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LABOUR REPRESENTATION COMMITTE,

FELLOW MEMBERS,

With my colleagues, Messrs. Freak
and Hornidge, I attended the Labour Represen-
tation Committee’s Annual Meeting, held at the
Sun Hall, Liverpool, on [anuary 25th to 27th
inclusive. I had also attended on the 24th a
meeting of Labour Representation Committee’s
-candidates and their agents, to prepare for the
coming General Election—the business gransacted
was entirely electoral, the details of which would
not interest our members; but the work of .the
‘Conference proper was of a most encouraging
kind, the whole of the candidates exhibiting the
mtmost deep-seated sincerity in all that transpired.
“The attendance and keenness of the delegates
.during debates can best be illustrated by remind-
ing those who have attended our own Bumrpal
Conference when something has transpired which
‘has placed some of the Branches and the Council
in different positions, and each are doing their
best to explain to the delegates, without any
unnecessary heat, that they are both right. Such
was the impression made on my mind, and of all
the Conferences attended by me outside of our
.own indusiry, none were better attended than this
-at Liverpool.

For some reason or other we were unfortunately
not requested by the Council to attend the Con-
ference on the Unemployed and State Feeding of
‘Children. Needless to say, being in Liverpool,
I attended both, but only as a spectator not as a
.delegate. These conferences were conducted in
a most invigorating ard intellectual manner, the
-discussion doing one’s heart good to listen to.
Would that we had a Labour paper large enough
‘to report the best points made by the speakers;
ithis country would be the richer for such infor-
mation obtained.

Mr. D. J. Shackleton, M.P., was unanimously
elected Chairman of the Conference, and in his
.address very plainly placed the whole position
before the delegates, giving them the lead, and in
‘his very able address he said that their relation to
the Conservative and Liberal parties in the House
.of Commons was one of neutrality ; but they
would be ready to co-operate with any party
promoting direct Labour legislation. On the
point as to what should be their action in con-
-stituencies where there was no Labour candidate,
-discretionary power should be left to the executive
to take such action as was called for. As a
national party they should not confine their
.action to those constituencies where they had a
-candidate only. He believed that in being in-
dependent they were on the right lines, and any
.change in the constitution would be a great
mistake at a time like the present, immediately
-on the eve of a General Election.

Fraternity was represented by W. J. Davis,

Parliamentary Committee of Trades Congress,
:and Messrs. Pete Curran and 1. Mitchell, Federa-
ition of Trades.

i

A moral vote of sympathy was Passed with
our Russian fellow-workers, followed immeg.
ately by a collection amongst the 'delegales
which amounted to 412 odd. This in itself wa;
a monument of sympathy raised to the credit of
Labour representatives.

Our Union’s old resolution, fathered by th
Steel Smelters’ Society, came up in the form f
a Labour newspaper being established by the
movement, by a levy upon all the member
affiliated to the Labour Representation Con.
mittee of 1s. per member. It is a great piy,
and most painful to witness at the Trade Union
Congress and other places, how some of the men
within the movement try to strangle this effort of
establishing a Labour journal ; but like all such
movements the effort will ultimately survive s
critics, and a Labour paper will become mn
accomplished fact—and long before the men
whose aim is to wreck the movement by their
sly attacks upon the man who above all others
has made the Labour Representation Commites
what it is to-day, and most of the capable men
admit that the services of our able and ac
complished Secretary, J. R. MacDonald, ate
beyond price. Speaking for the moment 5
Léicester man, we here are thoroughly proud of
him, and it is to be regretted that the green-eyel
monster jealousy should find such homes of refige
as is found in the bosoms of some Trade Umop
leaders, who have not a tithe of Machnal.ds
ability ; and the amendmant .to‘the constitution
having for its object the exclusion of the brain of
the movement, met with scant courtesy, only
twelve voting for it.

The attempt to alter the constitution was lost
by 594,000 to 244,000. '

Another attempt to alter the constitution by
leprivi he Independent Labour Party ad
depriving the Indepen il
Fabian Society from direct representation,
also proven futile ; and many of those whqr S:ge
ported the change were men who, at ‘heba‘m'
Union Congress, spend time and money 1t '[rlee
ing for votes for the Parliamentaty Comf}l‘ll el
The figures were as follows: For the changh
391,000 ; against, §10,000. A

An attempt to double the subscripto™ i

i must ArS
also lost, the Conference thinking we
walk, then run. it

Our Labour newspaper was referrcd ‘d[gepolt
Executive Committee for consideration, an
next year. .

