VI Citizenship


   The central campaign of First-Wave Feminism, the Woman Movement, was for the vote. Feminists wanted to be human beings, not members of the sex. They wanted to be citizens. Let us consider the interaction between that campaign and the shifts which first promoted, then frustrated, its fulfilment. 





   The first section of this chapter considers a novel published in 1909, Miles Franklin’s third, called Some Everyday Folk and Dawn. Written shortly after women in New South Wales had exercised their newly-won right to vote for the first time, and published within a year of the final victory of the female suffrage campaigns in Victoria, this novel reminds us of how central to the goals of the Woman Movement were questions around sex, relations between the sexes, and the double standard of sexual morality. The second section of the chapter considers two events, the achievement of female suffrage in South Australia in 1894 and in the new Commonwealth of Australia in 1902. The contrast between the arguments advanced in 1894 and in 1902 signals the rapid rise of a particularly xenophobic and racist nationalism, and in that lay the beginning of the defeat of the suffragists’ desires. The third section compares three different attitudes to women being members of parliament, and what a feminist in parliament might do. All three show the growing dominance in Australian parliamentary politics of oppositions of economic class and allegiances to the parliamentary parties formed to contest the interests and claims of the two principal classes. They show, too, how such allegiances based in class and party worked to erode the allegiance based in sex that had initially enabled the Woman Movement to form as an active political force. Nation, race, class and political party -- all were causes confirming and reinforcing the discourse on health and the way it positioned women and men, both, as heterosexual breeders. And as breeders, women would become once again primarily creatures of ‘sex’, their lives and worlds determined by their capacity to bear children, to be mothers.





1. What we will do with the vote


   A graphic depiction of the central preoccupations of women about to exercise their newly-gained public right to vote appears in Miles Franklin’s third novel, the oddly titled Some Everyday Folk and Dawn. Stella Miles Franklin belongs to what might be dubbed the ‘last generation’ of suffrage-era feminists. Born in 1879, she was more than half a century younger that the ‘Grand Old Woman of Australia’, Catherine Spence; more than thirty years younger than New South Wales suffrage-leader, Rose Scott; more than twenty years younger than the feminist journalist, Alice Henry, with whom she would work for seven years (1908-1915) for the National Women’s Trade Union League of America; ten years younger, even, than another good friend, Vida Goldstein. The struggle for votes for women in New South Wales was on the brink of victory in 1901, when twenty-one year-old Franklin’s first novel, My Brilliant Career, burst upon Sydney’s cultural world, armed with an endorsement from Louisa Lawson’s famous son Henry. Like many of its readers, Rose Scott seems to have assumed that the novel was autobiographical—a general source of some trouble to its author, her family and acquaintances—writing to Franklin to say ‘your book is so life like, I cannot dissassociate you yourself from the heroine’. Scott  invited Franklin to stay with her in Sydney, pleading: ‘Let me my dear fellow Australian -- my dear fellow woman serve you in any way I can’.� Franklin did go to stay with Scott, at Lynton, on a number of


occasions, just as she also went to visit the Goldsteins in Melbourne. In the company of such women she learned much of the central concerns of the suffragists, concerns she would adopt and extend herself in her work in the United States. She dramatised such concerns in the romance of Some Everyday Folk and Dawn.�





   This is a novel representing a moment in time when, to adapt the words of political philosophers Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe, the sexual has been politicised.� It is also a moment when, complementarily, the political has been explicitly and comprehensively sexualised.





The novel has two subjects. One is the heroine, Dawn, a sixteen year-old settler-Australian, living and working in her grandmother’s boardinghouse.  She has had two years ‘finishing’ at ‘the Ladies’ College’ in Sydney where she had been taught painting and dancing (p.34). And she has just reached the age when, in her grandmother’s view, it is time for her to marry. Dawn does not agree, or not entirely:





Just fancy marrying some galoot about here and settling down to wash pots and pack tomatoes and live in the dust among the mosquitoes, always! I’d rather die. (pp.48-9)





She wants something different—a career on the stage (like Nellie Melba, perhaps, though the novel does not make this analogy). This, of course, fills her grandmother with moral horror (just as such a prospect had appalled Melba’s father�). The un-named narrator—a woman in her middle years recuperating her health in Grandma Clay’s boarding house—decides that what Dawn needs ‘to complete her life and anchor her restless girlish energy’ is not a career but ‘a suitable knight’ (p.81). She bends her energies to securing one who conforms to Miles Franklin’s relatively democratic politics and her eugenicist preference for brawn over brains in men. The conclusion, reached after a great deal of manouvring and manipulation by the narrator, is a match which, as the narrator observes, ‘after all, taking matters at the base, is the chief and most vital business of life, as, were it neglected, there would be no ... populace’ (p.174).





   The central narrative, then, is a conventional romance concluding with its heroine marrying and living happily after. But the genre requires that the course of such a narrative cannot run smoothly. A number of the obstacles placed in the way arise from the novel’s second subject.





This is the ‘everyday folk’ of Noonoon, and it produces a narrative that is far less conventional. Noonoon is not the bush, which obsessed so many Australian writers of this period, from ‘Rolfe Boldrewood’ to Barbara Baynton. Nor is it one of the growing cities to be found as the subject of spiritual desolation in some of Henry Lawson’s poems, location  for the  worst  effects of capitalism  in  Lane’s Workingman’s Paradise, or the centre of urbane social exchange and romantic intrigue in the novels of Catherine Martin, Ada Cambridge and Rosa Praed. Inhabiting a geographical and imaginary space between the two, Noonoon is a country town, ‘[l]ess than three dozen miles per road, and not many more minutes by train’ (p.73) from Sydney, at the foot of the Great Dividing Range, with an economy based in market gardening and the railway. 





The year in which the narrative is set is 1904, the year in which women would cast their votes for the first time in elections for the New South Wales parliament. This circumstance renders the romance and its eventual match an explicitly political matter. For many of the events and issues which, as the genre demands, complicate and cross the path of true love are also events and issues around which women express their hopes and expectations of the power of the vote. 





