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Abstract
This article assesses the impact that Aileen Kraditor’s classic monograph, The Ideas of the Woman
SuffrageMovement (1965) has had on fifty years of suffrage historiography. Kraditor is best known
among scholars for offering the terms “justice” and “expediency” to distinguish between two
strains of suffragist argumentation, the former of which she associated with the nineteenth
century and the latter with the Progressive Era. Although specialists no longer believe in a firm
divide between the two periods, many continue to differentiate between principled (egalitarian) ar-
guments that called for suffrage as a universal right of citizenship and instrumental (expedient)
claims that often contained racist assumptions about white women’s superiority. The majority of
scholars now accept Kraditor’s fundamental insight that a political movement devoted to the exten-
sion of democracy contained within it antidemocratic and racist elements, but they have challenged
other key aspects of Kraditor’s work, including her characterization of white southern women’s
advocacy of suffrage and her Turnerian assumptions about why statewide suffrage referenda suc-
ceeded first (and primarily) in theWest. In addition, scholars have expanded the terrain of women’s
political activism to include analyses of black women’s suffrage activities and understandings of
citizenship; in so doing they have connected the regional histories of the South and the
Midwest, displacing Kraditor’s national narrative. Collectively the field has moved far beyondKra-
ditor’s focus on the National American Woman Suffrage Association to emphasize the enormous
range of suffrage activities that took place before the Nineteenth Amendment was ratified, demon-
strating how woman suffrage encompassed new understandings of citizenship that were insepara-
ble from the histories of Reconstruction, U.S. expansion, and western imperialism.

Seneca Falls is inextricable from the limitations of nineteenth and early twentieth-century progres-
sivism. And by continuing to foreground it, we leave ourselves little room to create new founding
stories that might better address the challenges of the twenty-first century.

–Lisa Tetrault, 20141

When Aileen Kraditors’s The Ideas of the Woman Suffrage Movement, 1890–1920 first
appeared in 1965, women’s history had not yet emerged as an academic specialty, and
scholarly accounts of U.S. history rarely considered women as appropriate subjects for
study.2 Apart from Eleanor Flexner’s Century of Struggle: The Woman’s Rights Move-
ment in the United States (1959), which Kraditor herself characterized as “very fine” (xi),
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Kraditor had little published scholarship upon which to build.3 Today there are dozens of
full-length studies on the history of suffrage, hundreds on the history of woman’s rights
and political activities more generally.4 Scholars have now extensively examined sub-
jects that Kraditor could barely scratch the surface of—such as suffrage movements in
the South and the West, antisuffragism among women, and black women’s political ac-
tivism. Moreover, new approaches and perspectives have also emerged, including work
that has interrogated how our current understandings of suffrage history owe substantial
debts to historical memories purposefully crafted in the aftermath of Reconstruction.5

Kraditor turned up a prodigious amount of unanalyzed primary-source material, out of
which she created a compelling narrative about the ways that race, immigration, and
labor figured into white suffragists’ efforts to enfranchise women during the Progressive
Era. Since Kraditor, scholars have located and assembled much more material, assembl-
ing the personal papers of dozens of suffragist leaders and participants, publishing an-
thologies and microfilm collections of their correspondence and speeches, and
republishing organizational histories and proceedings.6 Paradoxically, the vastly expand-
ed source base has not helped resolve many of the questions that Kraditor first raised,
although scholars have gained an even greater appreciation for how complex—and
instructive—the history of suffrage truly is.
In recent years, historians have offered many new insights concerning the ways that

race, citizenship, imperialism, and memory have informed the processes by which the
franchise was extended to specific groups of women in different regions of the
country at various times—thus complicating the simplified view that women’s struggles
to obtain the franchise began with the Seneca Falls Convention in 1848 and ended with
the ratification of the Nineteenth Amendment in 1920.7 Although this new scholarship
has reached conclusions vastly different from the ones that Kraditor first offered about
the ways that racial concerns informed suffrage debates, much of this scholarship is in-
debted to Kraditor for using what we would today call an “intersectional analysis” of
race, class, and gender—twenty years before such jargon was invented—and for
framing questions about the interplay between racism and suffragism that continue to
illuminate historiographic discussions.
This essay has two main sections. The first section summarizes the central issues that

Kraditor brought to scholars’ attention, in particular the ways that a political movement
devoted to the extension of democracy contained within it antidemocratic elements, as
well as how white suffragists articulated egalitarian statements about women’s equality
alongside racist assertions about white superiority. The second section examines how
scholars since Kraditor have responded to these important insights, with some struggling
to reconcile this complex and problematic history with a desire to create a usable past
for women’s ongoing political activism. Although the work of these scholars does not
always reference Kraditor’s work, the Pandora’s box she opened is nonetheless an absent
presence—the foundational backdrop to the central themes of suffrage historiography
published from the 1970s through the present.

JUST ICE AND EXPED IENCY ; EGAL ITAR IAN ISM AND RAC ISM

Aileen Kraditor was born in Brooklyn, New York, in 1928. She received her Bachelor’s
degree from Brooklyn College and her MA and PhD (1963) from Columbia, with
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William Leuchtenburg serving as her advisor. Based on her dissertation, Ideas (1965)
was Kraditor’s first monograph. She quickly followed with a second monograph,
Means and Ends in American Abolitionism: Garrison and his Critics on Strategy and
Tactics, 1834–1850 (1967). A year later, Kraditor put together a collection of primary-
source documents, Up From the Pedestal: Selected Writings in the History of American
Feminism (1968)—an anthology whose useful shelf life lasted nearly two decades.8

In the mid-to-late 1960s, as she published these early works, Kraditor was one of only
a few women—Anne Firor Scott and Gerda Lerner were two others—working in a field
that would later be designated “women’s history.”9 All three scholars launched success-
ful careers slightly ahead of the women’s movement. Kraditor began teaching at Rhode
Island College before moving to Boston University in 1973. Scott joined Duke Univer-
sity in 1961, where she quickly rose to the ranks of full professor, staying through her
retirement in 1991. Lerner taught the first women’s history course in the country at the
New School for Social Research in New York in 1963, then established programs in
U.S. women’s history at Long Island College in Brooklyn (1965–1967) and Sarah Law-
rence (1968–1979) before leaving to organize a PhD program in women’s history at the
University of Wisconsin—Madison, where she remained for the rest of her career.
While Lerner and Scott have gained well-deserved reputations for founding and pro-

moting U.S. women’s history, Kraditor’s relationship to this field is much more
complex.10 Kraditor never felt comfortable with the label “women’s historian,” prefer-
ring instead to identify as an “intellectual” or “radical” historian, and her later work
did not focus on women or gender.11 Moreover, Kraditor became intensely critical of
what she considered to be a lack of intellectual rigor in much leftist historiography—
not just in women’s history, but in U.S. history more generally. In particular, Kraditor
abhorred what she considered to be an all-too-common tendency among scholars on
the left to selectively choose from the past only those events that they deemed relevant
to present-day concerns. She also criticized radical historians for underestimating ideol-
ogy as an important factor in historical change as well as for an unwillingness to treat
seriously the “ideas of the masses”—seeing them “mostly as obstacles to be overcome,
illusions to be dispelled.”12 In her “Preface to the Norton Edition” of Ideas (1981),
Kraditor wrote, “It seems to me that the ideas expressed by articulate women in the
past are worthy subjects for a historian to investigate and that we should encourage
research in both social and intellectual history…. Unfortunately, a large proportion of
the recent literature on women’s history has been motivated more by the desire to
provide current feminists with a heritage of oppression-plus-achievement than by the
desire to find out what happened. It is, consequently, often of poor quality” (viii). More-
over there was some tension between Kraditor and Gerda Lerner, evident by the fact that
Kraditor took offense at Lerner’s insinuation that by writing about woman suffrage, she
(Kraditor) had somehow marginalized other topics.13 Nonetheless, in the early 1970s,
several women’s historians who assessed Kraditor’s early works—both Ideas (1965)
and Up From the Pedestal (1968)—mentioned her along with Lerner, Scott, and
Barbara Welter—as having had a formative influence on the field.14

Ideas never crossed over to the trade market, but it has done well as an academic text.
The book is still in print and is still cited by historians, sociologists, political scientists,
and legal scholars.15 Immediately upon its publication, it was reviewed in prominent his-
torical journals, including The American Historical Review, The Journal of American
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History, The Journal of Southern History, the New England Quarterly, and The Catholic
Historical Review. Arthur Mann of Smith College pronounced it a “major contribution”
to scholars’ understanding of progressive reform in a review that appeared in the Annals
of the Academy of Political and Social Science.16

Despite offering a generally positive reception, the book’s initial reviewers expressed a
range of responses to Kraditor’s main contention that pro-suffrage arguments were
infused with ethnocentric, xenophobic, and antidemocratic sentiments. For some, this
finding was not particularly surprising although it was nonetheless noteworthy. As
Mann explained, Kraditor had shown how woman suffrage had “merged with the Pro-
gressive movement,” its white leaders holding “the typical progressive attitudes
toward Negroes, immigrants, the working class, home, state, church, marriage.”17

Other scholars were struck by the irony that white women suffragists who were
arguing for an expansion of democracy would do so on such “illiberal” grounds. In
The New England Quarterly, Elizabeth Bancroft Schlesinger, well known in intellectual
circles despite not having an academic appointment, registered the surprise that likely
was shared by others who encountered the book as the civil rights movement was
gaining momentum. “It seems incredible today,” Schlesinger wrote, “that so many of
those doughty champions of the woman suffrage movement could take so illiberal a
stand on immigration, the Negro and organized labor, each of which they considered
threats to democracy, while at the same time upholding the egalitarian preamble to the
Declaration of Independence.”18

Finally, although she would later voice criticism of some of Kraditor’s arguments, in
her initial review of the book, Anne Firor Scott praised Kraditor’s “thorough study” of
a “complex and disturbing phenomenon” and predicted that it would result in the
revising of textbooks, with the result that “the oversimplification on the subject [of
woman suffrage] … will quietly fade from sight.”19

As scholars at the time recognized, Ideaswas a bold and ambitious work, especially for
a historian at the beginning of her career. Kraditor herself was keenly aware of the intel-
lectual and methodological challenges she faced in tackling the subject. The political
struggles that culminated in the ratification of the Nineteenth Amendment spanned
scores of years and hundreds of campaigns. By Kraditor’s count, there were 480 cam-
paigns to induce state legislatures to submit amendments to their electorates; 277 cam-
paigns to persuade state party conventions to include woman suffrage in their
platforms; 55 state referenda to add woman suffrage amendments to state constitutions,
and 19 campaigns to convince Congress to pass a constitutional amendment (5).20 To
reduce this vast subject to something she could handle in a dissertation, Kraditor
chose to focus on the leaders of the most prominent suffrage organization during the Pro-
gressive Era, the National American Woman Suffrage Association (NAWSA)—most of
whom were Anglo Saxon and Protestant and raised in the North. Kraditor supplemented
this group with a few white suffrage leaders from the South who were involved with the
NAWSA, women such as Laura Clay of Kentucky and KateM. Gordon of Louisiana, and
she included brief mention of a few black suffrage leaders—in particular, Mary Church
Terrell of Washington, DC. Her research involved culling material from thirty-four man-
uscript collections at nine archives, including the unpublished papers of the four succes-
sive presidents of the NAWSA: Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Susan B. Anthony, Anna
Howard Shaw, and Carrie Chapman Catt.21
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Furthermore, the scope of Kraditor’s study extended beyond the goals and strategies of
white Anglo Saxon leaders, as she attempted to understand the thinking of the thousands
of women who took part in suffrage debates, either for or against the reform. For this
purpose, Kraditor relied on published primary-source materials—congressional hearings
on suffrage proposals; editorials and news articles that had appeared in suffragist and
antisuffragist organs (from Washington DC, New York, and Boston); and hundreds of
articles, treatises, and books that advocated for or against suffrage, published between
1890 and 1920.
Today, Kraditor is best known among scholars for offering the terms “justice” and