Th); Compulsory Arbitration Resollil]t;?l':l h“;
my support for two reasons. W% 11)'5 ;
it nationally, and we are mstruct; 3’ o =
to support it as part and parcel of ot t(I; i
I am convineed that I have no rlghta ;
myself, but our members, “Pg,“e; '(')]{ the Union;
upon by the Union, and an object ¢ £ the Uriob
and until it ceases to be an OPJeCtlo vote agist
its representatives have no right t0
the members’ declared opinion:
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The Enfranchisement of Women. A resolution
endorsing the placing of women on terms of
equality with the men, was defeate.d; but not
upon_its merits.  Unfortunately this resolution
was down in the name of the Independent Labour
Party. The Bill was backed by Will Crooks,
Keir Hardie, and others ; this in it elf should

have given pause to those who preferred adult |

suffrage at once.

Eighteen months ago, when asked at Wolver-
hampton did I believe in the Enfranchisement of
Women, my answer was ‘ Yes;” and more, I
believe in Adult Suffrage—but when men like
these trusted leaders bring forth a Bill, it reflects
great want of confidence in the men to immediately
start an agitation to upset what these men believe

to be a measure, having for its object a reasonable |

chance of success; and the arguments of the
opponents to the resolution, summed up in a
sentence, means, ‘“don’t trust the women, they
will vote Tory.”

The action of the Conference on this question |

will supply sufficient evidence to show that at

least the Labour Representation Committee’s:
Members of Parliament shall not have the-
confidence of the Labour Representation Confer-
ence on this subject ; but upon this resolution
the *‘ disappointed only-Trade-Union-need-apply-
men.” and all those who refused to countenance-
the Labour Representation Committee at the
Memorial Hall, Farringdon Street, five years ago ;:
and all those to whom the letters 1.L.P. were
a political red rag ; these sections found common
cause for agreement upon this question, hence:
the result.

This Conference was attended by not less than
350 delegates, representing some 900,000 members.
or politicians who are paying for their politics,
and which depends so very very large upon such.
My own opinion is that we shall get from the-
political parties just as much as we are prepared
to pay for and deman.

Yours fraternally,

T. F. RICHARDS..

Che Womew’s Suffraae Controversy.

BY MARGARET G. BONDFIELD.

The Woman’s Enfranchisement Bill, introduced
by Mr. Will Crooks, at the end ot last session is,
no doubt, an admirable measure from the point of
view of the ratepaying spinster, and to it—as
such—T offer no opposition.

Working men and women who, like myself,
believe in Adult Suffrage, could not consistently
object to the efforts of any section of the com-
munity to secure its enfranchisement.

Unfortunately, the middle class advocates of
thls' limited bill are not content with devoting
their time and money to legitimate propaganda,
but they have made a determined attempt to
capture the Labour forces, and it is against this

that I, as a woman Trade Unionist, enter my
protest.

Those advocates of the limited bill who claim

the support of Labour base their claim mainly on
two grounds : —

L. That the majority of those enfranchised
by the bill would be working women.

2. That it would remove sex disability.
They further argue in support of their policy :—

. I. That in order to secure sex equality in
uture franchise reforms, it is essential to

remove sex disability on the present proper
franchise, 4 s ot

- 2 .'ljh_at the root cause of all the economic
ls-(}b.ll;tleg under which women suffer is the
political disqualification of their sex.

|

In the first place the limited suffragists have-
entirely failed to prove their claim that the-
majority of those entranchised under the Bill
would be working women.

The present electoral qualifications can be
roughly summarised under the following heads: —

1. The owners of property.

2. Householders or occupiers of business.
premises rented from £10 up.

3. Lodgers who are sole occupiers of a
room valued at not less than 4s. per week
unfurnished.

4. Service voters, Z.e., persons separately
occupying a house by virtue of their employ-
ment though not actually paying rent.

5. Graduates of universities possessing
Parliamentary representation.

Working women are not property owners, nor
are they university graduates, and only a very
small proportion would be enfranchised under
qualifications 2 and 4. It is upon the third quali-
fication mainly that the limited suffragists base
their claim.