There is no doubt about where the sympathies of the narrator lie. She refers to female suffrage as ‘the first outward and visible proof that men considered their women complete rational beings’ (p.256), and as investing women ‘with rights of full citizenship’ (p. 287). It is an ‘upward step in the evolution of man’ (p. 260), she proclaims. She reports one misogynist contending that women ‘ “ought to plough, an’ drive the trains, and let the men sit down inside” ’ now that they have the vote. But she follows that equation of citizenship with work characterised as men’s in a sex-segmented labour-market with an immediate feminist rejoinder: 





“Yes; an’ the men ought to come inside an’ sweep, an’ sew, and have their health ruined for a man’s selfishness, an’ be tied to a baby and four or five toddlers from six in the mornin’ till ten at night, day in and day out, like the women do...”.(p. 137)





Here, ‘selfishness’ is the code for men’s insistence on their conjugal rights, just as it is in Bessie Harrison Lee’s account of the young wife who died as the result of yet another pregnancy. When the Birthrate Commissioners wrote of ‘selfishness’ it was that of women -- refusing to bear children and using contraceptives to that end.� But the usage in this novel suggests that the Commissioners may well have been using the term also as code for women refusing marital sex, a sense directly symmetrical with the meaning in the feminists’ usage.





   The novel presents a contest about the social precedence of a wife and mother over a young woman working to earn her own livelihood (p. 200-1). This is presented with a force and vigour worthy of Rose Scott refusing to defer to Mary Windeyer’s married precedence.� The narrative offers several exchanges involving men ridiculing women’s right to vote and women providing crushing rejoinders. Here is just one. When Uncle Jake appeals to the Bible as his authority for women being meant to be ‘under men’ (p. 138), Grandma Clay responds by observing that the Bible also shows that ‘w’en God was going to send His son down in human form, He considered a woman fit to be His mother, but there wasn’t a man livin’ fit to be His father’ (p. 138). Uncle Jake collapses before this ‘slap in the face from the Almighty hisself’. The novel offers, too, a reiteration of suffrage-era feminism’s critique of the sexual labour considered compulsory for women after marriage. The narrator comments: ‘the thoughtful student of life on listening to the testimony of these women of the respectable useful class, supposed to be comfortably and happily married, will know that notwithstanding the great epoch of female enfranchisement the workers for the cause of women have yet no time for rest’ (p.316). Grandma Clay adds an objection to compulsory maternity when, enraged by Old Hollis’s jocularity about her midwifery, calling it ‘rabbit ketching’, she suggest that women might go on strike against child-bearing:





Rabbit ketchin’ indeed! No wonder women have got sense at last to make the birth-rate decline .... I reckon all women ought to be compelled to be rabbit ketchers for a time, an’ it would be such an eye-opener to them that if there wasn’t some alterations made in the tone of the whole business they would all strike so there’d be no need of rabbit ketchin’, as some call it. (pp. 244-5)�





As soon as Dawn’s engagement is known, people gather to warn her against ‘the horrors to be discovered after she had irrevocably taken the contemplated step in the dark’ (p. 316). Dawn finds such warnings distressing. But she is also enraged by the conditions that prompt them: the double standard of sexual morality.





This is the central issue for suffragist-era feminists, in Franklin’s novel, as it was all around her. It is signalled early in the narrative, when Dawn expresses her outrage at the behaviour of the suitor that her grandmother favours for her. He had made ‘red-hot love’ to another young woman and then tried to kiss Dawn. ‘If he had seen me up a lane hugging the baker, I wonder would he want me then!’ (p. 49). It appears again, towards the end, when the character who had tried to insist on her social precedence as a wife and mother reveals the uncertainty at the heart of her claim. When you get a home of your own, she warns Dawn, ‘take my advice and don’t never let no other woman in it. You can’t, seein’ what men are. There’s no trustin’ none of them, and if you think you can you’ll find yourself sold’ (p. 317). The issue of the double standard provides both the most tragic, and the most comic, moments in the tale.





Another of the boarders at Grandma Clay’s, Miss Flipp, entertains a so-called ‘uncle’ from time to time, the aptly named ‘Mr. Pornsch’ with his purple nose. The narrator, inhabiting the room next to Miss Flipp’s, learns quite early that he is no uncle, and that Miss Flipp is in ‘a ghastly predicament’: ‘more sinned against than sinning, when one heard her grief and remembered the age of her betrayer, which should have made him the protector instead of the seducer of young women’ (p. 55). Subsequently, she overhears a dialogue between the two.





   “You must go away, I tell you,” said Mr Pornsch. “A nice thing it would be if a man in my position were implicated.”


   “I didn’t think a man of your class would be so cruel,” sobbed the girl.


   In rejoinder the man admitted one of the truths by which our civilisation is besmirched.


   “There’s only one class of men in dealing with woman like you.” (p. 151)





That same night, Miss Flipp creeps out of the house and throws herself into the river with weights on her feet, and drowns (pp. 172, 175-6).





   Dawn is so enraged when she learns the cause of this tragedy that she decides to avenge the victim. Pornsch takes to dangling after her, so she has no difficulty in appointing to meet him at night at the far end of Grandma Clay’s vineyard. There, she, the narrator and another female friend knock him down, plaster him with tar and tell him why:





‘We’re dealing with this case privately,’ continued Dawn, ‘because the laws are not fixed up yet to deal with it publicly. Old aligators—one couldn’t call you men, and it’s enough to make decent men squirm that you should be at large and be called by the same name—can act like you and yet be considered respectable, but this is to show you what decent women think of your likes, and their spirits are with us in armies to-night in what we are doing. They’d all like to be giving your sort a wipe from the tar-pot, and then if you were set alight it would not be half sufficient for your crimes. We haven’t a law to squash you yet, but soon as we can we’ll make one that the likes of you shall be publicly tarred and feathered by those made outcasts by the system of morality you patronise’. (pp. 273)





Women’s enthusiasm for their newly-won right to vote is, in this novel, for a means to change the gender-segmentation of the labour market, for the possibility of change—even industrial action against—compulsory sex and child-bearing in marriage. It is also, and above all, for elimination of the double standard of sexual morality. It is in the chapter that follows Pornsch’s despatch that the women exercise that right.





   The candidates had been ‘trimming their sails to catch the great female vote’, ‘hastening in one session to insert in their platform planks which much-vaunted “womanly influence” had been unable to get there during generations of masculine chivalry and feminine disenfranchisement’ (p. 287). The women voters were by no means united: their votes encompassed the same range as those of the men, ‘except that those sold for a glass of beer were not so frequent’ (p. 286). But, as Grandma Clay states: ‘It ain’t what things actually are, it’s all they stand for’. So the women are voting.