“expediency” to distinguish between two strains of suffragist argumentation, the former
of which she associated with the earlier period (1848–1900), and the latter with the Progres-
sive Era (1900–1920) (46). “Justice” arguments, Kraditor wrote, were those that empha-
sized the natural equality of all human beings and the universal right to the franchise on
the grounds of a common humanity (44). Kraditor also referred to these as “natural
right” (44, 53) or “egalitarian” arguments (127), and she traced them to suffragists’ engage-
ment with the antebellum abolitionist movement. “Expediency” arguments (sometimes
referred to by other scholars as “instrumental” or “reform” claims) emphasized how enfran-
chising women and mothers would benefit society, as women, especially in their maternal
role, would use their supposedly greater moral sensibilities and housekeeping skills to
improve public morality and reform corrupt institutions, end war, and offer new social
services (65–70). Often these claims made explicit reference to racial and class differences
and thus functioned as “race-based claims for white women’s ballots,” to quote Allison
Sneider’s succinct restatement of Kraditor’s basic insight.22

Kraditor’s most provocative, controversial (and now discredited) claim was that egal-
itarian arguments grounded in natural rights philosophy receded during the Progressive
Era at the same time that expediency claims became more frequent (73). While Kraditor
deplored the shift in argumentation from justice to expediency, she also argued that
Anglo Saxon women had succumbed to such tactics because they had had little
choice. Herein lay the central meaning of her term “expediency.” White female suffrag-
ists who might have previously emphasized the right of all individuals to the franchise
(regardless of race, class, immigrant status, and so forth) were finding that “the declining
faith in democracy” on the part of Progressives and white male politicians was “becom-
ing an obstacle to women’s enfranchisement” (53). “If appeals to the principles of
democracy,” Kraditor continued, “fell on deaf ears, then [white middle-class] women
seeking the vote would have to use other arguments” (53). In her formulation of this
claim, Kraditor sidestepped the question of whether Progressive Era suffragists, in
fact, thought differently about race from their nineteenth-century predecessors, or
whether they had similar beliefs but saw the futility of using what they now deemed
to be ineffective arguments. As Kraditor commented, either these women “shared their
men’s skepticism as to the capacity of workers and nonwhites for self-government, or
they found themselves without alternatives…. [W]hether they shared that skepticism
or not, they were forced to use arguments which could find a favorable hearing from
the men from whom they sought their political liberty” (53).23

Today, almost all specialists reject Kraditor’s conceptualization of a divide between
the supposed greater prevalence of egalitarian arguments during the nineteenth century
and the greater prevalence of expediency arguments in the Progressive Era. In 1993,
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Marjorie Spruill Wheeler, whose study of white southern women built off Kraditor’s
foundation, was among the first to note that “a problem with this otherwise excellent
study is exaggeration of the difference in suffrage arguments in the years before and
after 1890.” My work, published in 1999, rejected the framework altogether, arguing
that egalitarianism and racism—that is, a belief in white racial superiority—were funda-
mentally interconnected. Rebecca Mead, in a landmark study of suffrage in the West
(2004), argued pointedly that Kraditor’s “neat dichotomy is falsely reductive” as the “po-
litical struggle demanded a constant process of negotiation between ‘justice’ and ‘expe-
diency’…[which were] often linked rhetorically as complements, not polarized as
opposites.” And in 2008, Allison Sneider, situating various suffrage movements in the
context of ongoing debates over U.S. expansion, pinpointed the impact that Kraditor’s
characterization of moral declension had had on subsequent scholarship. In Sneider’s
words, “Kraditor’s expediency framework has encouraged historians to search for
‘outside factors’ to account for the supposed decline of egalitarian aims,” often describ-
ing individual white suffragists’ use of racist arguments as “‘opportunistic,’ ‘strategic’
and ‘tactical,’” and thereby constructing racism as an individual failing as opposed to
integral to the intellectual traditions of liberalism and republicanism from which these
suffragists drew.24

Beginning with Theda Skocpol’s work in 1995 and extending through Holly
McCammon’s studies of the early 2000s, sociologists have engaged, and then rejected,
Kraditor’s arguments on empirical grounds.25 In 2004, sociologist McCammon and her
colleagues, Lydi Hewitt and Sandy Smith, quantified the use of “justice” and “reform”

(their term for “expediency”) arguments used by suffragists between 1866 and 1919
and concluded that “a shift from the justice to the reform frame is not as well
defined” as Kraditor had suggested.26 To be fair, Kraditor herself was aware that her
heuristic schema was not absolute, and she identified exceptions among the younger
leaders, singling out Harriot Stanton Blatch in particular for her egalitarianism,
while noting that there were those among the older suffragists, notably Harriot’s
mother, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, who had earlier mobilized racist and elitist claims.27

Still, Kraditor considered these instances exceptions to the larger point that Progres-
sive Era suffragists had had to deal with larger numbers of male citizens whom they
deemed inferior to themselves—notably immigrant men, but also African American
men whose voting rights had been constitutionally affirmed by the Fourteenth and Fif-
teenth Amendments but were being widely abrogated by state conventions in the
1890s and 1900s. Nor did Kraditor mince words in saying that it was ultimately a
shared desire to “insure the supremacy of white Anglo-Saxon Americans against the
threatened domination of Negroes and the foreign born” that enabled white suffragists
from the North and South to find “common cause” (137). She backed this claim by
noting that most of the 150 attendees at a NAWSA convention in 1903 supported an
educational qualification meant to extend the franchise to elite white women only,
thereby providing a method to offset the votes of formerly enslaved men, which some
women felt was a better strategy than removing black men from the franchise altogether
by using such methods as poll taxes and grandfather clauses.
Although historians have refuted Kraditor’s assertions about the relative prevalence

of justice-versus-expediency arguments, many continue to hold to the utility of differ-
entiating between principled (egalitarian) and instrumental (expedient) claims. In the
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1980s, women’s historians, as well as political theorists and philosophers, explored how
classic liberal arguments about individual rights assumed a male subject and thus made
no accommodations for the gender differences of female citizens.28 The shift in focus to
what was called “equality-versus-difference” arguments was part of historians’ efforts to
understand how suffragists could argue that women were both equal to men and different
from men, given how contradictory this combination appeared to scholars who had come
of age with second-wave feminism and who were accustomed to associating difference
with discrimination. As historians now realize, arguing that women were equal and dif-
ferent frommen were not antithetical positions in either the nineteenth century or the Pro-
gressive Era.29 Nor was this argument solely the domain of suffragists. As Anastatia Sims
has perceptively noted, “although neither side would admit it, antis and suffragists grap-
pled with the same dilemma: how could they assert women’s equality with men while
simultaneously celebrating the differences between the sexes?”30 In other words, suffrag-
ists and antisuffragists alike acclaimed the supposed moral superiority of women and
their greater skill, or innate ability, as homemakers and nurturers, with suffragists assert-
ing the political usefulness and value of these attributes, even while bemoaning the de-
ficiencies in intellectual development that they believed had resulted from women’s
political exclusion. And both beliefs, women as moral superiors to and intellectual infe-
riors of men, could be argued along with assertions of women’s equality with men—
equal by virtue of their birthright and common humanity, equal in the eyes of God
and equal citizens for having been born in the United States.
Kraditor’s work was critically important for highlighting the racist beliefs that were

fundamental to, but not always directly expressed, in these debates (124, 127). Her
work suggested that these formulations—women are morally superior, women are differ-
ent but equal—which were often expressed using race-neutral language, nonetheless re-
flected a belief in white superiority. As Kraditor wrote, “In a period in which… political
liberty was becoming linked with political capacity, women could prove their capacity
either as members of the ‘superior race’ or as women. In that context they find that the
‘best’ argument of native-born, white, middle-class women was one which would
prove their own capacity but not that of men or women of other sections of the popula-
tion” (52). By the 1890s, Kraditor argued, “suffragists’ rationale had reversed itself
completely since the days before the new immigration. Before the 1890s, they had
claimed the vote because all human beings, men and women, were equal. Afterwards,
during the Progressive Era, most suffragists were willing to claim the vote because all
human beings, native and foreign born, were not equal, and the inferior ought not to
rule the superior” (126–27).
In White Women’s Rights, I drew upon this dimension of Kraditor’s work to argue

against her argument that suffrage ideology had once been egalitarian but had become
increasingly tainted with racism and xenophobia (137). I argued instead that notions
of racialized sexual difference and racial hierarchy were consistently foundational to
how white Anglo Saxon women conceived of their political roles and responsibilities
in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Reformers engaged in “civilization
work”— which could take the form of “uplifting Negroes” for the Freedmen’s
Bureau, converting “savages” to Christianity in domestic and foreign missions, bringing
“civilization” to Indians on reservations, and “Americanizing” immigrants in settlement
houses—generally believed both in political egalitarianism and white racial superiority.
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Many of the white women involved in these forms of civilization work advocated for the
possibility of racial equality for the future, but they also believed that Anglo Saxons were
currently the most advanced race ever to inhabit the earth. Moreover, they thought that
their own racial superiority was grounded in the physical, mental, and biological charac-
teristics (i.e., their race-specific sexual differences) that distinguished them as white
women from men of their race and from women of other races. They were capable of
recognizing other individual nonwhite women as their equals, but not entire races,
because their assumptions about racial superiority were grounded in beliefs that their
sexual differences were racial traits that were characteristic of the white race and
helped account for their society’s supposed higher civilization.31

The notion that political egalitarianism might be compatible with, if not grounded in,
understandings of racial hierarchy has not been an idea that historians of woman suffrage
have rushed to embrace—although political theorists have been more willing to consider
the point.32 Recently, however, Allison Sneider has formulated the argument in terms
that I expect will be more palatable to historians, reminding us that “neither the classical
liberal nor republican traditions on which nineteenth-century U.S. suffragists and aboli-
tionists drew were inconsistent with the belief in natural hierarchies between men and
women or between races.” As Sneider concludes: “To speak in the language of constitu-
tional rights, or of a citizen’s right to vote does not preclude the belief that some men and
women are more fit to exercise these rights than others.”33

