of the rights of woman’. This was, by now, a matter of eugenics and the future of humanity as well: the ‘children born of unwilling mothers -- the offspring of sensual gratification -- can never become a noble people’. She quoted Isobel Somerset (Lady Henry Somerset, President of the British Women’s Temperance Association and Deputy-President of the World WCTU) -- the ‘unwelcome child’ is the ‘completest definition’ of ‘original sin’.� 





   In September 1895, Wollstenholme reproduced, over three issues, most of an article by Benjamin Flower, editor of the audacious, outspoken north American journal, Arena ,�headed ‘A Vital Question’. It was concerned with ‘the problem of prostitution within the marriage relation’. Flower began with the young man encouraged to ‘sow his wild oats’, then to ‘marry some healthy young girl in order to save himself from insanity’ (thought to follow from masturbation, presumably prompted by awakened lusts). ‘No thought is given to the maiden who is to be polluted by this union’ he commented, and conventional society ignores ‘the crime against the woman’, and ‘the evil which posterity may receive from encouraging the generation of life from a fountain so impure and loathsome’. It was widely believed that children could inherit all manner of sexually transmitted diseases from their fathers; even drunkenness, too. He went on to quote a woman, ‘one of the most scholarly physicians it is my privilege to know’, asserting that when girls succumb to temptation, or seduction (which ‘is essentially rape’), it is because they are ‘children of lust’ who had ‘inherited the violent and ungovernable passions of their fathers’. He quoted another woman, eminent in the WCTU, saying that husbands -- ‘reputable men in business circles, very often in church circles as well’ -- insisting on the gratification of their lust ‘as often as there are nights in the month’ even while their wives are pregnant, and again within two weeks of the baby being born. Yet, he exclaimed, the courts do not regard ‘sexual excess’ as a crime. It is not surprising that the diseases of women have become so serious and so prevalent, he continued, nor that ‘between one and two thousand women in the United States each year are driven by disease or through desperation to the awful operation which renders them sexless’. His euphemism makes it difficult to guess whether he is referring to hysterectomies, or to ovariotomies, considered at the time to be equivalent to castrating women. His most rousing statement was a quotation from one Gerald Massey, which Wollstenholme reproduced in other columns as well.





The truth is, woman at her best and noblest must be monarch of the marriage-bed ... No woman has any right to part with the absolute ownership of her body; but she has the right to be protected against all forms of brute force. No woman has any business to marry anything less than a man. No woman has any right to marry any man who will sow the seeds of hereditary disease in her darlings; no, not for all the money in the world; No woman has the right, according to the highest law, to bear a child to a man she does not love.�





   The emphasis in the Woman’s Voice on enforced maternity -- what, a century later, would gain recognition as marital rape -- brought Wollstenholme strong responses ranging from ‘thoughtless fury’ in a country paper, through a letter urging that it was ‘injudicious ... to offend the prejudices of a very large and influential section of society’ at a time when women were trying to win the vote, to an array of letters, often from men, applauding her courage. As Susan Sheridan has noted, such a prolific response ‘provides a good illustration of Foucault’s thesis about the incitement to discourse on sexuality’. Among the letters which Wollstenholme published was one from Henrietta Dugdale, alluding to New Woman novel, The Heavenly Twins, and referring to ‘enforced maternity’ as an ‘accumulation of horrors’, a ‘degraded suffering so intense to the pure woman that no language can fully describe it’: ‘some serious alteration in our marriage laws’ was -- in thrice-married Dugdale’s view -- clearly called for.� 





   In November 1890, the heading for the Dawn’s leader announced arrestingly ‘THE STRIKE QUESTION/10000 WIVES TO BE CALLED OUT!!/MASS MEETING OF THE AMALGAMATED WIVES’ ASSOCIATION!! DEMANDS OF THE WOMEN!! DOMESTIC LIFE PARALYSED!!’ The article drew an extended analogy between wives and workers: ‘just as under the wealthy there is the less powerful class of labour, so, subject to the social predominance of men, there are the women, weak, unorganised, and isolated’. The Australian Woman’s Sphere followed suit, reprinting a poem from the Boston Woman’s Journal which threatens a strike against what would today be called women’s ‘double burden’. It is an analogy the Dawn reiterated often in recommendations to women to employ more ‘method’ in domestic labour, to regard their kitchens in the same way as a skilled craftsman regards his tools of trade (the Woman’s Voice made the same case), and recommendations to mothers to stop working themselves into early graves. The analogy between wives and workers even led Lawson to a proposal for wages for housework: ‘It is highly important ... that every girl should have an opportunity of earning an independent living. If her assistance is required at home, then acknowledge the value of her services by allowing her a fixed salary, and that as liberal as the family means will allow ...’.� For, centrally for the Dawn, was the need for women’s economic independence.