The bright Australian sun shone with genial approval on all, and in the air was a hint of the scent of the jonquils and violets, so early in that temperate region. Grandma Clay must not be forgotten, for in her immaculate silk-cloth dress and cape, her bonnet of the best material, and her ‘lastings,’ [shoes] with her spectacles in one hand and her properly-prized electoral right in the other, and her irreproachable respectability oozing from her every action, she could not be overlooked. As she neared the door the gentlemen and younger ladies crowding there politely stood back and cancelled their turn in her favour; and Mrs Martha Clay, a flush on her cheeks, a flash in her eyes, and with her splendidly active, upright figure carried valiantly, at the age of seventy-five, disappeared within the polling-booth to cast her first vote for the State Parliament. (p.286)





‘Let the women vote!’ (p.287)





2. Votes for women


(a) 1894�


  It is 17 December 1894, a Monday, close to the date of the summer solstice in the southern hemisphere. The House of Assembly in South Australia is debating the second reading of the Constitution Act Amendment Bill -- legislation that could give votes to women. This is the eighth measure proposing female enfranchisement that the South Australian parliament has considered. The debates on this day are the culmination of nine years of strenuous and concentrated campaigning.





   This Bill is the first that has not been encumbered with an array of proposals either to restrict women’s access to the vote, or to use the question of whether or not to enfranchise women in a distinct -- though related -- campaign to increase or diminish democratic citizenship among men. Earlier provisions attached to female suffrage bills proposed that the suffrage be extended only to women who were single or widows, not to married women, whose rights were held to be subsumed in those of their husbands; that the vote be granted only to women over the age of twenty-five; or only to those women who owned enough property that, had they been men, such ownership would have qualified them to vote in elections for the Legislative Council, for which the property qualification for voters remained until the 1970s. All of these cautions indicated both the radical nature of the legislative measure under consideration, and the widespread doubt that the majority of women -- wives -- would be capable of exercising the privilege that their husbands had had since 1857. The provisions about property-qualifications were concerned not so much with women’s reasoning capabilities as with conservative efforts to shore up the power of those who owned property against the threats of the new-born labour party and its allies in the small ‘l’ liberal ministry of Charles Cameron Kingston. A final provision, that the whole question be submitted to a referendum, defeated a similar Bill in the previous year. But this one, the 1894 Bill, at last, has none of these restrictions. And it has been introduced as a government measure.





   Outside the parliament, an array of organisations -- from the Woman Suffrage League to the Algermeiner Deutscher Verein, from the Trades and Labor Council to the Women’s Christian Temperance Union, from the Single Tax League and the district Sociological Classes (‘Sociology’ was often seen as both political and progressive at this time) to the Working Women’s Trade Union, from the South Australian Fabian Society to the Society for the Study of Christian Sociology -- all have been holding meetings, enrolling supporters, writing to the press, arranging deputations to members of the government -- all supporting votes for women.�





   In August 1894, a stalwart supporter carried into the parliament a ‘monster’ petition in favour of women’s suffrage. It bears no fewer than 11,600 signatures. Like the petition that John Stuart Mill presented to the House of Commons in 1866, this one is a great roll, 400 feet in length, and the number of signatures it contains is only two and a half thousand fewer than those that the English suffragists had mustered from a vastly larger population. A counter-petition, presented by the ‘liquor interest’ -- fearing that the WCTU’s involvement meant that votes for women would bring in prohibition -- managed only 2,000 signatures.





   On this date, 17 December 1894, women have deluged members of parliament with telegrams, and have crowded into the Ladies’ Gallery of the House of Assembly to hear the final third-reading debate. Rose Birks, in her capacity as honorary secretary of the Woman Suffrage League, has arranged to bring with her for the afternoon that ‘Grand Old Woman of South Australia’, Catherine Spence, fresh off the boat after a year of lecturing and attending meetings across the United States of America, through Britain, and in Europe (all of which have been the subject of reports that Spence sent to the Adelaide press). Miss Spence met and talked with such renowned suffrage campigners as Susan B. Anthony in the United States and Millicent Garrett Fawcett in England. Parliamentarians take time out from their duties to come and greet her; she takes the opportunity that their greetings afford her to urge the women’s suffrage cause.� The debate proceeds.





   Later in the afternoon, the women leave the parliament to hold a brief, tense, meeting of the Woman Suffrage League, and then proceed to the Cafe de Paris in Rundle Street, where they are having a party to welcome Catherine Spence home. Always perceptive, Miss Spence notes that Mary Lee is miffed that she, Spence, should be gaining so much attention at this moment, a moment for which Mary Lee has campaigned with all of her very considerable skills and energy, to say nothing of her impatience. Always diplomatic, Catherine Spence calms her down, involving her in the speechifying which, while it is ostensibly about welcoming Miss Spence back from her travels, is really about showing the extent and weight of support for the Bill under discussion little more than a block away. They drown out conversation at the table of a parliamentarian nearby.�





   The party breaks up. Principal speech-makers -- Mary Lee; Elizabeth Webb Nicholls, President of the Suffrage Division of the WCTU; Rose Birks -- and a host of their friends troop back down King William Street to the parliament, heels ringing on the pavement. The South Australian Chronicle reported:





Ladies poured into the cushioned benches to the left of the Speaker, and relentlessly usurped the seats of the gentlemen who had been settled there before. They filled the aisles here, and overflowed into the gallery to the right, while some of the bolder spirits climbed the stairs and invaded the rougher forms behind the clock.





The House is packed, more so than it has ever been before. ‘So’, reported the chivalrous Chronicle, ‘there was a wall of beauty at the southern end of the building, and the standard of legislative eloquence was raised sympathetically’.� Eloquent they might have been, but they are not winning this night. The Bill’s opponents are trying to talk it out, The government is waiting for the moment when it will have the numbers for the two-thirds majority necessary for a constitutional amendment. The hours pass. The eloquence grows tired. The women wait, still tense. It is past midnight -- after the trams have stopped running -- before it becomes clear that the vote will not be taken this night. The women and their supporters make their way home to restless and anxious nights. For, as one of those supporters wrote later, ‘No-one, looking at the final figures, would have any conception of the intensity of the struggle, of the manifold difficulties overcome, nor of the fact that the issue was doubtful till within twelve hours of the final vote’.





   That is taken on the morning of 18 December 1894. ‘The Ayes were sonorous and cheery’, reported the Adelaide Observer, ‘the Noes despondent like muffled bells’. The count shows 31 in favour, and only 14 against. The House resounds to cheers. And to grudging jibes from the opposition benches: ‘Not half of you will get back’, yelled one; ‘It’s a regular hen convention’, sneered another, waving his arms towards the government benches.�





   On the morning of this momentous decision, South Australia’s principal daily appeared on the streets and breakfast tables announcing that female suffrage was, essentially, about sex, and sexual difference.