SUFFRAGE H ISTOR IOGRAPHY S INCE KRADITOR

In this section, I describe some of the trajectories that suffrage historiography has taken
since Kraditor first published her book fifty years ago. For this purpose, I have found it
useful to divide the scholarship into three categories: (1) studies that were published in
the 1970s and explored the political alliances between white woman’s rights advocates
and black and white abolitionists in the antebellum period, along with the breakup of
that alliance in the late 1860s; (2) studies published from the late 1970s through the
1990s that challenged Kraditor for treating suffrage as if it were an “essentially white”
movement, offering new narratives in which black women’s political activities were
central; and (3) studies from the 1990s and 2000s that explored suffrage movements
in the South, Midwest, and the West, and which have made clear how suffrage encom-
passed new understandings of citizenship that were inseparable from the history of
Reconstruction, U.S. expansion, and western imperialism.34

RACE , REG ION , AND C IT I ZENSH IP

In Ideas, Kraditor characterized the period prior to the 1890s as a more “visionary” (86)
moment in the history of suffrage, but she did not examine this moment in any detail.
However, the rise of women’s liberation movements in the early 1970s, along with the
recognition of its historical ties to civil rights, inspired renewed interest in nineteenth-
century antecedents—notably the historical connections between woman’s rights and
abolitionism. A number of works appeared in the 1970s that identified the Seneca
Falls Convention of 1848 as the founding moment of the nineteenth-century woman’s
rights movement, documenting the ways in which white women grew bolder and
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more outspoken about their own rights as their activities in the abolitionist movement
during the 1840s and 1850s subjected them to intense public criticism. This body of
work, which included Miriam Gurko’s The Ladies of Seneca Falls (1976), Blanche
Glassman Hersh’s The Slavery of Sex (1978), and Barbara Berg’s The Remembered
Gate (1978), purposefully attempted to create a usable past for 1970s activists. As
Gurko explained, “I first thought of writing [this book] after a conversation … with
some young women who spoke of the current liberation movement as though it had
no antecedents…. This book was written, therefore, to bring to a new generation the
story of the remarkable ladies of Seneca Falls.”35

The leading scholar in this group was Ellen Carol DuBois, and her now-classic mono-
graph, Feminism and Suffrage (1978), remains important for understanding the political
twists and turns of the critical years between 1865 and 1870. Writing amidst the fervent
of the 1970s, DuBois noted that suffragism had “not been accorded the historic recogni-
tion it deserve[d]” largely because it was generally regarded as an isolated institutional
reform that had not “solved the problem of women’s oppression.”36 DuBois was explicit
about her political objectives, stating unapologetically, “I have written this study because
I am a feminist and a radical,” and she intended her book “as a contribution, not [just] to
the history of woman suffrage, but to the history of the feminist movement.”37

As DuBois understood, woman suffrage was a minor concern of the antebellum
woman’s movement but became a major focus for white woman’s rights activists in
the aftermath of the Civil War, as Congress debated the future political status of recently
emancipated slaves as part of the terms by which the former Confederate states would be
granted reentry into the Union. However, it was soon apparent that white suffragists in
the American Equal Rights Association (AERA) were divided over how to respond to
the proposed Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments, with some members, such as
Abby Kelley Foster, willing to place woman suffrage on hold in order to support the
proposed amendments, while others (including Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Susan
B. Anthony) were unwilling to do so.38 By 1870, as the requisite number of states had
ratified a version of the Fifteenth Amendment that extended the franchise to black
men but not to white or black women, Stanton and Anthony had split off from their
former abolitionist allies, and two rival woman suffrage organizations, The National
Suffrage Association of Women, led by Stanton and Anthony; and the American
Suffrage Association of Women, led by Lucy Stone and her husband Henry Blackwell,
operated independently of one another for the next twenty years.39

Although DuBois carefully examined Stanton’s and Anthony’s reactions to the
Fifteenth Amendment and was explicit about the racism that lay at the heart of Stanton’s
speeches in this time period, in the end, she offered a positive evaluation of Stanton
and Anthony’s split from their former Republican and abolitionist allies and credited
them with having created an “independent feminist movement.”40 Thus, in contrast to
Kraditor, who had characterized the earlier period as more visionary moment for
white suffragists, DuBois argued that “the development of feminism before the war
was restrained by the organizational connection of its leaders with the antislavery move-
ment, which kept them from concentrating on the mobilization of women around a
primary commitment to their own rights.”41

In an anthology of Anthony and Stanton’s correspondence (1981), which she pub-
lished as a follow-up to Feminism and Suffrage (1978), DuBois explored further these
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two leaders’ political actions during Reconstruction, offering this assessment: “Anthony
and particularly Stanton reacted to the conflict between Black and woman suffrage in a
racist fashion, despite their abolitionist backgrounds.” And while DuBois still empha-
sized that “political forces beyond their control had made it impossible to unite the
demands of women and the freedmen,” she also pointed out that the response that
Stanton and Anthony made had been a strategic choice with significant repercussions:
“Stanton and Anthony took the further step of opposing feminism to Black suffrage.
On the one hand, they argued that white women, educated and virtuous, were more de-
serving of the vote than the ex-slaves. On the other hand, they attempted to build femi-
nism on the basis of white women’s racism. At times, Stanton even fueled white women’s
sexual fears of Black men to rouse them against Black suffrage and for their own
enfranchisement.”42

Immediately, other scholars, both white and black, entered into a discussion of how to
best narrate the history of the suffrage movement and how to characterize the racial views
of white suffragists in the nineteenth century. In an important theoretical essay published
in 1982, Bettina Aptheker faulted both Kraditor’s Ideas (1965) and DuBois’s Feminism
and Suffrage (1978) for treating the suffrage movement as “essentially white.”43 Further-
more, she argued that it had been the intersection of abolitionism and woman’s rights in
the antebellum period that had sustained the radicalism of both movements, thus taking
issue with DuBois’s assessment that Anthony’s and Stanton’s break with abolitionism
had been a positive development in the history of feminism. For DuBois, the emergence
of an independent woman’s movement was a phoenix rising out of the ashes of Recon-
struction politics. For Aptheker, the break with abolitionist allies was the death knoll for a
truly progressive (and multiracial) woman’s movement, leaving a legacy that extended
far into the twentieth century. “As the [nineteenth-century] woman’s movement
severed its self-conscious alliance with Afro-American freedom,” Aptheker argued, “it
found itself without a progressive mooring…. It apparently never occurred to either
[Stanton or Anthony] that … the neglect of or acquiescence in racism would inevitably
force the women into a more and more conservative and politically ineffectual mold.”44

DuBois later came to agree with this assessment, and in an essay published in 2000, she
explained that what she had once regarded as a “necessary, productive, and though
painful, positive development in American feminism,” she now saw as “a political
defeat, with reactionary consequences for both the suffrage movement and the American
constitutional tradition.”45

Working at the juncture of African American and women’s history in the 1970s and
writing in response to both DuBois and Kraditor, black scholars also entered forcefully
into these discussions. Because the field is vastly different now, it is important to remem-
ber that these scholars encountered a field in which black women’s political activities
were entirely overlooked. Looking back over two decades from the vantage point of
1998, Rosayln Terborg-Penn remembers: “The myths were pervasive,” especially
“that historically black women were uninterested in feminist politics and that black
men opposed feminist issues.”46 To expose and counter these myths, black scholars,
among them Terborg-Penn, Angela Davis, Bettye Collier-Thomas, Elsa Barkley
Brown, Evelyn Brooks Higginbotham, Cynthia Neverdon-Morton, Sharon Harley,
Paula Giddings, and Adele Logan Alexander, documented black women’s involvement
in antebellum reform and Progressive Era politics, demonstrating how black women’s
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engagement was much broader than their support of suffrage and included campaigns
against lynching, segregation, and racialized forms of gender discrimination, along
with activities in support of temperance, better education, and increased employment
opportunities.47 These scholars also introduced into the historical record the writings
of many black womenwho had served as leaders in the abolitionist, suffrage, temperance,
civil rights and woman’s rights movements of the nineteenth century, including accounts
by Anna Julia Cooper, Mary Church Terrell, Nannie Burroughs, Adella Hunt Logan, and
Ida B. Wells-Barnet.48

As black scholars labored to incorporate the political activities of black women into the
historiography, they also critiqued the ways in which white scholars had downplayed or
ignored racial divisions among black and white women. Drawing support from Kraditor,
Giddings insisted in When and Where I Enter (1984) that “White feminists often acqui-
esced to racist ideology, undermining their own cause in doing so.”49 Terborg-Penn
noted that she had found Kraditor’s Ideas helpful because of a passing mention that
some black suffragists protested the racism in the woman suffrage movement, a
finding that confirmed Terborg-Penn’s intuition that “there had been black men and
women who had fought both racism and sexism simultaneously.”50

Since the 1990s, it has become customary for white scholars to acknowledge the ways
that white suffragist leaders dealt with racial considerations, lamenting for example,
Anthony’s decision to campaign with George Train in Kansas and deploring the explicit
racism expressed in Stanton’s speeches and editorials published during Reconstruction,
while at the same time offering various contextualizations. Some, such as political theo-
rist Sue Davis, have situated Stanton’s speeches and writings in a larger American intel-
lectual tradition (including men such as Thomas Jefferson) that consistently failed to
reconcile democratic ideals with ascriptive notions of racial difference. Davis has
written: “Was she [Elizabeth Cady Stanton] a racist? Yes, But racism was a thoroughly
entrenched, long-standing tradition in the nineteenth century…. That by no means
excuses her racism. But the fact of the matter is that she shared the racial views of
the overwhelming majority of thinkers and activists in the nineteenth century.”51Lori
Ginzberg, Stanton’s most recent biographer, astutely observes how Stanton’s support
of universal adult suffrage in this period, expressed as a moral imperative, “obscured
[the] larger flaw” that she supported this principle on “unabashedly racist grounds.”
Ginzberg states, Stanton’s “language was ugly, conscious, and unforgiveable … [and]
exposed a strain in her thinking that was neither trivial nor simply a case of bad
temper.”52 Moreover, in grappling with Stanton’s and Anthony’s actions during Recon-
struction, scholars have insisted that these not be taken as representative of all white
suffragists’ views, pointing toward the more egalitarian views of Abby Foster Kelley,
Lucy Stone, and Lucretia Mott.53

SOUTHERN SUFFRAG I SM

Kraditor’s book also has had a major influence in shaping historiography on white
women’s involvement in southern suffragist movements. As Marjorie Spruill has
pointed out, “Historian Aileen Kraditor set the stage for this debate [about race] when
she wrote that the ‘principal argument’ of the southern suffrage movement was that
the ‘enfranchisement of women would insure the permanency of white supremacy in
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the South’ and portrayed the NAWSA as reluctantly permitting the use of racist tactics in
the suffrage movement as a concession to the racism of southern women.”54