   ‘The question of economic freedom lies at the very foundation of true social reform’ announced its leader for March 1893. This was impossible for wives. The Dawn: held that ‘when women have a home and children to attend to they should be entirely free from the cares of money getting’, but the current condition of marriage made even that impossible. ‘Should a single woman marry, having money in the bank, she cannot take all or any of same, without her husband’s permission, which if given can be withdrawn at any time’. A wife working with her husband on a farm, in a store, an orchard or a hotel, often has contributed ‘a full half share’ of the property’s worth. ‘Notwithstanding this, the whole profits of the property stand in the husband’s name; the women’s work counts for nothing. It is only when she earns separate wages and banks them in her own name that the Married Woman’s Property Act protects her’. ‘The general assumption that men should have full control of the family finances, denying a wife command or potential power in the management of the money or property she helps to earn, causes two-thirds of all domestic trouble’.





   Moreover, not every woman is a wife. ‘There are thousands of unmarried girls who must earn a living, there are many women who do not wish to get married, some who have no expectations of marriage, and thousands of widows and deserted wives who must support themselves and their families’ observed the Dawn . Yet organised labour ‘would dispute, or force out of sight if possible, the right of women to enter the labour market at all’. To these grievances, the Dawn added, imaginatively, a comment on what would be labelled a century later ‘the politics of advantage’: an article protesting against legal ‘discrimination in favour of men’.� 





   The Woman’s Voice  and the Australian Women’s Sphere also argued for economic independence for women, both before and after marriage, and the Woman’s Voice added some novel twists of its own. Flower’s article recommended that a woman should be given half of her husband’s property at the time when she married him, and that she should have an additional amount ‘whenever a child is born’. Where the Dawn argued for women to treat housework as a skilled occupation, Woman’s Voice carried proposals for the industrialisation of food-preparation and for cooperative kitchens, and the Australian Woman’s Sphere reported the establishment of a company to run a ‘Distributing Kitchen’. Where the Dawn protested against the economic dependence of wives, the Woman’s Voice clamoured for equal pay for women in the labour market, and the Australian Woman’s Sphere quoted north American poet, Charlotte Perkins Stetson (Gilman):





Did we seek to be forbidden from all the trades that pay?


Did we claim the lower wages for a man’s full work today?





This journal also published letters protesting against the barriers to women finding paying work (‘the combined forces of men’), and against the failure of the new Wages Boards to enforce minimum wages to women in the clothing trades; and ran reports on the struggles of the Victorian Lady Teachers’ Association’s efforts to gain more equal pay and conditions.�





   Cultural politics were grounds for protest as well. The Dawn inveighed against the representation of women in the popular imagination, the current conception of desirable womanhood. Articles ranged from an attack on wearing corsets, which Lawson likened to binding women’s feet in China (an analogy made in the Woman’s Voice as well), through an onslaught on women eating too little, a demand that women think more ‘selfishly’, to a charge that as women ‘[w]e are too easily pleased with the small flatteries about the unselfishness of woman’. The Woman’s Voice berated newspapers for publishing ‘columns of glamour about Brussels lace, and orange blossoms, decorated churches, and wedding breakfasts’ while ignoring all of the manifestations of the ‘utter uselessness’ of the marriage tie ‘unless it is also a tie made by the strong, higher nature which is above all law’. Other articles changed the direction of the address from women to men. In the Dawn they ranged from an attack on men ‘in common talk and jest’ disparaging womankind (‘A hundred jests and proverbs about the foibles of women have resulted in a general undefined contempt for the sex in the mass’), another on men who talk of women ‘as darling angels’, offering ‘exaggerated verbiage, which no one believes, in lieu of fair recognition’, and yet another on men who speak with a sneer of ‘ “a regular old woman” (he ‘defiles the memory, or besmirches the character, of his mother’).� 