Those of us, however, who belong to the
‘workers know that proportionately very few women
wage earners are sole occupants of rooms valued
at a rental of 4s. per week unfurnished. For
instance, the skilled women workers of Lancashire
who are in the most favourable position econo-
mically, usually share a room with a sister or
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friend if they are unmarried. Recent investiga-
tions made in London among educated women
workers bordering on the professional class, such
.as Civil Service employees, telephone operators,
clerks, etc., has proved that very few indeed of
these could qualify—mainly owing to the fact that
they live at home or share rooms; factory workers,
as jam makers, tea packers, etc., and dressmakers,
show a still smaller proportion, while domestic
servants and shop assistants are entirely outside
the pale. In the latter case, owing to the living-in
system and the migratory nature of their employ-
ment, even the men are unable to qualify as
citizens.

It would be amusing if it were not rather
pathetic to think of our enthusiastic young friend,
Miss Christabel Pankhurst, quoting the wrongs of
the voteless chainmakers of Cradley Heath as an
argument in favour of the limited bill, and at the
same time explaining that the majority of those
women earn from §s. to 8s. per week.

It is therefore obvious that this bill will increase
class disabilities without fulfilling its second
claim ; for there can be no doubt that the bill as
at present drafted will not remove the judge-made
law of coverture—iz.e., the disability of married
women. Even if the bill were amended on the
lines of the Scotch Municipal Franchise Acts, it
would only abolish sex disability for elective pur-
poses, and women would still have no part in the
administrative work of the nation, while married
working women, whether wage earners or not
(such as the members of the Women’s Co-operative
Guild and similar organisations), having no pro-
perty apart from their husbands, would still be
voteless,

With regard to the contention that the limited
bill is a stepping-stone to sex quality in future
«electoral reforms, my convinced opinion is that
any further strengthening of the propertied base
of our electoral system indefinitely postpones the
realisation of the democratic ideal of adult
suffrage.

Lady Knightley demonstrated this in her speech
at York when she said that ‘‘ extending the fran-
.chise to women who paid rates and taxes would
remove the need for universal suffrage, which was
a real danger”; and Dr. Stanton Coit evidently
agreed with her when he said at the recent Queen’s
Hall meeting that the limited bill ‘ would remove
the danger that would result from giving illiterate
persons the vote.”

Those who say that only the people who pay
rates and taxes (meaning direct taxation) should
be allowed a voice in the goverment of the country
seem to ignore the fact that the burden of indirect
taxation presses more heavily, in proportion, on
the working classes.

It is, of course, only just that those who pay
rates and taxes should have a voice in fixing them,
but surely the injustice of compelling those to
obey the laws who have no voice in making them
is equally apparent.

By an equal expenditure of energy the Labour
party could secure Adult Suffrage, as well as a
host of other reforms which are legitimately its
business.

If a parallel is needed, one has only to consider
the Shop Hours Act, 1904. Its promoters argued
that it was the only bill which had any chance of
passing through Parliament, etc. ; it most ardent
and honest supporters are now finding out that the

act will not secure the reform : ;
promoters, and it has blocked prapmmlsed by
indefinitely.

As to the economic disabilities of
industry, the limited suffragists are sure]
confusing cause and effect.

They argue *‘ workirg women are poor becayge
they are disfranchised.”  But supposing the liyeq
bill is passed then they would be disfranchiseq
because they are poor.

We would point out to our Manchester friends
who seem to think the vote is the panacea for afl
industrial ills, that women will have to improve
their conditions of employment by trade organis.
tion as men have done in the past. Indusuil
legislation is apt to be inoperative unless backeq
by a strong organisation of the workers affected,

Miss Eva Gore Booth’s now famous pamphlet,
¢“To the Working Women of England,” in which
she demonstrates (to her own satisfaction at least)
that because of their plitical power “working
men eat beef steak and butter, whilst working
women live on bread and margarine,” has m-
doubtedly afforded considerable amusement, it
it has also its serious aspect. Labour leaders may
laugh at its absurdities, but it is difficult to over
estimate the mischievous effect of the distrbution
of such pernicious literature among the rank and
file of women workers at this time when so much
depends upon their economic education, It s
distressing to ftind an attempt being madeto fuster
distrust of men of their own class, to create asex
war in industry, and so play into the hands of the
employing classes.

The members of the Freedom of Labar
Defence, and opponents of special indusiil
legislation for women, are at least consistent i
the arguments they advance in favour of e
limited bill, but it 1s difficult to understand the
position of Mr. Keir Hardie when he states that
““there must be many thousands of working womed
in every big city, as well as in the textile disiries
of England and Scotland who would le qualified
under such a measure, but even if this were oot
the case it appears to me that every woman,
because she is a woman, should fight tenaciously
for her own sex in this matter,” .