Indeed, Kraditor’s characterization of white southern suffragists was unequivocal:
“[After the Civil War] Southern white women began building a suffrage movement
the principal argument of which was that the enfranchisement of women would insure
the permanency of white supremacy in the South…. When most Northern suffragists ac-
cepted the argument that woman suffrage in the South could be advocated as a ‘solution
to the race problem,’ Southern suffragists could feel encouraged to join in the nationwide
suffrage movement…” (165). Scholars writing on white southern suffragists have taken
issue with this characterization, and no consensus has yet emerged on how best to rep-
resent the complicated racial dynamics of southern suffragism, in which the linking of
women’s rights with abolitionism, the legacy of the Civil War, and the ongoing commit-
ment to states’ rights, were all key features.55 Anne Firor Scott, the first scholar to
respond to Kraditor in her own monograph, The Southern Lady (1970), acknowledged
that “some southern women talked as if their primary concern was to counterbalance
the Negro vote,” but she thought such arguments represented only a “minor” part of
white southern suffragists’ ideology.56 Like Scott, Elna Green also rejected Kraditor’s
claim that “racism was the major impetus for southern suffragism,” arguing that southern
white women came to the suffrage movement in much the same way northern white pro-
gressive women did—as a result of wanting to resolve the New South’s industrial and
urban problems.57 Suzanne Lebsock argued that when the focus was shifted to the
arena of local and state politics, Kraditor’s “elegant thesis” could not be sustained—
that in Virginia, at least, the white women who became suffragists “did not use any
white supremacist argument as their principal argument, and that it was the antisuffragists
who succeeded in making white supremacy “an issue of considerable importance….
refus[ing] to give it up, even after the Nineteenth Amendment was ratified.”58 Lebsock’s
research revealed that white suffragists in Virginia thought the antis’ assertion that
enfranchising women would endanger white supremacy was “nonsense,” “an old
bugaboo,” and that suffragists only responded to antis’ racist statements years into the
debate when an editorial by Alfred Williams (which initially appeared in the Richmond
Evening Journal in 1915) was reprinted as a broadside for distribution in other southern
states.59

At the other end of the spectrum, Marjorie Spruill Wheeler, agreeing with Kraditor’s
assessment of the significance of white supremacy arguments to suffrage debates nation-
wide, maintained that “the race issue”was “a major causative factor” in the emergence of
“an organized regional movement” in the South.60 Selecting eleven southern female
leaders as the basis of her study, Wheeler argued that these white suffragists saw their
movement “as a drive to clean up Southern politics by improving the quality of the elec-
torate.”61 They considered themselves “to be more desirable as voters than the black men
who had been enfranchised by the Fifteenth Amendment and most were willing to use
racist arguments to promote woman suffrage.” “Women who spoke eloquently of the in-
alienable right of women as citizens to self-government,”Wheeler concluded, “advocat-
ed or at least acquiesced in the restoration of white supremacy that took place
contemporaneously with the Southern woman suffrage movement.”62

In an outstanding account of white and black women’s separate political activities in
North Carolina, Glenda Gilmore staked out a middle position, arguing that white

Reflections on Aileen Kraditor’s Legacy 301

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537781415000055  Published online by Cam
bridge U

niversity Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537781415000055


suffragists in North Carolina, like those in Virginia, downplayed racial concerns brought
up by antisuffragists because they knew that if these concerns “became central to ratifi-
cation discussions, they would lose” (204). But that didn’t mean, as Gilmore recognized,
that white suffragists rejected the ideology of white supremacy or that the issue of race
did not dominate the campaign to ratify the Nineteenth Amendment in North Carolina.
As Gilmore wrote, “Those white women who held equal passions for woman suffrage
and white supremacy had to balance their attraction to the ballot with the putative detrac-
tion of black women voters.”63

On the other hand, Gilmore, like Green and Scott, objected to how Kraditor’s account
defined the northern suffrage experience as normative, and she argued for a more
nuanced view than the common understanding that white southern suffragists “came
to the cause late, lacked grass roots support, and were, of course, racist.” While
Gilmore acknowledged that “all of this is partially true,” she also pointed out that it
“obscures rather than illuminates the racial politics of woman suffrage,” and her analysis
of the immediate aftermath of ratification in North Carolina is fascinating on many
accounts—in particular for showing the efforts black women made, after ratification, to
exert their right to register, as well as white suffragists’ response to those actions. As
Gilmore explained, “after avoiding race during the ratification process, white woman
suffragists reached for it [afterwards] as their first political tool…. Upper-class white
southern women saw the Republicans as the party of rough-and-tumble masculinity and
the working class. But above all, registering Democratic was a vote for whiteness.”64

There seems to be no way to reconcile these different perspectives on white southern
suffragism, nor do I think it productive for specialists to go back over this terrain even
though there are some questions that have not been settled. One might wonder, for
example, if the racial beliefs and tactics of white women in the lower South differed
significantly from those of the upper South; or whether the proportional size of black
populations (relative to whites) was a relevant factor; or whether interracial political
alliances or personal relationships mitigated the most virulent forms of white racism
and whether these alliances and relationships were more prevalent in urban areas, as
opposed to rural areas. These kinds of comparative analyses have yet to be done, but I
am not convinced that even were scholars to address such questions that the knowledge
produced would compel us to reconsider two larger points that I take to be already well
established: first, that racism, or a belief in white supremacy, was common among white
southern suffragists but not determinative of whether they were willing to work with local
black groups or individual black women (it might also be observed that the willingness
of white women to work with local black groups, albeit uncommon, was not necessarily
indicative of enlightened racial views); and second, that the vast majority of southern
white women supported segregation and did not believe that woman suffrage would
endanger those social arrangements.
Subsequent work has productively focused attention on the diversity of suffrage activ-

ities that emerged in the post-emancipation South and elsewhere during the 1870s, as
well as on the distinct ways in which African American women understood citizenship
and participated in politics.65 As Elsa Barkley Brown explains, although white suffragists
in the nineteenth century tended to speak of citizenship as something that pertained to and
emanated from the individual, African American women conceived of citizenship as
something that pertained to and emanated from the community, “wherein all—men,
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women and children freeborn and formerly slave… had inherent rights and responsibil-
ities requiring no higher authority than their commitment to each other.” Barkley Brown
argues further that utilizing this distinction is crucial, for without it scholars miss seeing
that black women, although excluded from the official political arena, were very much
part of an external political process where they “participated in all public forums—the
parades, rallies, mass meetings, and conventions themselves.”66

Thus, while from one perspective, scholarly discussions of southern white suffragism
seem to have come to a standstill, from another perspective, it is evident that the field has
moved on, focusing on the ways in which black women helped consolidate new under-
standings of citizenship and altered the political dynamics of white supremacy. Both
Barkley Brown’s work on South Carolina and Gilmore’s work on North Carolina
helped open the door to these new insights. “By their presence at the polls,” Gilmore
explains, black women dared whites to use violence and won the dare.” White women
“did not appeal to [white] men to protect them with shotguns” but instead “roused white
women to outnumber black women—an unfortunate, but legal, method of winning
elections”—the result being “new, more subtle provisions to sustain inequality in a
state that became known for its comparative civility.”67

North Carolina, however, was an exception, and Hannah Rosen in Terror in the Heart
of Freedom (2009) demonstrates how black women in Tennessee, Arkansas, Florida, and
elsewhere insisted on their citizenship even as southern states responded to the changing
political status of freedpeople with violence. Rosen’s discussion of these black women’s
understanding of citizenship drew from Barkley Brown’s work in asserting that “freed-
women and freedmen themselves rarely envisaged suffrage as the right or possession of
an individual man, but, rather, as an opportunity for a community to express its political
consensus, a consensus that was shaped by and reflected the voices of women as well as
men.”68 Rosen also cited the work of Martha Jones who demonstrated that it was “black
political leaders who put women’s suffrage on the agenda in the [Reconstruction] era’s
constitutional conventions and state legislatures.”69 But as arguments for woman suf-
frage failed to gain traction, and as blacks had to continually counter a “minefield of
charges of flawed and dishonorable black manhood and womanhood,” Rosen argues,
a more gendered discourse emerged, contributing to a “construction of citizenship as
‘manhood rights’ that did not allow for a clear position for black women in public
life.”70 Nonetheless, Rosen insists, “many black women in Arkansas at the time certainly
perceived that they belonged in public life,” and “African American political cultures
[throughout the South] would continue to include spaces for women’s political voice
in ways unfamiliar to white southern public life.”71 Summarizing the insights of an
entire subfield of black women’s history, Rosen concludes, “a new generation of
black women took on roles in education and civic organizations unusual for white
women and initiated reform and suffrage movements before white southern women
did.”72

Equally significant, and Rosen’s core contribution to this literature, was her explora-
tion of how southern black women challenged antebellum understandings of citizenship,
race, and gender by insisting upon federal protection from sexual violence. As Rosen ex-
plains, “one important aspect of … becoming persons recognized under the law as pos-
sessing rights—that is, of being citizens—was to assert their will and bodily integrity
before white men.” Through their testimony against white men, which took place at
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congressional hearings and Freedmen’s Bureau offices, freedwomen “went to great
lengths and took enormous risks to seek out federal officials and to testify to, and to
protest, racist political violence.” In doing so, they “asserted the legitimacy of federal
power over affairs in the southern states.”73

Lisa Materson’s For the Freedom of Her Race (2009) shares with Rosen’s work this
key insight that black women were essential in keeping alive, from the 1870s through the
1930s, Reconstruction Era understandings of the role of the federal government in
protecting the rights of black citizens. Materson shows how black women brought this
understanding of citizenship and federal power with them when they emigrated from
the South to Chicago in the 1870s and 1880s. Describing her book as “an epilogue to
or continuation of a story that began in the South during the 1860s and 1870s,”Materson
explores the activities of a generation of black women who actively worked to influence
electoral contests before they could vote. Once they could vote in local elections during
the 1890s, Materson argues, these women were acutely aware that they had access to the
ballot box when the majority of southern blacks did not and thus saw themselves as
“proxy” voters for their Southern brethren. (After the narrow defeat of a state constitution-
al amendment in 1891, Illinois’s state legislature passed a less controversial Woman’s
Suffrage Bill that legalized women’s voting for school-related offices and other
matters. Consequently, Illinois women, white and black, voted in local school board
and other elections decades prior to the ratification of the Nineteenth Amendment.74)
Thus, black women in Chicago “created a hybrid political culture … that blended local
political issues with a concern about black rights in the South…. They repeatedly
looked for moments in electoral races, even small local contests, to focus attention on
the ongoing struggles against disfranchisement, segregation, and forced labor in the
South,” using elections “that had nothing to do with federal power to generate a public
discussion about the power and authority of the Reconstruction Amendments.”75

In sum, the historiography of suffrage in the South remains vibrant and productive, by
enlarging its focus from the franchise to citizenship and by incorporating insights from
the history of African American women’s political engagements.76 This subfield has
also greatly expanded suffrage historians’ understanding of the different conceptions
of citizenship held by black and white southern women, showing how for black
women, citizenship represented both a right of the community as well as a right of the
individual.