   Instead of demands for protections provided by the state, there is an emphasis on self-help, urging women to change themselves, and by doing so, to change the ways in which they could be represented, the rights they could exercise, and the ‘sphere’ they could work in. ‘Women must learn that if they bear wrongs other women must bear the same, if they do not claim personal respect neither can their sisters. If they are weak or oppressed how can their children be strong or noble’, asserted the Dawn . The Woman’s Voice did state, unequivocally, ‘the necessity for a Factory Act’ following its brief report of Florence Gordon’s paper on ‘The Employment of Women in New South Wales’, but it, too, was more likely to urge women to take initiatives themselves. An article, describing itself as dealing with ‘essentially a woman’s subject’, invoked ‘[e]very mother’ taking responsibility for ‘the bringing forth of a healthy race of human beings’. Another, urged ‘the women of Sydney’ to contribute funds for the establishment of a lying-in hospital to be attached to the Benevolent Asylum: ‘If every well-off woman in Sydney would deny herself a small luxury -- an ice-cream, a yard of ribbon, or a pair of gloves -- we might have a lying-in hospital more than sufficient to meet all requirements’.�





   Not one of these journals was opposing marriage, and heterosexual sex. On the contrary: ‘we admit and believe that a happy married life is the best kind of life for both men and women’, said the Dawn. But it was highly critical of current conditions of marriage, and what Lawson called ‘our unequal sex code’. The Woman’s Voice held that ‘sex-love and sex-relationship are among the most -- or are, perhaps, the most -- important factors in the progress of humanity’. It quoted a medical authority declaring curiosity about sex to be ‘perfectly healthful and legitimate’. It commented on ‘the beauty of sex-love’ that ‘it is founded upon sex needs’: it is only by thinking of ‘the sex-instinct as impure’ that ‘we’ make it impure’. It observed, tellingly, that ‘if sex-love, in its physical aspects is impure, marriage does not make it pure, and parenthood is tainted at its source’.� 





   What was needed, in Wollstenholme’s view, was less hypocrisy about sex, and a refusal to regard ignorance and innocence as identical. To that end she composed careful, not to say coy, stories about telling about sex: telling the children about being pregnant, telling the girls about their bodies, and the boys as well. She published them in her journal, and reprinted them as pamphlets -- ‘Voicelets’ -- and offered them for sale at 2 pence each. The Australian Woman’s Sphere, too, considered sex education essential: ‘Marriage is constantly spoken of as the noblest of professions’ wrote Goldstein, ‘yet it is positively the only profession in life for which no training whatsoever is regarded as essential’. An incitement to discourse, indeed. And a challenge to the prevailing discourse which ignored what could be called a ‘testosteronisation’ of men’s bodies and behaviours as a problem, and a recognition of active sexual desire in women that was neither mad, bad, nor confined to marital submission and reproduction (the ‘hysterisation’ of women’s bodie).� 





   The journals’ demands for solidarity are, not surprisingly, firmly grounded in sexual difference. The Dawn referred to ‘the essential difference of sex’. The Woman’s Voice, in a leader on discussion of the Eight Hours legislation, argued for consideration of women workers on ‘physical grounds’ and, again a eugenics note, on those of ‘woman as mother of the race’.�





   There are also demands for equality with men, and protests against lack of it. ‘The life and work of every woman is just as essential to the good of the community as that of every man’ argued the Dawn in June 1890. ‘Her work and the character she bears raise or depress the state as much as does the life of any individual man; why is she set aside and disabled from expressing her opinion as to what should be done by this community of which she is a member?’. This is an article about votes for women in which Lawson also dealt with standard objections to female suffrage, among them the argument that women knew too little of the public sphere to vote. ‘And if women do not also at once enter the “political arena” so far as to care greatly about the land laws and mining acts, pray do men voters come to an intelligent decision on every possible subject of legislation before casting a vote?’ she demanded. Wollstenholme, commenting on the advances to the women’s cause during 1894, took up the argument that had so pleased the St George’s Reading Society in Perth: ‘No longer can it be said, in view of success, that women are inferior to men in brain power’. Rose Scott remarked of the ‘thinking and well educated women in New South Wales’: ‘They desire to be regarded first as human beings, and look upon it as a degradation to women (as it wd. be to men) to be considered merely in the light of sex’; ‘[s]uppose certain men were told off to be Fathers only’ she expostulated in a scribbled note, ‘Treating us like animals’.�





   Nevertheless, feminists were aware of the contradiction in demanding equality from a position of sexual difference. Wollstenholme objected to the habit of dichotomous thought, protesting that in advocating discussion of the current conditions of sex and marriage, she was not advocating ‘free love’. She dealt with the contradiction between difference and equality by maintaining that both were necessary. So, too, did Scott: ‘are we not also human beings + citizens’ she demanded, ‘though women?’ Lawson spelled out the contradiction when, in November 1892, she wrote of ‘looking for equality, not through identity, but in difference’.� 





3. Desires and Visions: Difference and Equality


‘I see a new heaven and a new earth ... brother and sister standing shoulder to shoulder and heart to heart in the great fight for right, truth and justice, for better laws, for better protection to our sons and daughters, for better and purer homes’. (Louisa Lawson, inaugural address to the Dawn Club, 23 May 1889, quoted in Brian Matthews, Louisa(McPhee Gribble) Melbourne, 1987, pp.251-2)





‘The development of the theory of Evolution alone was enough to give glory to this age; practically the entire range of the Woman’s Movement was within it ...’. (Charlotte Perkins Gilman, The Living of Charlotte Perkins  Gilman: An Autobiography (Harper Colophon Books), New York, 1975, first pub. 1935, p.234.)





   The resolution of such an apparently irresolvable dichotomy was, in the discussions in and around the Australian Woman Movement, to be found in the supposedly ‘scientific’ laws of ‘evolution’. Here is the Woman Movement’s vision, and certainty. 





    In anglophone histories of science or scientific ideas, ‘evolution’ is usually associated with the names of English naturalists and scientists, Charles Darwin, Alfred Wallace and Thomas Henry Huxley, and a thesis which challenged the creationist doctrines of Christian churches and chapels. Translated into terms which allowed the application of the principles of ‘natural selection’ to human societies, prominently by amateur English philosopher, Herbert Spencer, ‘evolution’ could be mobilised on both the left and the right of class-based political divisions and their policies. In 1883, the Melbourne Presbyterian communion was riven over what some deemed the ‘heresy’ of Charles Strong’s enthusiasm for ‘science’ against religion. It appears as the foundation of the ideas of conservative medical men in Australia. It is to be found prominently, if confusedly, among those authors taken as sources of inspiration by the utopians of the labour movement: Edward Bellamy, Henry George, Laurence Gronlund, even Havelock Ellis.� 





   ‘Evolution’ could also be mobilised on either side of late nineteenth-century debates about the capacities and rights of women in relation to men. Spencer had supported women’s rights in his earlier years, but he had changed his mind by 1873, producing a theory of social evolution which maintained that the sexual division of labour that characterised the middle-class family of his day was not only the product of ‘the survival of the fittest’, but also ‘the height of evolutionary achievement’.� A similar case was made in a text as influential in its day as any of Spencer’s: The Evolution of Sex (1889),  the work of two Scotsmen, Patrick Geddes, and his pupil, J. Arthur Thomson. Three printings and two different editions of this work appeared in Britain; it was published in the United States in 1890; it was translated into French two years later. It argued a case for human sexual difference being grounded in differences in nutrition available to cell protoplasm at the time of fertilisation, and therefore being an unalterable feature of human existence. It insisted on sexual difference, and that such difference rendered women’s campaigns for access to higher education and the vote as counter-evolutionary. Today, its most famous pronouncement was its statement on the emancipation of women: ‘What was decided among the prehistoric Protozoa can not be annulled by Act of Parliament’.� 





   Yet, as Australian/north American scholar Jill Kerr Conway has argued: this work also maintained that in higher organisms all the social emotions derived from reproduction; that the prolonged care of offspring characteristic of these higher organisms was accompanied by the psychic evolution of altruism; and that altruism was as deeply rooted in human nature as the egoism which drove individual organisms in their struggle for survival. Accordingly, while in the society of their own time, Geddes and Thomson saw egoism and altruism in balance in the human psyche, they predicted an increase in altruistic feelings following from the elevation of women in a social order previously organised around male egoism. Because they nurtured the young, women developed their capcities for social feeling better than men did. Their increased participation in social and political life would prompt social change to move towards a cooperative society -- provided that the sexes retained entirely separate temperaments.�





   Further, The Evolution of Sex, following Spencer’s Principles of Biology (1866), argued that advancing evolution was associated with a decline in fertility, and even devoted two pages to artificial means of preventing conception. Geddes and Thomson preferred to see the new direction of psychic development bringing temperance in intercourse for married couples, and pre-marital chastity as well. But the contraceptive advice was in their text nevertheless; Conway attributes the work’s publication record to this fact.� In Australia, George Adlington Syme, nephew of the Symes of the Age, a doctor who lectured at Melbourne University medical school, gave a much publicised lecture in which, following Geddes and Thomson, he attributed sexual difference partly to metabolic tendencies, and partly to natural selection and environment, which together resulted in altruism in women and egoism in men. The future evolution to an ideal cooperative society, he argued, depended on women’s altruism. The Australian Medical Journal carried favourable references to The Evolution of Sex in a review published in March 1892. TheWoman’s Voice went so far along the same path as Geddes and Thomson as, daringly, to carry regular advertisements for Dr Allbutt’s Wife’s Handbook, ‘an old standby’ notes Farley Kelly, subtitled Borning Better Babies Through Controlling Conception and Regulating Reproduction .� Geddes and Thomson might be associated with an assertion of difference between the sexes being immutably fixed in biology. But their version of evolution offered not only reproductive control for women, but also ‘temperance’ -- mutuality and care -- in marital sex, and leadership for women in a cooperative future.





   Evolution was central in two other works which exerted considerable influence in the Australian Woman Movement. These wereScientific Meliorism and the Evolution of Happiness (1885) by Scotswoman, Jane Hume Clapperton, and north American Charlotte Perkins Gilman’s Women & Economics: The Economic Factor Between Men and Women as a Factor in Social Evolution (1898). Edith Cowan owned a copy of Gilman’s text; Rose Scott quoted her often; and the Australian Woman’s Sphere reproduced copies of her poems.� Scientific Meliorism  was among the books stocked by the circulating library run by the Goldstein sisters and Henry Hyde Campion at their city appartment in Melbourne early in the twentieth century. Rose Scott cited Clapperton in amplifying her demand that women ‘unlearn the doctrine that first of all women are creatures of Sex’; we ‘want more Friendship amongst men + women’ she declared, ‘+ entire liberty to form such Friendships for as Miss Clapperton says Friendship is the social relation which above all others tends to elevate human character + is least liable to any base alloy’ [Untitled, undated lecture, beginning ‘The Philosopher was one of the Strong ones ...’.� 





   Scientific Meliorism was also the inspiration for Catherine Spence’s last work of fiction, the utopian novella A Week in the Future, published in the Centennial Magazine in Sydney in 1888-9. Indeed, as Lesley Ljungdahl has demonstrated, Spence borrowed so extensively and freely from Clapperton’s work that some passages are direct transcriptions. This caused no difficulty between the two Scottish-born authors though. As Ljungdahl notes, neither of them claimed originality for their work, and Spence stayed with Clapperton -- member of the exclusive Men and Women’s Club, and of the Malthusian League in England -- for a happy few days when she was in England in 1894. The two spent time visiting the haunts of George Eliot-- originator of the term ‘meliorist’, as distinct from optimist -- for whom Spence had a great admiration.� 





   Spence’s work was not published as a book until the 1980s, a delay which is surprising in the light of its intellectual scope, and of the interest that has grown over the past quarter of a century or so in specifically feminist utopian fiction, or feminist future-vision novels. The works of such writers as Marge Piercy, Ursula LeGuin and Joanna Russ in the United States in the 1970s and 1980s are usually seen as descending, at least in part, from such works as Charlotte Perkins Gilman's Herland, first published in the United States in 1915. Spence’s work is not as gripping a narrative as Herland,  but the utopian society that she depicted was far more realistic, was published a quarter of a century earlier, and in the Centennial Magazine was readily available to the reading public.