We have always urged that the fundamental question is the sexual one. Regard women as a class, and there is no argument worthy of a moment’s examination in favour of denying them the suffrage. Regard them as a sex, with an appropriate sphere of sexual activity into which voting and sitting in Parliament -- the two things are complementary -- cannot be intruded without injuriously deranging normal sexual relations, and the whole aspect of the question completely changes.�





But the vote taken a few hours later made it clear that for the majority of parliamentarians in the South Australian legislature, the feminists’ campaigns had succeeded. Women were no longer to be regarded ‘as a sex’. ‘[N]ormal sexual relations’ would have to take their chances. Women were to have the vote; they were political subjects, just as men were.





   Indeed, under this legislation, they could sit in the parliament as well. This was an extension of their campaign that they had not asked for. The constitution of the Woman Suffrage League explicitly stated that ‘no claim is put forward for the right to sit as representatives’, though the WCTU Convention, meeting in Adelaide in 1893, considered such a provision ‘unneccessary and offensive’.� This right -- which set South Australia at the forefront of the world for more than a decade -- resulted from an attempt to wreck the bill. In August of 1894, opposition to the suffrage bill had been growing desperate. One of its opponents was Ebenezer Ward, South Australia’s ‘silver tongue’, a man who had been sued for divorce by his first wife in 1866, was to be taken to court by his second wife in 1895 for failing to support her and their nine children adequately, and would arrive in the Legislative Council to oppose the Married Women’s Protection Bill in 1896 so drunk that he could not read the statement on the paper in front of him.� During the debates on women’s suffrage, on 16 August 1894, he moved that the second clause of the suffrage bill -- excluding women from sitting in parliament -- be struck out. But this attempt to make the bill unacceptable to the lower house failed. The amendment was carried.�





   This legislation also had an extension which the legislators did not shirk. Just as legislation in 1856, granting manhood suffrage and one man-one vote, had, at least in principle, included Aboriginal men, so, too, did the legislation of 1894 include Aboriginal women. In 1896, Point McLeay, an Aboriginal reserve near the mouth of the Murray River, had its own polling station with more than 100 people on the rolls; 70% of them voted in the election that year.�





   In 1894, then, neither questions of race nor exaggerations of the demand made for equality of the sexes could distract the legislators and the women lobbying them. The legislation giving votes to women was about rendering justice to women, recognising them as human beings, not as lesser beings, as members of ‘the sex’. Less than a decade later, it was a very different story.





(b) 1902


   The second legislation to be considered here was debated in the elegant, if unfinished, Houses of Parliament in Melbourne where the new Commonwealth Parliament was to meet until it moved to the chilly hill-station on the banks of the Molonglo River that became Canberra in 1927; the Victorian parliament had been banished to the Exhibition Buildings.� In April 1902, the new Commonwealth Parliamentarians debated the Commonwealth Franchise Bill -- for the meetings of the Federal Convention which drew up the constitution for the new government had achieved only temporary agreement on the question of who would be entitled to vote for the members of its parliament.





   There had been several differences between the franchise established for the parliament of each colony. There were differences over plural voting, which allowed a man who owned property in more than one electorate to cast a vote in each. There were differences over the proportion of members of the upper house who were nominated by the local representative of the British crown and the proportion who were elected, and over the property qualifications of those who could vote for members of an upper house. There were differences over the entitlement of Aboriginal Australians to the vote. After 1894, of course, there were also differences over votes for women.





   The clause concerned with the franchise submitted to the meeting of the Federal Convention in Adelaide in 1897 (no. 29) had dealt with plural voting by providing that ‘each elector shall have only one vote’, but had then proposed simply that the suffrage for elections to the federal parliament should be the same in each state as the suffrage for the lower house in each colony’s parliament -- until the federal parliament ruled otherwise. South Australian members of the Convention had sought a revision to that clause that would enfranchise all women over the age of 21.� When that was defeated (p.725), largely by objections that such a provision would force those states which had not enfranchised women to do so, Frederick Holder -- a former Premier and member of the South Australian Kingston ministry which had brought in the successful women’s suffrage bill of 1894 -- had moved swiftly to add another provision: that ‘no elector now possessing the right to vote shall be deprived of that right’ (p.725). That provision had finally been accepted (p.732), though only after William Arthur Trenwith MLA had quietly threatened that the women of South Australia might well vote against federation if there were any possibility that it would deprive them of ‘the privilege for which they have struggled’ (p.727).�





   By 1902, the newest of the settler colonies, Western Australia, had also passed legislation giving votes to women, in 1899, though it had not provided for women to sit in parliament. Bills to enfranchise women had been passed by the lower houses of New South Wales, Tasmania and Victoria, though they had all been thrown out in the upper houses. But their success in the popular chambers, coupled with feminist campaigns -- circularising candidates for the first elections to the federal parliament asking if they favoured a uniform franchise, and subsequent petitions for votes for women to the new legislature -- had imparted a sense of inevitability to the direction of the debate.� Many of the speakers protested, in well-worn terms, against the prospect of enfranchising women. But, as one Western Australian senator, Stanniforth Smith, observed:





There is no doubt that womanhood suffrage is certain to become co-extensive with the civilised world. The only question is at what date it will come. Sydney Smith mentions a mythical dame of the name of Mrs Partington, who endeavoured with a broom to sweep back the Atlantic. I am very much afraid that there are a great many Dame Partingtons at the present day, each with a broom ... composed of prejudice and conservatism, [who] are endeavouring to sweep back the tide of democracy, and to prevent a simple act of justice like this being done. (c.11,485)





The bill passed through both houses before the month was out. (cc. 11,369, 3 April 1902); 11,984 (24 April 1902)