SUFFRAGE IN THE WEST

Kraditor was keenly aware that different dynamics operated in the western region of the
United States, and she knew that she had not adequately addressed the question of why
western states were the first to pass state suffrage referenda even though suffrage orga-
nizing had a much longer history in the Northeast.77 In her preface to the Norton reissue
of Ideas (1981), Kraditor referred readers to Alan Grimes’s The Puritan Ethic and
Woman Suffrage (1967), which had appeared two years after Kraditor first published
Ideas and which drew its basic premise from Kraditor’s own book.78 Grimes’s argument
was that woman suffrage first succeeded in the West not because of any greater liberality
or frontier commitment to freedom (which had been the dominant Turnerian idea to date
and Kraditor’s own assumption). Rather, he pointed to the same nativist feeling that
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Kraditor had identified among Anglo Saxon elites in the East—in particular, Anglo
Saxon concern with the increasing percentage of immigrant working-class men and a
belief that extending the vote to (white) women would in effect double the votes of
men who had families, perceived to be the most desirable and stable segment of the
voting population, as well as a conviction that women’s votes would help regulate
male vices—alcohol, gambling, and prostitution.79

Today, the field has moved far beyond this view, with sociologists Holly McCammon
and Karen Campbell and historians Rebecca Mead and Allison Sneider, among others,
offering explanations that focus on the successful organizing efforts of women’s
suffrage organizations and their ability to connect suffrage to other pressing national
issues (expansion, imperialism), the need to convince only state legislators as opposed
to an entire male citizenry, and the specific political opportunities that woman suffrage
organizations were able to exploit when there were more than two political parties
competing for voter loyalty. For example, McCammon and Campbell found that in
nine out of fifteen western states, suffragists received endorsements from third parties
just prior to winning suffrage referenda in those states.80 And as Sneider explains,
“In an age of states’ rights and Jim Crow, U.S. expansion in the continental West
and overseas was … crucial to keeping alive a national discussion of the right to
vote … [and] over time, [woman] suffragists would become experts at inserting their
question into these national debates.”81

Yet traces of Kraditor’s analytical framework are still evident in the historiographical
and sociological treatments of western suffragism. For instance, McCammon and Camp-
bell have argued that western suffragists were significantly more likely to use expediency
than justice arguments—the former sometimes referred to as public motherhood argu-
ments because they emphasized “home interests,” upheld women’s primary responsibil-
ities as mothers and their relegation to the domestic sphere, and stipulated that voting
would not alter these social arrangements.82 And Mead, while she rejected the “false
dichotomy” of opposing justice to expediency, nonetheless accepted that expediency
“is an appropriate term to describe suffrage racism.”83 Maintaining that western suffrag-
ists “frequently manipulated white racial fears even though nonwhite western racial-
ethnic groups were geographically, culturally, and politically marginalized by the
1890s,” Mead further argues that white western suffragists avoided direct discussion
of “the color question” while still reminding white western men how female labor pro-
moted settlement and helped maintain white hegemony.84

What emerges above all from the current literature on western suffragism is the com-
plexity of the referenda process, which differed for each territory and state, and necessi-
tated persistent and organized action on the part of both local suffrage groups and
regional/national associations, as suffragists had to coordinate their activities over
years, sometimes over decades. The earliest victories, which occurred in Wyoming
and Utah territories in 1869 and 1870 respectively, were achieved by simple votes in ter-
ritorial legislatures. Only one other territory (Washington in 1883) enacted woman suf-
frage prior to entering the union, and these three suffrage victories required confirmation,
which was not always accomplished, when these territories applied for statehood.85 The
next success, which took place a decade later in 1893 in Colorado—the first state to en-
franchise women in a popular referendum—was a radical victory, as Mead argues,
because woman suffrage organizations had succeeded in directly linking their concerns
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to third-party politics “in a climate of financial panic and economic despair.”86 As Mead
points out, the unexpected success of this campaign demonstrated the importance of
reform alliances and party endorsements, as well as the essential role of politicized
urban clubwomen, establishing the reputation of Carrie Chapman Catt as the
NAWSA’s top organizer.87 This success stimulated other Populist-inspired referenda
in other states during the 1890s, but only one other campaign succeeded—Idaho in
1896. Then it took more than a decade for further progressive victories, in Washington
State (1910), California (1911), Arizona (1912), Alaska (1912), Oregon (1912), Montana
(1914), and Nevada (1914)—all of which predated the other two successful statewide
campaigns held elsewhere (New York in 1917 and Michigan in 1918).88

In some ways, though, these data are profoundly misleading as they represent only the
states where statewide suffrage referenda succeeded. But many states had what scholars
refer to as a “limited franchise,” that is, they had extended suffrage to women through
legislation so that women could vote in local school board elections for example (as
Illinois had done in 1891), but also sometimes in presidential elections. In 1920, when
the Nineteenth Amendment was ratified, the majority of states had some form of limited
franchise, although only fifteen states had passed statewide referenda enfranchising
women in all elections.
Mead’s account, which offered detailed examination of the campaigns in Colorado,

California, Washington, and Oregon, explores how women’s suffrage organizations
gained support from the many of the third parties that were active in this period
(Grange, Farmers’ Alliance, Greenback Party, Union Labor Party, Knights of Labor,
Prohibition Party, Populists, Socialists, Nationalists, Workingmen’s Party, and Progres-
sives), and then leveraged that support to gain favor with the two main political parties as
well. As Mead explains: “with more political options [in western states], women could
and did threaten to abandon established parties unreceptive to female concerns.”89

Mead also credits western suffragists with successfully cultivating farmer-labor-socialist
alliances and utilizing direct-action tactics derived from popular politics and the labor
movement, which included creative use of drama, advertising, and modern technology
—cars, telephones, billboards, and slide shows.90

Most important, perhaps, Mead asks historians to reconsider the general consensus
that the Nineteenth Amendment had only minimal impact on politics and public
policy, arguing that our focus on the failures at the national level in the 1920s has
made it difficult to see the many significant state-level achievements prior to the
1920s. As many as 40 to 50 percent of women registered to vote once they had the
right to do so, suffrage organizations reorganized themselves into nonpartisan civic
leagues, and women succeeded in coordinating numerous reform projects—especially
social welfare programs to protect women and children. AsMead argues, “Equal suffrage
in the West was both cause and effect of Progressivism and heavily responsible for the
avalanche of reform legislation passed during this period.”91 In the West, women
voters also quickly established partisan Republican, Democratic, and Populist clubs,
and while they did not succeed in garnering power within the official party structures,
“they achieved better representation at the grassroots level … especially once male
politicians got over their fears of a ‘women’s bloc.’” Moreover, women were able to
get elected to a few local offices, usually as superintendents of schools or sometimes
as state legislators—and again these successes, Mead argues, have been “largely

306 Louise M. Newman

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537781415000055  Published online by Cam
bridge U

niversity Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537781415000055


overlooked because of the dismissive influence of the dominant paradigm [that]…
woman suffrage—or early feminism generally—was a ‘failure.’”92

In some ways, then, historiography on western suffrage movements has set an impres-
sive new standard for future work, showing how imperative it is that future narratives
delve into women’s political activities at the local and state levels in the years leading
up to, as well as immediately following, the Nineteenth Amendment. As the work of
Mead and Materson have shown, women were actively engaged in electoral campaigns
in the 1890s, both before and after they received the franchise from their states, suggest-
ing that further exploration of this electoral ferment in other locales is likely to yield
new insights into the ways that women contributed to the legislative successes of the
Progressive Era.

CONCLUS ION : CREAT ING NEW HISTOR ICAL NARRAT IVES

With the publication of Ideas in 1965, Kraditor began a discussion about justice and ex-
pediency that has lasted half a century, arguing that political exigencies during the Pro-
gressive Era resulted in an unfortunate narrowing of the arguments used by the National
AmericanWomen’s Suffrage Association to advance the cause of the political equality of
women. According to Kraditor, as the NAWSA sought to expand its organizing efforts in
the South and found itself confronted with larger numbers of immigrant populations in
the North and East, it increasingly relinquished its principled arguments about the
right of all women to the suffrage, emphasizing instead the social benefits of a limited,
educated suffrage that would enfranchise the so-called better classes of women. Although
subsequent historians have challenged Kraditor’s sense of chronology and brought much
needed nuance to her claims about the racism that was integral to the woman suffrage
movement, Kraditor definitively showed how one of the nation’s most dramatic move-
ments for democracy had both antidemocratic motivations and consequences.
Since Kraditor, scholars have challenged and modified this understanding in signifi-

cant ways, exploring how the history of suffrage varied greatly from region to region,
state to state, and locality to locality, in particular emphasizing how differently black
and white women conceived of citizenship in the post-emancipation South. As we
have seen, this attention to regional, local, and racial differences has greatly expanded
historians’ perspectives and deepened our understanding of how local elections fought
over specific goals (such as who would be elected to the Board of Trustees of a state uni-
versity) nonetheless involved vehement debates over issues of national importance, in-
cluding the legacy of Reconstruction, the meanings of freedom, citizenship, and
political liberty.93

Suffrage historians have also long been aware of the disproportionate share of attention
that has been accorded to the NAWSA and to Stanton’s and Anthony’s role within the
movement, a consequence of the fact that they authored and edited much of the extant
documentary record, excluding the ideas and activities of those with whom they had
the most bitter ideological and strategic conflicts—notably Lucy Stone and Henry
Blackwell.94 Moreover, in addition to recent important works that reevaluate Stanton’s
and Anthony’s perspectives, we now also have many insightful accounts of other
leaders, both white and black, as well as narratives that carefully situate suffrage
debates within discussions of U.S expansionist policies at home and imperialist ventures
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abroad. In short, historians are now fully cognizant of how, in the words of Allison
Sneider, “debates about voting rights and equal citizenship for women also constituted
debates about the boundaries of the nation and the power of the state.”95

Finally, scholars have clearly shown how the ratification of the Nineteenth Amend-
ment, with its stipulation that “The right of citizens of the United States to vote shall
not be denied or abridged by the United States or by any State on account of sex,” did
not mean that after 1920 all female citizens could vote. Southern states found ways to
disenfranchise black women within a decade of the passage of the Nineteenth Amend-
ment, less than half the time it had taken them to disenfranchise black men after the rat-
ification of the Fifteenth Amendment.96 The voting rights of Native American women
were not secured under the Nineteenth Amendment since the citizenship of Indians re-
mained unresolved for another generation, and the citizenship of immigrant women
(and thus their voting rights) is very much still an unresolved question.97

It is my hope that as the field generates even more community studies, state-based
accounts, and regional histories that are sensitive to the distinctive political dynamics
of the local, we will reach better understandings of the various and different trajectories
that various groups of women took toward securing the franchise, seeing even more
clearly how ratification of suffrage was an important—but certainly not a final step—
in securing women’s right to equal citizenship. Even though Aileen Kraditor showed
little interest in local activism in her classic work, the questions that she raised fifty
years ago remain central to our understanding of the democratic—and antidemocratic—
legacies of the woman suffrage movement.

NOTES

1Lisa Tetrault, The Myth of Seneca Falls: Memory and the Women’s Suffrage Movement, 1848–1898
(Chapel Hill, University of North Carolina Press, 2014), 198.