   A Week in the Future  is an extended depiction of London imagined in 1988, a century into the future, a society based entirely on the early nineteenth-century romantic socialist ideals of a cooperative society, usually associated with the names of Robert Owen and Charles Fourier, both of whom are cited. What gave it particular importance in relation to the Woman Movement was its uncompromising commitment to contraception and reduced reproduction. Sexual desire was recognised and satisfied: marriage was customary from the age of seventeen for girls, nineteen for boys; ‘[t]he evils of checking early marriages had been felt to be too great, too destructive to virtue, to health, and to happiness for any considerations of prudence or ambition to stand in the way’. (Clapperton would write a pamphlet in 1900 in which she argued that what women wanted was ‘sex-intercourse that is voluntary, pleasurable, healthful’.) But ‘parenthood was never allowed till the young people were in the full vigor of manhood andwomanhood’: a eugenicist ‘[s]cience has put it in the power of the married people to regulate their families, and it was considered disgraceful to bring into the world the progeny of the immature or the sickly’. Further, there is a rule that no married couple should have more than three children: ‘it is felt to be as disgraceful to exceed the number, as in olden times it was to have a child born out of wedlock’. This ‘is the keystone of our whole system’. From her own time, notes the narrator, following Clapperton almost word for word, ‘the beginning of the age of conscious evolution’, when people had ‘power and passion’, ‘the race’ had moved forward in knowledge to achieve ‘the good and happiness of all’.�      





   The logic and ‘scientism’ ofThe Evolution of Sex, and the confident optimism of Scientific Meliorism -- together with their explicit concern with contraception -- are to be found over and over again in the arguments for women’s emancipation in turn-of-the century Australia. Often coupled with a rhetorical style that had greater similarity to that of dissenting pulpits than that of scientific treatises -- for most feminists of the time retained some connection to organised religion -- such arguments nevertheless gave the specifically modern gloss of ‘science’ to an image of the passage of time as progress, and to the feminist belief that ‘progress’ required rights for women that would establish their equality with men.





   ‘The New Woman is nothing if not an evolutionist’ remarked Henry Hyde Champion. ‘The distinctions of sex are fundamental’ noted Goldstein, ‘and not to be destroyed by human devices, nor needing to be preserved by human restraints’. Yet, it is only when ‘all humanly-imposed restrictions have been swept away and the soul allowed to develop harmoniously’ that it will be possible to see ‘what men and women are meant to be’, to guess ‘the noble possibilities of true manhood and womanhood’. ‘Do we believe in man’s evolution?’ asked Lawson in July 1892. ‘Has man reached his limit, his perfection?’ These were rhetorical questions introducing an exposition of how ‘man’ must ‘from the very force of inherent law’ advance further, making ‘more moral progress’, overthrowing ‘the demons of greed and ambition, dishonesty and treachery, intemperance and lust’ to reach the ‘fully scientific heights of elevated human nature, and develop into the perfection and ripeness of being’. It is a process which has as its ultimate achievement, in Lawson’s view, the elimination of ‘the masculine dominance of the mind and person of women’ so that she may ‘take her rightful place in the world as man’s recognised equal’. It is a process which gives to struggles for rights for women a sense of inevitability, and the force of scientific law. ‘Woman has ever been dominated by man’, since Adam and Eve were expelled from the Garden of Eden. But now, ‘the irresistable spirit of evolution ... whispers within her, “If you would help lift the burden of sin and suffering from humanity and lead them up in the heights of peace and joy, destroy man’s dominance of your mind and person ... Follow man no longer as his slave; step forward as his peer; advance, and if he does not keep pace, be his leader in progress.”’ Lawson believed that ‘Woman is beginning to respond to this law within her’:





A few more turns of the great wheel of evolution and woman will more universally recognise inherent power to uplift, the power of purity and uprightness, developing more perfectly first within her own person and thence extending into her every relation to society; and she will be willing to sacrifice even more than she has ever before, to unite and organise all the efforts of women in developing the highest possibilities of the race.�





    ‘Evolution’ gave the Woman Movement its optimism, its vision of a new social order in which the specifically ‘womanly’ would be valued, while, simultaneously, women would enjoy equal rights with men. ‘Evolution’ required a utopianism, in which women’s sexual desires could be recognised, but not abused. ‘Evolution’ would eliminate the definition of women as ‘the sex’ and award them the new status of human beings. ‘Evolution’ was the ‘scientific’ law of progress, in which women would lead their new, modern, society out of the debilitating opposition between assertions of the permanence of sexual difference and demands for sexual equality. 





   But that resolution bore within it the seeds of its own demise: for the concept of evolution carried a eugenicist baggage which would spill over into a politics specific to time and place -- of population, nation and race, eroding precisely the consciousness, the solidarity based in sex but comitted to eliminating inequality between the sexes, around which the Woman Movement had formed.  
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