   But it had been subjected to one extremely important change. The bill that was introduced into the Senate would have enfranchised Aboriginal Australians, female and male, as well as non-Aboriginal women. Settler Australian parliamentarians observed that their colonial legislatures had long since acknowledged the right of Aboriginal men to vote. They noted, too, that colonial precedents had given Aboriginal women the right to vote, and to sit in the parliament as well, following the South Australian legislation, and the determination of the 1897 Federal Convention. But by 1902,  following the federation of the colonies and territories into the new Commonwealth of Australia, there was a a new consciousness of nation and a new rhetoric of nationalism. Amid this, a majority of the Commonwealth parliamentarians had developed strong objections to the racial dimensions of such extensions of democracy. It was the ‘thin red thread of kinship’ that, in the view of English-born federation-maker Henry Parkes, bound the settler colonists into a ‘new’ Australian nation. That kinship was defined by skin colour. Australian ‘kin’, wherever they came from, had to be ‘white’. The franchise for the new nation could be made in-clusive in terms of sex precisely because Anglo-Celtic women could be defined as ‘kin’. And that definition of ‘kinship’ simultaneously ex-cluded Aboriginal Australians, as well as any other possible non-kin members of the new nation. The Commonwealth Franchise Act that was passed in June 1902 -- only months after the passage of legislation introducing the infamous ‘White Australia’ policy for immigration, the first Act passed by the new Australian Parliament -- simultaneously enfranchised all ‘white’ women and men, and entitled both to sit in the Commonwealth Parliament, and dis-enfranchised all ‘black’ people, women and men alike.�





   The exclusion of non-whites -- of the racially or ethnically different -- served, temporarily, to eradicate the differences of sex between Anglo-Celtic women and Anglo-Celtic men. Citizenship, as defined by the right to vote, could be sexually in-clusive, because it had just been made racially and ethnically ex-clusive. The Other of the citizen of the new Australian nation was defined by skin colour, rather than by sex-specific reproductive capacities. 





   The paradox was, though, that such inclusiveness carried within itself the seeds of its own demise, for being included in the new nation -- accorded the rights of citzenship -- harnessed the new white women citizens to a nationalist agenda in which it was their sex -- their reproductive capacities -- which would become their most important contribution to the nation. And this was one important factor which spelled the end of the goals around the Woman Movement arose and crystallised.





3. Women in parliament?


 (a) Catherine Spence and Mary Lee


   In accounts of first South Australia’s and then Australia’s world primacy in providing for women to participate in parliamentary politics, the observation that almost always follows is that, despite having such a right, women took a very long time to achieve a place in any of Australia’s legislatures.� It was 1959 before a woman took her place in the South Australian parliament; 1943 before a woman was elected to the Australian parliament; and, although Enid Cowan was elected to the Western Australian Legislative Assembly in 1921, she lasted for only one term. I will consider this apparent paradox, here, by discussing first two feminists who did not want to be members of parliament, and secondly two feminists who did. My argument is that these accounts show how the Woman Movement’s solidarity based in sex was eroded by allegiances of class and political party, just as the previous section showed it to be  by allegiances to race and nation.


   


   Following the success of the female suffrage legislation in South Australia, both Mary Lee and Catherine Spence were invited to stand for election in 1896.Their activities both before and after the 1896 election in South Australia make it clear that both could well have won. They would have made superlative parliamentarians. 





   Scottish-born Catherine Helen Spence was four years the younger of the two, but had arrived in the colony when it was only three years old, in 1839.� There, she had developed -- though not without difficulty -- no fewer than four over-lapping careers: first as a novelist; then as a philanthropic welfare-worker; then as a journalist (a regular ‘outside’ contributor to the daily South Australian Register), an occupation that finally brought her an income; finally as a much-loved and highly-esteemed public speaker -- principally for the voting system that she had decided it was her life’s mission to see introduced, proportional representation or, as she called it, ‘effective voting’. She was also, just as side-lines, a teacher and, following the example of Martha Turner visiting from Melbourne, a popular preacher in the Unitarian Church for which she had left the Established Church of Scotland during her twenties.





   By 1896, Spence was at the peak of her fourth career. She had been welcomed enthusiastically by the Woman Suffrage League when she first attended one of its meetings in 1891, had accepted a position as one of its vice-presidents, and had joined suffrage deputations to the government. She addressed drawing-room meetings and public gatherings, enrolling new members in the Woman Suffrage league when she travelled to the rural towns of the colony to promote effective voting. During 1893-4 -- when she attended the International Conference on Charities and Correction at the World Fair in Chicago as a representative of the South Australian State Children’s Council -- she had made contacts with north American and British suffragists, Charlotte Perkins Gilman, Jane Addams, Susan B. Anthony, and Millicent Garrett Fawcett; she gave ‘14 paid lectures chiefly for Women’s Clubs’ during her time in the United States, she noted later, speaking on ‘Equal Suffrage mostly’. She could bring their greetings to the South Australian suffragists when she returned, just in time for the passage of the equal suffrage Act.





   Her stature and the affection with which she was regarded had made her allegiance an important factor in the suffrage campaign. Parliamentarians referred to her as ‘a well-known authority on political subjects’. The Voice, paper of the radical left ‘Forward Movement’ of South Australia’s early 1890s, stood solidly beside her. The Advertiser observed that ‘she believes that the power to vote is a woman’s right as much as that of a man, and she pleads that the right should be conceded’; ‘[h]er arguments’ that paper commented, ‘are thoughtful and sober, and her language entirely free from the screeching hysteria that has so often brought ridicule and contempt on the cause of “women’s rights”’. She was willing to accept public office: early in 1897 she accepted an appointment to the government board responsible for managing the Destitute Asylum, and later the same year she campaigned for election to the Federal Convention, thus becoming Australia’s first female political candidate; she scored 7,383 votes, coming twenty-second out of thirty-three candidates. But when she was asked to run for parliament in 1896, she declined. 





   So, too, did Mary Lee.� By 1896, she was well-known throughout the colony for her work for the suffrage campaign and the Working Women’s Trade Union. Appointed co-secretary of the Woman Suffrage League at its initial meeting, she had assumed all of the duties of the league’s secretary by the middle of 1889; as the Adelaide press commented, her pen ‘flashed throughout the land’. Those duties included the league’s correspondence and reports to its meetings, applications for membership and collection of the annual subscriptions of one shilling, but also letters to the press, talks at drawing-room meetings, deputations to parliamentarians, and addresses to an array of such bodies as the Adelaide Sociological Class, the Port Adelaide Democratic Association, the Yatala Labor Party, the Democratic Club, the Gawler Literary and Sociological Society, the Hindmarsh Democratic Association and crowded meetings in the iron and steel towns of Port August and Port Pirie; at the last of these she had an audience of over 500, ‘a good proportion of which were women’.�





   It was Lee who had forged the link between the women’s suffrage campaign and the labour movement that was to prove so crucial to the successful passage of the franchise legislation. She went to talk to the United Trades and Labour Council in 1891 -- after yet another bill proposing votes for women, but only for propertied women, had appeared in the parliament -- and persuaded them that the Woman Suffrage League wanted the vote for women on the same terms as men, without any extra property qualifications. It was Lee who came in for most of the personalised opprobrium and mockery levelled at the suffragists, probably because she was their most public advocate, possibly because she was more forthright than most in her opinions of her opponents. She called one parliamentarian ‘an idiot’, and when the elected members of the United Labor Party voted in favour of the referendum clause attached to the suffrage bill of 1893 she called them ‘a lot of nincompoops’. Anti-suffragist responses were far less restrained. They countered with the couplet: ‘Mary had a temper hot that used to boil and bubble/ and ere the franchise she had got it landed her in trouble’. One member of parliament wrote to the Adelaide Observer to exclaim: ‘Poor Mary Lee! How she does froth and foam and stew and scold. I wonder if she manages her household in the same feverish style’. Another opponent, invoking the French Revolution and Dickens’ Madame Defarge, wrote to the Advertiser to predict that





If Mrs Lee obtains the power she desires and is permitted unrestrained to stir the seething cauldron of class discord I may live to see her knitting, counting while the bleeding heads of the thrifty and learned fall beneath the strokes of the guillotine. Then by brute force, the best intellects removed, she may have scope for political experiments.





   Like Spence, she was willing to accept public office. In her case it was as an honorary but official visitor to South Australia’s lunatic asylums, institutions which she could have thought not unlike the parliament. But when she was invited to run for parliament, she refused.





   There are a host of reasons that can be adduced for such decisions. Both women were already more than seventy years old. Both lacked means to finance an election campaign: Lee’s last years were blighted by poverty, and the income that Spence earned from her journalism was generally less than L300 a year; her effective voting campaign was, initially, financed by the philanthropic Robert and Joanna Barr Smith.� Both had, as well, experience and faith in other, non-parliamentary, means of bringing about change leading to greater social justice. They were far from alone in this. After all, substantial elements in the labour movement had been seeking social justice by direct industrial action, rather than parliamentary representation, only a few years earlier, and were to do so again in the future. Some labour movement people continued to prefer the establishment of new cooperative settlements -- in Paraguay, and on the River Murray -- to the gradualist politics of party formation and electoral campaigns.� Indeed, it requires an anachronistic, insular and politically limited set of blinkers, derived from late-twentieth-century assumptions about the inevitability of political action being parliamentary and the confinement of radical political action to campaigning around the ballot box, to make it anything but entirely reasonable to ask -- why do we assume that the suffragists should have wanted to become members of parliament? For the Forward Movement in South Australia, Spence and  Lee among them, gaining seats in parliament for politically progressive members was only one of many possible means of instituting genuine equality between women and men. Spence was acutely aware of these alternatives: she had visited the co-operative village settlements on the Murray in order to write about them for the press; her papers include a lecture on the anarchist Peter Kropotkin; her future-vision novella, A Week in the Future, depicted birth-control and co-operation, rather than parliamentary politics, as the key to utopia.





   But the principal reason for both Catherine Spence and Mary Lee declining their nominations for election lay in their commitment to forming organisations that would enable women to work, collectively, in the interests of women, and their recognition that such a commitment conflicted with the very different priorities of the emerging political parties based on the competing economic interests of capital and labour. Lee explained her decision: she did not want, she said, to be ‘bound by pledge or obligation to any party whatever’.� Spence would have concurred. ‘The feud between capital and labour will become more and more bitter’, she told the Adelaide Democratic Club in 1892, ‘if by your political machinery you exclude all those large bodies of independent thinkers who might bring moderation into your national Councils’. Instead, she went on to attempt to found a South Australian branch of the National Council of Women, first established in Sydney by Margaret Windeyer; to help establish the Cooperative Clothing Company, with Agnes Milne; and to preside over the meeting that, in 1909, established the South Australian Women’s Non-Party Political Association, an organisation dedicated to ‘removal of all social, economic and other inequalities which still existed between women and men’.�





   This last body copied examples already well-established by then in Sydney and Melbourne: the Women’s Political Education League which Rose Scott formed at the end of 1902, once the vote had been won in New South Wales, and the Women’s Political Association formed in Melbourne in 1903, when the Victorian Legislative Council rejected the seventh female suffrage bill presented to it. It also anticipated what in 1924 became a national body, the Australian Federation of Women Voters, created by Western Australian feminist Bessie Rischbieth. All expressed a vision that, in Judith Allen’s words, ‘representation by means of the vote would forge a citizenry of women who would work, as a sex, for their sex’.� Solidarity based in sex necessarily conflicted with solidarities based in economic class and the political parties being formed to contest the interests of opposing classes. The power of such conflicting solidarities appeared clearly when the WPA in Victoria invited Vida Goldstein -- a woman who was willing to sit in parliament -- to accept its nomination as a candidate in the elections to the Australian Senate late in 1903. 





(b) Vida Goldstein and Edith Cowan


   Goldstein, a second-generation suffragist, in her early thirties in 1903, had grounds for believing that her campaign could succeed.� The WPA already had 300 members. The Australian Woman’s Sphere continued to appear -- even though it was losing money -- its circulation increased, as its size had been as well, by the reports that she had sent back from her visit to the United States to attend the International Women Suffrage Conference in Washington DC in the previous year. Moreover, that conference had been an inspiration. To be sure she had met with astonishment that she was white, and ‘spoke English so well’, an experience that I had myself in the 1980s. But the north American and European suffragists had greeted her with a warmth and enthusiasm quite foreign to one who had grown up in a society so predominantly of British migrants and their descendants, so much more restrained and, in Australia, laconic. They had called her ‘little Australia’, praised her speeches, elected her secretary of the newly-formed International Woman Suffrage Committee, introduced her to charismatic and world-famous figures -- Carrie Chapman Catt, Susan B. Anthony, and Elizabeth Cady Stanton, wrote warmly affectionate compliments in her autograph book. They showed her the energy of suffragists in the United States; the venerable Susan Anthony attended every meeting of the conference, some lasting until midnight, but she was always first down to breakfast. They showed her their own camaraderie and fervour. There were vast audiences for the speakers, and speakers like Susan Anthony were greeted with rapturous applause; ‘the vast audience cheered, and cheered, and cheered her, and rose to their feet’.� They showed her their wealth: when the financial secretary of the new committee asked for L1,000 to carry on the work for a year, she saw, she reported, ‘these splendid American women rising one after another and guaranteeing amounts from L1 to L100, until more than the required amount was raised’. In the figure of Carrie Chapman Catt, they gave her a model of what she might aspire to herself.