2Aileen S. Kraditor, The Ideas of the Woman Suffrage Movement, 1890–1920 (New York: Columbia Uni-
versity Press, 1965; repr., NewYork: Norton, 1981). Hereafter all references to Ideas are cited parenthetically in
the text and are to the Norton edition.

3Eleanor Flexner, Century of Struggle: The Woman’s Rights Movement in the United States (Cambridge:
Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1959; repr., New York: Atheneum, 1968, 1973).

4In “Getting Right withWomen’s Suffrage,” Journal of the Gilded Age and Progressive Era 5 (Jan. 2006):
7–17, Jean H. Baker argued that scholarly interest in the history of woman suffrage was not as extensive as spe-
cialists in the field might want or expect. However, some new full-length monographs have appeared since
Baker voiced this concern, including Allison L. Sneider, Suffragists in an Imperial Age: U.S. Expansion and
the Woman Question, 1879–1929 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008); Lisa G. Materson, For the
Freedom of Her Race: Black Women and Electoral Politics in Illinois, 1877–1932 (Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press, 2009); Faye E. Dudden, Fighting Chance: The Struggle over Woman Suffrage and
Black Suffrage in Reconstruction America (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011); Tetrault, The Myth
of Seneca Falls (2014); and Sally G. McMillen, Lucy Stone: A Life (NewYork: Oxford University Press, 2015).

5Tetrault, Myth of Seneca Falls, 69.
6To cite one example: the publication of an extensive microfilm collection in the 1990s of Elizabeth Cady

Stanton and Susan B. Anthony’s papers, edited by Ann Gordon and Patricia Holland, has meant that scholars
have been able to examine the complexity of Stanton’s and Anthony’s thought in much more depth. Conse-
quently, several new biographies and treatments of Elizabeth Cady Stanton’s life and thought have recently ap-
peared, notably Kathi Kern,Mrs. Stanton’s Bible (New York: Cornell University Press, 2001); Sue Davis, The
Political Thought of Elizabeth Cady Stanton: Women’s Rights and the American Political Traditions
(New York: New York University Press, 2008); and Lori D. Ginzberg, Elizabeth Cady Stanton: An American
Life (New York: Hill andWang, 2009). Interestingly, Anthony still has not been scrutinized to the same degree.
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The most recent scholarly biography remains Kathleen Barry, Susan B. Anthony: A Biography of a Singular
Feminist (New York: New York University Press, 1988). However, historians are beginning to reexamine
Anthony’s life and legacy. See the selections in Christine L. Ridarsky and Mary M. Huth, eds., Susan
B. Anthony and the Struggle for Equal Rights (Rochester: University of Rochester Press, 2012), especially
Ann D. Gordon, “Knowing Susan B. Anthony: The Stories We Tell of a Life,” 201–34. Moreover, historians
of suffrage have relied heavily on the multivolume compendium, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Susan B. Anthony,
and Matilda, Joslyn Gage, eds., History of Woman Suffrage, vol. 1 (New York: Fowler & Wells, 1881); vol. 2
(New York: Fowler & Wells, 1882); and vol. 3 (Rochester: Susan B. Anthony, 1886), which focused on the
activities of the National Woman Suffrage Association, slighting the activities of other suffrage organizations;
see Tetrault, The Myth of Seneca Falls, 71. Nonetheless, a spate of excellent biographies now exist on other
woman’s rights activists, both white and black women, who were important historically but who had not
been as well researched as either Stanton or Anthony, including Dorothy Sterling, Ahead of Her Time: Abby
Kelley and the Politics of Antislavery (New York: W. W. Norton, 1991); Andrea Moore Kerr, Lucy Stone:
Speaking out for Equality (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1992); Carolyn L. Karcher, The First
Woman in the Republic: A Cultural Biography of Lydia Maria Child (Durham: Duke University Press,
1994); Nell Painter, Sojourner Truth: A Life, A Symbol (New York: W. W. Norton, 1996); Patricia
A. Schechter, Ida B. Wells-Barnett and American Reform, 1880–1930 (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 2001); Jean Fagan Yellin, Harriet Jacobs: A Life (New York: Basic Civitas Books, 2004);
Carol Faulkner, Lucretia Mott’s Heresy: Abolition and Women’s Rights in Nineteenth-Century America
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2011); and McMillen, Lucy Stone (2015), to name a few.

7Black scholars challenged this periodization in the 1980s as they explored the political history of African
American women. Summarizing the import of this scholarship in 1997, Ann Gordon wrote an introduction for
papers first presented at a 1987 conference, pointing out that the commonly agreed upon start date for the suf-
frage movement, 1848, was a decade too late and that the ratification of the Nineteenth Amendment in 1920 was
much too early an end date. Instead Gordon followed these scholars’ suggestion of 1837 as a more appropriate
beginning to black women’s public efforts “to define their roles independent of men,” since it marked the first
Anti-Slavery Convention of American Women, an interracial gathering held in New York City, and 1965 as a
more appropriate end date, since it marked the passage of the Voting Rights Act, reaffirming the responsibility
of the federal government to enforce the right to vote specified by the Fifteenth and Nineteenth Amendments.
See Ann D. Gordon, “Introduction,” African American Women and the Vote, 1837–1965, eds. Ann D. Gordon
et al. (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1997), 2–3. Beginning in the 1990s, prominent white his-
torians in U.S. women’s history wrote short synthetic narratives that pointed out the limitations of the conven-
tional periodization. See, for example, Nancy F. Cott, “Across the Great Divide: Women in Politics Before and
After 1920” in Marjorie Spruill Wheeler, ed., One Woman, One Vote: Rediscovering the Woman Suffrage
Movement (Troutdale, OR: New Sage Press, 1995), 353–73; Ann D. Gordon, “Woman Suffrage (Not Universal
Suffrage)” in Marjorie Spruill Wheeler, ed., Votes for Women!: The Woman Suffrage Movement in Tennessee,
the South, and the Nation (Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1995), 3–24; and Anne Firor Scott, “Ep-
ilogue” in Jean H. Baker, ed., Votes for Women: The Struggle for Suffrage Revisited (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2002), 189–96. Although publishedmore than a decade ago, Scott’s epilogue still usefully situates
suffrage historiography in the larger field of women’s history, reminding readers that the ratification of the Nine-
teenth Amendment in 1920 was not quite the divide that some may believe. This critique is now embedded in a
larger one about the limitations of the “waves” metaphor—suffrage being construed as part of the “first wave”
and the women’s liberation movements of the 1970s as part of the “second wave” of feminism, a heuristic
schema that has been firmly cemented by the classification system used by the Library of Congress. See
Nancy A. Hewitt, “From Seneca Falls to Suffrage? Reimagining a ‘Master’ Narrative in U.S. Women’s
History” inNo Permanent Waves: Recasting Histories of U.S. Feminism, ed. Nancy AHewitt (NewBrunswick:
Rutgers University Press, 2010); and Nancy A. Hewitt, “Feminist Frequencies: Regenerating the Wave
Metaphor,” Feminist Studies 38 (Fall 2012): 658–80.

8Kraditor also published an article, “Tactical Problems of the Woman-Suffrage Movement in the South,”
Louisiana Studies (Winter 1966): 289–307. In the 1980s, Kraditor published two additional monographs: The
Radical Persuasion, 1890–1917: Aspects of the Intellectual History and Historiography of Three American
Radical Organizations (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1981); and “Jimmy Higgins”: The
Mental World of the American Rank-and-file Communist, 1930–1958 (New York: Greenwood Press, 1988).

9Scott also investigated the suffragemovement and published a key article, “The ‘NewWoman’ in the New
South,” South Atlantic Quarterly 6 (Autumn 1962): 473–83, as well as her now-classic monograph, The
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Southern Lady: From Pedestal to Politics, 1830–1920 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970). Also see
Anne F. Scott and Andrew M. Scott, One Half the People: The Fight for Woman Suffrage (Philadelphia:
Lippincott, 1975; repr., Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1982). Gerda Lerner analyzed the antebellum
phase of women’s rights and abolitionism in The Grimké Sisters from South Carolina: Rebels against
Slavery (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1967).

10In recognition of Gerda Lerner’s and Anne Firor Scott’s importance to the field, the Organization of
American Historians awards the annual Lerner-Scott prize to the best doctoral dissertation in U.S. women’s
history each year.

11Kraditor used the term “intellectual history” to refer to her approach in her preface to the Norton edition of
The Ideas of the Woman Suffrage Movement (1981), xii. However, in a paper she delivered to the annual con-
ference of the Organization of American Historians in 1971, she referred to herself as a “radical historian.” See
Jack P. Greene, “The Sixty-Fourth Annual Meeting of the Organization of American Historians,” Journal of
American History 58 (Dec. 1971): 682–711, esp. 705.”

12See Aileen S. Kraditor, “American Radical Historians on Their Heritage,” Past and Present 56 (August
1972): 136–53; quotation appears on 139.

13Gerda Lerner’s comment appeared in an influential essay, “New Approaches to the Study of Women in
American History,” Journal of Social History 3 (Autumn 1969): 53–62; the relevant statement appears on 54.
Kraditor’s response to Lerner, published more than ten years later in her Preface to the Norton edition of Ideas
was acerbic: “I did not then, nor do I now, think that any aspect of women’s history is ‘what is important to know
about women’ more than any other, or that a scholar’s choice of topics should be guided by didactic motives,”
v–vi.

14An indication that scholars considered Kraditor an important intellectual presence in the newly emerging
field of women’s history can be discerned in Ruth Rosen’s 1971 assessment and in Judith M. Stanley’s 1973
essay; see Rosen, “Sexism in History or Writing Women’s History Is a Tricky Business,” Journal of Marriage
and the Family (Aug. 1971): 543; and Stanley, “’I Desire You Would Remember the Ladies’: Anthologies and
Women’s History: A Review Essay,” The History Teacher 6 (May 1973): 453–68. Further evidence of Kradi-
tor’s salience at this point in time is suggested by the fact that she contributed a foreword to Ronald Hogeland,
ed., Women and Womanhood in America (Lexington, MA: D. C. Heath, 1973). However in the mid-to-late
1970s, a shift in the perception of Kraditor’s importance occurred as social historians with different kinds of
questions became more prominent in the field. Especially revealing is Carol Smith-Rosenberg’s acknowledg-
ment of Kraditor’s Ideas as a “prize-winning analysis of the suffrage arguments” but also as an example of “tra-
ditional women’s history” that had failed to “develop a methodology appropriate to their subject matter.”
Without mentioning Kraditor by name, but clearly having her work in mind, Smith-Rosenberg faulted such
“pioneer” women’s historians for continuing “to employ traditional sources developed by political historians:
the letters, diaries, and public pronouncements of prominent activists, the official reports of political reform
groups, public events reported in newspapers” and for a methodology that “remained descriptive, innocent
of attempts at systematic analysis.” Carol Smith-Rosenberg,“The NewWoman and the New History,” Feminist
Studies 3 (Autumn 1975): 185–98, esp. 186. In 1978, Ellen Carol DuBois identified Kraditor’s Ideas as a sig-
nificant work in her own monograph, Feminism and Suffrage: The Emergence of an Independent Women’s
Movement in America, 1848–1869 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1978), 15FN1. But in 2006 DuBois did
not mention Kraditor when she reflected on the emergence of women’s history as an historical subfield, iden-
tifying only Gerda Lerner and Anne Firor Scott; see Dubois, “Three Decades of Women’s History,” Women’s
History 35 (2006): 47–64. Nonetheless, as late as 1988, Linda K. Kerber referred to Kraditor’s introduction in
Up from the Pedestal as “pathbreaking” for its time; see Kerber, “Separate Spheres, Female Worlds, Woman’s
Place: The Rhetoric of Women’s History,” Journal of American History 75 (June 1988): 9–39, esp.12. For a
more recent assessment along the same lines, see Marion J. Morton’s mention of Kraditor in her review of
Kate Wiegand’s Red Feminism in American Historical Review 106 (Dec. 2001): 1834.