Although Mr. Keir Hardie does not believe 1t
a class war, he here distinctly avows his l}ehef.lg
a sex war. It is amazing to find a Socialist WLF
such a record for logic and consistency, usmgk t
great influence to distract the attention of WOT}T‘%
women from the disabilities of class to the 1
disabilities of sex. o

We have had the curious spectacle ‘Of La o
members fighting the battle ot propertied ;"’:me
who have enough leisure and money and influ
to do their own work. utly

We shall have at Liverpool the absurd anon p
of a Socialist party asking the Labour 'lpeﬂe)’
support a bill based on property and prl\(’illrfn'l o

I trust that by voting for the amen! lto .
favour of Adult’ Suffrage the delegateﬁverpool
Labour Representation Conference at ottt
will demonstrate their recognition of the ?ctoral
the only reform of our complicated eghticai
system worth one moment of LabO“'iie% e
energy is the destruction of its pmpe:na]ies,l ¢
the sweeping away of all existing e disabilts
abolition not only of sex but of class en A
and the enfranchisement of all adult ™
women.

ctical legislaioy

Women i
y strangely

I15

Joined by Book Debts or Clearances.

Arbroath Hinckley Leeds—Con.
John Woodward ... 4631 {%7 (\Z)glye}rn ...21780 OMITTED FROM REGISTRY
! . Wrig ...21340
Bristol - S. Chamberlain ...21%13 YeGieen 3967
Wm. Monk ...19071 Lelcoutas Leeds 2
Birmingham SCKATCHED BY ERROR IR BRROR
F. Hodgkiss 44075 | W. Allen inangs T [ T Henslodk 38705
REINSTATED % I‘;{]"'g{l‘:k :gg;z London Metro.
W. Leek . 2720 i R. Benson ...18495
P, OMITTED FROM REGISTRY Py
: A. C. Summers ...22162 AL i 31
OMITTED FROM REGISTRY J. Wells ...22163 H. Day .-31712
Wm, Smith o 140 v
Al:(. Sr,‘:art 2722 %.Jia{y:;inson Zi;gg Manchester
W. Dakin ...22166 S. Needham -+-19033
Glasgow 2 A. Chawner ...22167
G. Craddock ...25841 W. Grewcock ...22168 Maybole and Ayr
&1‘ BK;:H e 4134 Female A. Miller S ...34674
. Knnear w
W Craham Z‘E;g Carrie Jarvis ...22169 Mansfield
.JI. \I”\},u%ilps 2126 Tsisaster 3 A. Ward ...38298
. Wallace .. 6124
J. Murray S . 7544 }3 I{ Stephenson ...21‘§’51 Norwich
p . Large 5
Tighany & Bughen gRENSTATED 53 E. Forster ...27504
%Fr;}:laénu o 11431 ¥, Sridres e Northampton
Gelf)\ V\’a‘:da ; - 53:7&; T Waren :::27616 OMITTED FROM REGISTRY
R. Mayes A 9007 H. Elliott ...27647 J. Smith ...39423
W. Beeby T ... 8965 H. Rollestone ...27648
Geo. York 8976 Lesda & DI
€0. riggs ok 2
Yow lecomes a full member. W. Richmond Hs ... 8077 Geo. B?aé’l%y ..I?Zog
E. Spencer .. 9040 H. Cullingworth . 3763 Fred. King ... 1165
Joined by Travelling Books.
Barnsley Leicester—Con. :
John Foreman ...36100 S. Leader ...29310 it
Derby G. Stevens ...22150 B. Anderson -+-42269
E, Cheney NP, E. Herbert ...18782 J. Farrell . 6798
Wssgom 3 Leicester 2 Northampton
. NV
g- ];:t]hmlti ..29505 v ok T A. Battison e aI31
R: Clors:n o 4210 Leeds J. Farrell ... 6798
iy ...35042 J. H. Merritt 8062 H. Freer ...16835
eicester
JS-II’V;iest 19535 London Metro. Northampton 2
- Melbourne ...19470 W. Silk ... 4662 F. W. Nind ...30678
New and Re-entered Members.
o MArbroa.th Bristol—Con. Edinburgh
- Meléan 453 Albt. Emmett . 1228 Geo. Fisher ... 5011
Bristol Fred. Davies . 1229
félﬁ.%)oward k6 [HALF MEMBER. Glasgow
ucker . 1227 Henry Cox . 1230 R. Taylor . 6825