I can’t even begin to tell you what she is like, for nothing I could say could possibly give you an idea. She is beautiful, and graceful, and seems to be simply adored by every one about her. And to hear her speak! she is not a speaker, she is a born orator. She has a perfectly marvellous executive ability; to see her preside over a great meeting is something not to be forgotten.





On the campaign trail back in Australia in 1903, Goldstein was careful to point out that she did not seek ‘political honour’ for her own sake, but, as historian Farley Kelly has remarked, ‘there was a dash of humbug about these protestations, for she was very able and clearly enjoyed herself’.� Perhaps she even hoped to emulate Catt.





   Goldstein opened her campaign in Portland, her birthplace, as a deliberate compliment to her mother, on 13 October 1903. Over the ensuing two and a half months, she addressed meetings across rural Victoria as well as in Melbourne, resorting to charging a silver coin for admission, but drawing large crowds nevertheless. Her arguments included attention to the principal issues dividing politics at the time: opposition between free trade and protection over manufacturing and trade; developing arbitration and conciliation or a limitation to the growth of the state; White Australia and assisted immigration; the establishment of a federal capital; the construction of a transcontinental railway. But her principal argument followed from her pride in being the first ‘Lady Candidate’ for a national legislature -- which made her campaign unique in the history of the world and history-making for Australia -- and from the necessity to explain why, as a woman, she was taking so unprecedented a step. This was an argument based firmly in sexual difference, with a dash of evolution.





Women were different from men, and men could not view matters from their standpoint ... it was not woman’s idea to drag women down to man’s level but to raise him to woman’s level ... Woman was referred to as the clinging vine and man as the sturdy oak. Well, she had seen the clinging vine bending over the wash tub and a sturdy oak trying to hold up a lamp post in the street. The sturdy oak also, at times, saw fit to skip to another State and throw his obligations of maintaining his family on to the shoulders of the clinging vine ... It was only right that woman should have the power to reach the highest and noblest sphere that she could attain.





It included, as well, an attack on political parties which, she said, always sacrificed principle to expediency; any principles concerning women were the first to go when there was any perceived conflict of interest.� 





   Goldstein’s campaign attracted very considerable attention in the press. Farley Kelly has noted that rumours of free love were circulated against her, though the Age’s dismissive comment that she was ‘a pretty speaker who can talk charmingly apropos of nothing’ was probably just as damaging.� Jenny Mulraney analysed the press coverage of her campaign: it showed, she demonstrated, first some doubt about whether her candidature was legal; second an argument that women already had all the power they needed; third a contention that women were pure and would be sullied by contact with the ‘inevitably tainted’ arena of politics; fourth a concern about the numbers of women on the electoral rolls which, since they were greater than those of men, offered the terrifying prospect of a Senate filled with women rather than men; and finally a concerted effort to render her arguments invisible, either by ridicule, or by focussing on her youth and her clothes. Many of these arguments were familiar from the campaigns for female suffrage. The focus on her appearance -- elegant and stylish, the Bulletin waxed lyrical about a ‘bright piece of coquettish millinery’ with its ‘dash of scarlet’ which became ‘the oriflamme of the meeting’� -- effectively reduced her to a figure more appropriate to the fashion pages.





   Vida Goldstein’s elegant and up-to-date stylishness was distinctive, and in Britain as well as in Australia. In England, Miles Franklin reported Christable Pankhurst describing suffragettes as characteristically untidy, with their hair always coming undone; in such company, Goldstein must have appeared especially crisp and tidy. Her elegance would have been taken for granted in the United States, though, where first Catherine Spence and later Alice Henry had to be persuaded to smarten up their appearance if they wanted to be persuasive speakers.�





   Despite press dismissiveness, Goldstein polled well, gaining 51,451 votes. This placed her only fifteenth, but it was ahead of three seasoned politicians. Four other women who had also contested this election in New South Wales and Tasmania lost their deposits. And the WPA’s minimal goal in nominating her -- educating female elector -- had been achieved. The campaign increased it membership to 700; two new branches and eight auxiliary committees were formed. Goldstein was to contest elections to the Senate four more times, in 1910, 1913, 1914 and 1917, but never successfully. After a good showing in 1910, her support declined, a response Farley Kelly attributes to ‘the increasingly anti-male tone of the WPA, mirroring the mood of the English suffragettes’ and ‘the vehement pacifism of her tiny Women’s Peace Army’ during the war.�





   Yet even her initial candidature divided other feminists. Catherine Spence, herself entirely committed to a solidarity of sex rather than of class or party, nevertheless observed: ‘I am not at all sure that Vida Goldstein is wise in standing for the Senate. Women do not vote as women for women’.� By contrast, Henrietta Dugdale, now Mrs. Johnson, gave her unhesitating support: ‘Veni Vida Vici’ she wrote.� It split the already fragmenting suffrage movement in Victoria: the Victorian WCTU’s executive voted unanimously not to support a woman candidate, a move supported even by the Victorian Women’s Franchise League,� and a group of members of the WPA, including Goldstein’s friend Lillian Locke, left that organisation and went off to campaign for the Labor Party.





   The Worker was to observe that if Goldstein had stood on a Labor ticket, she would have polled twice as well and ‘lived in history as the first woman in the world to sit in a national Parliament’. Her commitment to a solidarity based in sex, rather than in class or political party, made that impossible, as did her opposition to ‘the vicious system of machine politics’.� But it was that commitment that spelled doom to her dreams of a seat in parliament, just as it spelled doom to Rose Scott’s WPEL in New South Wales. As early as September 1903, Scott had to deny a report in the press that the WPEL was ‘a “one woman league”’, and the next two years saw her struggling to maintain it as its members haemorrhaged away into the branches of the class-based political parties.� The largest women’s organisations formed in Australia were conservative -- the most notable is the Australian Women’s National League formed in Victoria in 1904 specifically to oppose the supposedly dangerously socialistic platform on which Goldstein had campaigned -- and clearly aligned with the male-stream (Carole Pateman’s term) political parties. As political scientists Marian Sawer and Marian Simms have argued: ‘In Australia the modern party system, which developed early in response to the electoral success of the Labor Party in the 1890s, effectively tamed the women’s vote: party loyalty rather than sex loyalty dictated the political behaviour of women’.�





   Sawer’s and Simms’ point is underlined forcibly by Edith Cowan’s experience of electoral and parliamentary politics, by the contrast between that experience and Goldstein’s on one hand, and between that experience and May Holman’s on the other.