15Recent searches of JSTOR, Google Scholar, and the Web of Science database (known informally as the
reverse citation index) each produced hundreds of hits.While I expected historians and political scientists would
know of Kraditor, I was surprised to find her work cited by legal historians and tested for its empirical validity by
sociologists. See the following sociological treatments: Susan E. Marshall, Splintered Sisterhood: Gender and
Class in the Campaign against Woman Suffrage (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1997); and Holly
J. McCammon, Lyndi Hewitt, and Sandy Smith, “’NoWeapon Save Argument’: Strategic Frame Amplification
in the U.S. Woman Suffrage Movement,” Sociological Quarterly 45 (Summer 2004): 529–56. Also see the
work by the following political scientists and legal scholars: Eileen L. McDonagh and H. Douglas Price,
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“Woman Suffrage in the Progressive Era: Patterns of Opposition and Support in Referenda Voting, 1910–
1918,” American Political Science Review 79 (1985): 415–35; Gretchen Ritter, “Gender and Citizenship
after the Nineteenth Amendment,” Polity 32 (Spring 2000): 345–75; Sarah B. Lawsky, “A Nineteenth Amend-
ment Defense of the Violence Against Women Act,” Yale Law Journal 109 (January 2000): 783–816. An ed-
ucator, Jennifer Frost, used Kraditor to devise high school/college curricula in “Integrating Women and Active
Learning into the U.S. History Survey,” The History Teacher 33 (May 2000): 363–70. Finally, Patricia Green-
wood Harrison adopted Kraditor’s framework in a comparative study of British and U.S. suffragism; see
Harrison, Connecting Links: The British and American Woman Suffrage Movements, 1900–1914 (Westport:
Greenwood Press, 2000).

16Arthur Mann’s review in Annals of the Academy of Political and Social Science 363 (January 1966): 182.
17Mann review of Kraditor, 182.
18Elizabeth Bancroft Schlesinger’s review in New England Quarterly 31 (March 1966): 102–4. Elizabeth

Schlesinger was married to Harvard professor, Arthur Schlesinger, and the Schlesinger Library on the Radcliffe
campus at Harvard University, which houses a renowned collection in U.S. women’s history, is named for both
of them.

19See Anne Firor Scott’s review in Journal of Southern History 31 (Nov. 1965): 472–73. Fifty years later,
W. W. Norton is still using this quote on its website in its publicity for Kraditor’s book; http://books.wwnorton.
com/books/detail.aspx?ID=4704.

20Kraditor’s source of information for these statistics was The National American Woman Suffrage Asso-
ciation’s Victory: HowWomenWon It: A Centennial Symposium, 1840–1940 (NewYork: H.W.Wilson, 1940),
53, 72.

21These included the manuscript collections at the Library of Congress; the New York Public Library;
New York Historical Society; the Bancroft and Huntington Libraries; and the archives at Swarthmore,
Smith, Radcliffe (Schlesinger Library); and the University of Kentucky. In an appendix, Kraditor provided
biographical information for twenty-six white leaders of the woman suffrage movement, which she gleaned
from biographical dictionaries, noting that the group was highly educated, contained a significant proportion
of single women (nine out of twenty-six had never married); and was ethnically and socially homogeneous,
being composed almost entirely of Anglo Saxon, U.S.-born, middle-class women. Only one of these leaders,
Lucy Burns, was Catholic; another was from Northern Ireland, probably Protestant. Kraditor, Ideas, 265–82.

22Sneider, Suffragists in an Imperial Age, 12.
23Kraditor often pointed out exceptions or counter evidence to her generalizations. Thus, while she insisted

that “arguments for woman suffrage based on fear of the foreign-born vote remained [predominant in suffrage
discourse in the Progressive Era],” she was also aware that “some suffragists adopted a new sympathetic
approach to the immigrant shortly after the turn of the century”; Ideas, 138.

24Marjorie Spruill Wheeler, New Women of the New South: The Leaders of the Woman Suffrage Movement
in the Southern States (NewYork: Oxford University Press, 1993), 228FN74; Newman,WhiteWomen’s Rights,
18; Rebecca J. Mead, How the Vote Was Won: Woman Suffrage in the Western United States, 1868–1914
(New York: New York University Press, 2004), 5; Sneider, Suffragists in an Imperial Age, 12–13.

25Theda Skocpol, “The Enactment of Mothers’ Pensions: Civic Mobilization and Agenda Setting, or
Benefits of the Ballot? Response,” American Political Science Review 89 (Sept. 1995): 729FN5. McCammon,
Hewitt, and Smith, “’No Weapon Save Argument,’” 534–35.

26McCammon and her co-researchers agreed that a marked increase in “reform” arguments occurred
between 1909 and 1915, but they argued that justice arguments prevailed again after 1915; see McCammon,
Hewitt, and Smith, “’No Weapon Save Argument,’” 534–35.

27Kraditor was aware that Stanton and Anthony, among others, had made similar claims in the late 1860s, as
freedmen’s rights were being debated in the context of the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments, but she did
not consider this earlier discussion relevant to the changes taking place at the turn of the twentieth century.
Instead, relying on Christopher Lasch, “The Anti-Imperialists, the Philippines and the Inequality of Man,’
Journal of Southern History 24 (1958): 319–31; and C. Vann Woodward’s Origins of the New South (Baton
Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1951), Kraditor argued that the racism of the 1890s, which was
especially widespread and virulent, centrally informed suffrage discourse during that period; Ideas, 164FN1.”

28This literature is immense. A few of the most influential works by feminist philosophers and political the-
orists in the 1980s include Jean Bethke Elshtain, Public Man, Private Woman: Women in Social and Political
Thought (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981); Zillah R. Eisenstein, The Radical Future of Liberal
Feminism (New York: Longman, 1981); Carole Pateman, The Sexual Contract (Stanford: Stanford University
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Press, 1988); and historian Joan Scott, “Deconstructing Equality-versus-Difference or the Uses of Poststructur-
alist Theory for Feminism,” Feminist Studies 14 (Spring 1988): 33–50.

29Nancy Cott helped bring much needed clarity to this topic; see Nancy F. Cott, The Grounding Of Modern
Feminism (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987), 5. For my gloss on this issue, see Newman, White
Women’s Rights, 18.

30Anastatia Sims, “The Radical Vision of the Antisuffragists” in Wheeler, ed., Votes for Women!, 107.
31Some of this phrasing is from White Women’s Rights, 8, and some of it is from Allison Sneider’s expo-

sition of my thesis; see Sneider, Suffragists in an Imperial Age, 13–14. My understanding of what I called “evo-
lutionary discourse” emerged out of discussions I had with fellow graduate students at Brown University in the
early 1990s, including conversations with Kevin Gaines andGail Bederman; see Gail Bederman,Manliness and
Civilization: A Cultural History of Gender and Race in the United States, 1880–1917 (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1995), 25, for a concise discussion of this intellectual paradigm.

32Davis, The Political Thought of Elizabeth Cady Stanton, 4.
33Sneider, Suffragists in an Imperial Age, 13.
34See Carol Lasser, “Century of Struggle, Decades of Revision: A Retrospective on Eleanor Flexner’s Suf-

frage History,” Reviews in American History 15 (June 1987): 344–54. Excellent bibliographies appear in Tet-
rault, TheMyth of Seneca Falls, 247–68; Dudden,Fighting Chance, 265–73; andMaterson,For the Freedom of
Her Race, 299–320. My selections of topics are not meant to be exhaustive. For example, Kraditor treated anti-
suffragism as a unified conservative ideology that opposed the expansion of women’s political roles, and im-
portant studies have since reexamined antisuffragist ideology in an attempt to understand why so many white
women opposed their own enfranchisement, seemingly against their own self-interest. This scholarship has
found that female leaders of the antisuffrage movement were also leaders in other reform movements and
did not, in contrast to male antis, concede a “natural” inferiority of their sex. Two key dissertations on antisuf-
fragism were completed in the 1970s but were not published until 1994: Jane Jerome Camhi, “Women Against
Women: American Antisuffragism, 1880–1920,” (PhD diss., Tuft University, 1973), published as a full-length
monograph with the same title (Brooklyn: Carlson, 1994); and Thomas James Jablonsky’s dissertation, “Duty,
Nature and Stability: The Female Anti-Suffragists in the United States, 1894–1920,” (PhD diss., University of
Southern California, 1978), revised and published under the title, TheHome, Heaven andMother Party: Female
Anti-Suffragists in the United States, 1868–1920 (Brooklyn: Carlson, 1994). The first article to be published on
antisuffragism was by a student of Kraditor’s, Louise L. Stevenson, “Women Anti-Suffragists in the 1915
Massachusetts Campaign,” New England Quarterly 52 (March 1979): 80–93. Also see Susan E. Marshall,
“In Defense of Separate Spheres: Class and Status Politics in the Antisuffrage Movement,” Social Forces 65
(Dec.1986): 327–51; Manuela Thurner, “’Better Citizens Without the Ballot’: American Antisuffrage Women
and Their Rationale during the Progressive Era,” Journal of Women’s History 5 (Spring 1993): 33–60; Anastatia
Sims, “Beyond the Ballot: “The Radical Vision of the Antisuffragists” in Wheeler, ed., Votes for Women!
(1995), 105–28; Anne Boylan’s useful review of Camhi’s and Jablonsky’s books in Journal of American
History 83 (June 1996): 247–49; Marshall, Splintered Sisterhood; and Newman, White Women’s Rights
(1999), 56–85.