   By 1921, Edith Cowan was in her sixtieth year with a formidable record of public work to her credit.� A list of the positions that she held in 1921 in organisations committed to a variety of forms of service to the community numbered no fewer than twenty-four; they ranged from the vice-presidency of the WA National Federation through her position as a Justice of the Peace and her presidency of the WA Branch of the National Council of Women to her membership of the Workers Educational Association. The Western Australian parliament had legislated to allow women to sit in parliament in October 1920. Elections were to be held in March 1921. Only four weeks earlier, Edith Cowan decided to contest the seat of West Perth, an area of, in her grandson’s words, ‘the socially accepted, the wealthy, of those with powerful business, land, and pastoral interests’. She announced her candidacy as an endorsed member of the conservative Australian Nationalist Federation.





   Such party endorsement did not, then, carry the degree of discipline that it acquired subsequently. The Nationalists endorsed her, and also endorsed the sitting member who had been Attorney-General, a member of the cabinet in the Nationalists’ conservative government. However, party-endorsement made all the difference from Goldstein’s efforts. After a campaign made particularly uncomfortable by a record heat-wave -- during which Cowan could address street-corner meetings only in the evenings (the archive contains her notes made for speaking under street-lights, written with the handle-end of the pen instead of the nib, so that they would be thick enough to be visible) -- Cowan was, against her own expectations and those of the Australian National Federation, elected at the top of the poll. 





   In a propertied electorate with a majority of female electors, there were many who would have worked with her as voluntary philanthropic welfare workers. The women’s groups were jubilant. By contrast, the party which had endorsed her was distinctly apprehensive. They were uncertain of how strict her allegiance was to their party, and how unquestioningly she would submit to party rule. Their anxieties were borne out.





   As early as the opening of the new parliament in July 1921, an occasion on which the galleries were full of people come to hear the first woman in an Australian parliament make her maiden speech, the Address-in-Reply to the Governor’s Speech, she justified all of the Nationalists’ apprehensions by asserting, ‘I belong to no party in this House ... I shall be responsible only to my own constituents’. Worse still, she declared that her election showed that ‘woman can and do stand by women, and will stand by women in the future if only to get rid of some of that painful party spirit’.� It was an assertion of the solidarity of sex against solidarities of class and party, reminiscent of arguments made over thirty years earlier by Catherine Spence and Mary Lee, and repeatedly by Vida Goldstein during the first two decades of the twentieth century. It was an assertion that she continued to make. A few months later, she provoked an extended debate over whether or not MPs could take a woman to sit in the Speaker’s Gallery; Cowan’s efforts to equalise the privileges available to women and men ran into concerted, and unreasoning, obstruction. In November of the same year, when the parliament considered amendments to the Industrial Arbitration Act and the question of whether or not domestic servants could be included under its provisions, Cowan created a furore. After hours of debate, she rose to speak to an amendment which she had listed on the Notice Paper. This stated that:





The interpretation of the term ‘worker’ is further amended by adding the following words: So far as this Act extends to persons engaged in domestic service, a husband shall be deemed an employer, and his wife, if living with him, shall be deemed a worker employed by him, with regard to work done by the wife for the household which is commonly done by persons engaged in domestic service. 





Wages for housework by wives! Louisa Lawson would have cheered from her sad and recently-dug grave. In the ensuing clamour, one MP was so furious that Cowan might see herself as standing for his wife’s ‘cause’ that he threatened, ‘I will see that she does not go to the Arbitration Court’. ‘We shall have a revolution’ exclaimed another.





   However, if suffrage-era feminists would have applauded Cowan on each of these occasions, their responses would have been far less uniformly in favour of her position in the fracas over an amendment to the Health Act early in 1922. The issue was notification of venereal disease, an issue which had divided international social purity feminism towards the end of the nineteenth century, an issue which divided New Zealand feminists in the mid-1890s.� It was also an issue which had in 1915 polarised the Western Australian Branch of the National Council of Women against both the WCTU and the Women’s Service Guild (established in 1909), and caused personal hostility between Cowan and Dr. Roberta Jull, on one hand, and theosophist Bessie Rischbieth on the other. For Cowan and Jull, like Wollstenholme in the mid-1880s, the matter was pragmatic: if such notification could be applied to men as well as women, then notification was an important way of controlling a health problem; a problem that by 1915 Australia’s involvement in the war in Europe was exacerbating. For Rischbieth and the WCTU, ‘notification’ carried all of the baggage of the contagious diseases laws of a previous era: ‘the raison d’etre of these Acts is to make fornication safe’  protested the WCTU in 1915, ‘to enable the vicious to escape the penalty of foul disease with which Nature and Nature’s God have stamped their disapproval of this sin’.� By 1922 and in parliament, the issue was no less emotive, even though it was clear that the men under notification far outnumbered the women. Cowan could claim to ‘represent a very great number of women on the National Council of Women’ but she could not claim the support of Bessie Rischbieth or theWomen’s Service Guild which, also in 1922, gained accreditation to the International Woman’s Suffrage Alliance, much to the annoyance of the old National Council of Women, as Jill Roe has noted.�





   All of this was simply too much for the men of the conservative Australian National Federation. When an election was called for early in 1924, they paid chivalrous tributes to her achievement, endorsed her again -- for she had been at least partly their advocate, earning abuse as a thorough ‘Tory’ -- but they also endorsed another candidate, a man, and formed an influential comittee to campaign for him. Election day saw her soundly defeated. She would stand for election yet again in 1927, representing the Women’s Electoral League. But this was an organisation associated with neither side of the class-based political parties, and led only to another defeat. Sawer’s and Simms’ point is given even more force by the contrasting success of May Holman. In 1925, she contested the Forrest electorate in Western Australia, vacated by the death of her father, and, as an endorsed Labor candidate, she won it and held it for the next fifteen years. Unlike Edith Cowan, she was willing to submit to the disciplinary whip of party-allegiance.





   If citizenship for women was to include the right to participate in the nation’s legislatures, then that right was to be disciplined to conform to the rules, regulations and platforms of the class-based political parties formed and run by men. Feminist disruptions of the kind that Edith Cowan had introduced into the Western Australian parliament were not, even among chivalrous gentlemen, to be tolerated. Citizenship for women, hailed by the characters in Miles Franklin’s novel as establishing equality between women and men, was being severely constrained. Coupled with the constraints associated with being ‘white’, such constraints increasingly restricted women’s citizenship rights to those associated with their capacity to bear children -- to ‘maternal’ citizenship. 
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