35Miriam Gurko, The Ladies of Seneca Falls: The Birth of the Woman’s Rights Movement (New York:
Schocken Books, 1974, 1976); Blanche Glassman Hersh, The Slavery of Sex: Feminist-Abolitionists in
America (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1978); and Barbara J. Berg, The Remembered Gate: The
Origins of American Feminism, the Woman and the City, 1800–1860 (New York: Oxford University Press,
1978). Although Kraditor is not always cited directly in these works, paraphrases of her main argument are un-
mistakable. More recent treatments that have taken Seneca Falls as a point of origin include Judith Wellman,
The Road to Seneca Falls: Elizabeth Cady Stanton and the First Woman’s Rights Convention (Urbana: Univer-
sity of Illinois Press, 2004); and Sally G. McMillen, Seneca Falls and the Origins of the Women’s Rights Move-
ment (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008). Wellman’s characterization of Stanton is entirely positive,
and she does not quote any of Stanton’s incendiary language in the final chapter dealing with Reconstruction
(226–27). McMillen’s account carefully reviews the historiographic treatment of Stanton’s racial views, char-
acterizing Stanton’s pronouncements of 1865 as “unquestionably racist and xenophobic,” while reminding
readers that such views were not only “commonplace … for someone of her background and education but
also among a broad spectrum of society” (161). Also valuable are Sylvia Hoffert, When Hens Crow: The
Woman’s Rights Movement in Antebellum America (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1995); and
Nancy Isenberg, Sex and Citizenship in Antebellum America (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1998).
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36DuBois, Feminism and Suffrage, 17.
37DuBois, Feminism and Suffrage, 18, 20.
38I am following DuBois, Feminism and Suffrage, 63–64, 77.
39Historians greatly lament this split. Some attribute it to personal rivalries among suffragists as much as to

political and strategic differences over the Fifteenth Amendment and Kansas campaigns. For a variety of per-
spectives, see DuBois, Feminism and Suffrage,162–202; Barry, Susan B. Anthony,180–82, 391FN14; Dudden,
Fighting Chance, 108, 115–21, 130–31; and Tetrault, The Myth of Seneca Falls, 20–31.

40DuBois, Feminism and Suffrage, 20, 81. Feminism and Suffrage, along with a primary source reader,Eliz-
abeth Cady Stanton/Susan B. Anthony: Correspondence, Writings, Speeches (New York: Schocken Books,
1981), edited by DuBois, introduced scholars and students alike to the explicit racism at the heart of Stanton’s
writings.

41DuBois, Feminism and Suffrage, 19.
42DuBois, ed., Elizabeth Cady Stanton/Susan B. Anthony, 92.
43Bettina Aptheker,Woman’s Legacy: Essays on Race, Sex, and Class in American History (Amherst: Uni-

versity of Massachusetts Press, 1982), 12. Although I think Aptheker’s criticism has merit, DuBois’s initial
account did include a brief discussion of black men’s and women’s participation within the AERA and provided
some context for understanding that activity. Out of fifty national officers and speakers at the AERA conven-
tions held during its three-year history, DuBois found that there were five black women and five black men.
Scholars have continued to explore black women’s participation in the AERA, in particular Frances Ellen
Watkins Harper’s activities, and consequently we now know more than DuBois did about the ways in which
the AERA sent out interracial teams—sometimes black men with white women, sometimes black women
and white women, to canvass for universal suffrage; see Alison M. Parker, “Frances Watkins Harper and the
Search For Women’s Interracial Alliances” in Ridarsky and Huth, eds., Susan B. Anthony and the Struggle
for Equal Rights,145–71.

44Aptheker, Woman’s Legacy, 50.
45DuBois, “The Last Suffragist” in DuBois, Woman Suffrage and Women’s Rights, 10.
46Rosalyn Terborg-Penn, “African American Women and the Vote: An Overview” in African American

Women and the Vote, eds., Gordon et. al., 11.
47Much of this research appeared in dissertations in the 1970s, followed soon by articles containing some of

the key interpretative insights. Full-length monographs, however, were not published until the 1990s. For
example, portions of Rosalyn Terborg-Penn’s dissertation, “Afro-American in the Struggle for Woman Suf-
frage,” (PhD diss., Howard University, 1977) were published as separate articles in the 1970s and 1980s.
One important example is ”Discontented Black Feminists: Prelude and Postscript to the Passage of the Nine-
teenth Amendment” in Decades of Discontent: The Women’s Movement, 1920–1940, eds. Lois Scharf and
Joan M. Jensen (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1983). But it took another fifteen years before a revised
version of Terborg-Penn’s dissertation appeared as a book: African American Women in the Struggle for the
Vote, 1850–1920 (Bloomington: University of Indiana Press, 1998). Angela Y. Davis published an important
volume of her essays in 1981; see Davis, Women, Race & Class (New York: Vintage Press, 1981). In 1984,
Paula Giddings published an important full-length synthetic account on black women’s political activism
that spanned three hundred years, When and Where I Enter: The Impact of Black Women on Race and Sex
in America (New York: Bantam Books, 1984), esp. 119–31. Also in the 1980s and 1990s, additional articles
on black women and suffrage appeared in a number of anthologies and encyclopedias. See, for example, We
are Your Sisters: Black Women in the Nineteenth Century, ed. Dorothy Sterling (New York: W. W. Norton,
1984, 1997); and Black Women in America: An Historical Encyclopedia, 2 vols., eds. Darlene Clark Hine,
Elsa Barkley Brown, and Rosalyn Terborg-Penn (Brooklyn: Carlson, 1993). In the late 1990s, scholarship
that had been presented at the University of Massachusetts in 1987 finally was published in Gordon, ed.,
African American Women and the Vote, 1837–1965. That same year, 1997, Darlene Clark Hine’s article,
“Black Women’s Culture of Resistance and the Right to Vote,” was published in Women of the American
South: A Multicultural Reader, ed., Christie Anne Farnham (New York: New York University Press, 1997),
204–19. Other important work included Kathleen C. Berkeley, “’Colored Ladies Also Contributed’: Black
Women’s Activities from Benevolence to Social Welfare, 1866–1896” in The Web of Southern Social Rela-
tions: Women, Family and Education, eds. Walter J. Fraser Jr., R. Frank Saunders Jr., and John L. Wakelyn
(Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1985), 181–204; Hazel V. Carby, Reconstructing Womanhood: The
Emergence of the Afro-American Woman Novelist (New York: Oxford University Press, 1987); Cynthia Never-
don-Morton, Afro-American Woman of the South and the Advancement of the Race, 1895–1925 (Knoxville:
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University of Tennessee Press, 1989); Adele Logan Alexander, Ambiguous Lives: Free Women of Color in
Rural Georgia, 1789–1879 (Fayetteville: University of Arkansas Press, 1991); Shirley J. Yee, Black Women
Abolitionists: A Study in Activism, 1828–1860 (Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1991); Evelyn
Brooks Higginbotham, Righteous Discontent: The Women’s Movement in the Black Baptist Church
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1993); Elsa Barkley Brown, “Negotiating an Transforming the
Public Sphere: African American Political Life in the Transition From Slavery to Freedom,” Public Culture
7 (Fall 1994): 107–46. Scholarship on black women and electoral politics continues to be one of the most
vibrant aspects of suffrage history; see my discussion of Materson’s For the Freedom of Her Race in the
text below.

48Notable among these works are Ida B. Wells-Barnett, Crusade for Justice: The Autobiography of Ida
B. Wells, ed. Alfreda M. Duster (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970); Mary Church Terrell,
A Colored Woman in a White World (1st ed., 1940; repr., New York: Arno Press, 1980); Anna Julia
Cooper, A Voice from the South by a Black Woman of the South, 1st edition, 1892; made available on microfilm
in 1976, and republished by Louise Daniel Hutchinson (Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1981,
1982).A Voice from the Southwas again republished in The Voice of Anna Julia Cooper, including A Voice from
the South and Other Essays, Papers and Letters, eds. Charles Lemert and Esme Bhan (NewYork: Rowman and
Littlefield, 1998).

49Giddings,When and Where I Enter, 6. In making these claims, Giddings drew directly from Kraditor and
unpublished works by Rosalyn Terborg-Penn and Bettina Aptheker; see When and Where I Enter, 370–71,
FNs1, 19, 23, 25.

50As late as 1998, when Terborg-Penn published a revision of her dissertation, she was still highly critical of
how historiography treated “African American women in ways that often distort[ed] their voices and participa-
tion in the [suffrage] movement”; see Terborg-Penn, African American Women in the Struggle for the Vote,
1850–1920, 35.

51Davis, The Political Thought of Elizabeth Cady Stanton, 225. Others, like historian Faye Dudden, have
emphasized the political challenges of those “chaotic, desperate years” of Reconstruction. Dudden, Fighting
Chance, 8.

52Ginzberg, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, 121. Ginzberg also deals forthrightly with Stanton’s racial views in a
talk she has given discussing her book: http://www.gilderlehrman.org/multimedia#!87787.

53See Sterling, Ahead of her Time: Abby Kelley and the Politics of Antislavery; Kerr, Lucy Stone: Speaking
out for Equality; Faulkner, Lucretia Mott’s Heresy; and McMillen, Lucy Stone.

54Spruill, “Race, Reform and Reaction at the Turn of the Century: Southern Suffragists, the NAWSA, and
the ‘Southern Strategy’” in Votes for Women, ed. Jean H. Baker, 102–3.

55As I discuss in the text, much of the initial work responding to Kraditor’s book was highly critical of her
characterization of southern suffragism, faulting her for exaggerating what her critics thought was at most a very
minor part of white women’s repertoire of arguments; see Scott, The Southern Lady, 182; and Suzanne Lebsock,
“Woman Suffrage and White Supremacy: A Virginia Case Study” in Visible Women: New Essays on American
Activism, eds. Nancy A. Hewitt and Suzanne Lebsock (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1993), 62–100.
Other early work that was more favorable toward Kraditor included Paul E. Fuller, Laura Clay and the
Woman’s Rights Movement (Lexington; University of Kentucky Press, 1975), 191FN36. In the 1990s,
longer treatments of southern suffragism were published, including Wheeler, New Woman in the New South
(1993); and Elna Green, Southern Strategies: Southern Women and the Woman Suffrage Question (Chapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1997). Wheeler agreed with Kraditor, while Green sided with Scott
and Lebsock. Interested readers may want to consult the excellent bibliographies in Green and Wheeler for
studies of local white southern suffragism.

56Scott, The Southern Lady, 182.
57Green, Southern Strategies, xii and 204FNs1, 2.
58Lebsock, “Woman Suffrage and White Supremacy,” 64, 65.
59Lebsock, “Woman Suffrage and White Supremacy,” 70–71.
60Wheeler, New Women of the New South, 101.
61None of the eleven white leaders upon whom Wheeler focused openly advocated for the voting rights of

black Southerners prior to 1920, and none joined the interracial movements of the 1920s or publicly defended
the voting rights of black women after the ratification of the Nineteenth Amendment. Wheeler; New Women of
the New South, 187.

62Wheeler, New Women of the New South, 101, 184, 187.
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63Glenda Elizabeth Gilmore, Gender and Jim Crow: Women and the Politics of White Supremacy in North
Carolina, 1896–1920 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1996), 203.

64Gilmore, Gender and Jim Crow, 204, 216.
65Tetrault emphasizes the diversity of activities and organizations that emerged in the 1870s that were not

under the control of either the American or National Woman’s Suffrage Associations, mentioning specifically
The Pacific, a regional association founded in San Francisco in May 1871; and the Western Woman Suffrage
Association, launched in Chicago in the fall of 1869; see Tetrault, The Myth of Seneca Falls, 53–55. Tetrault is
currently working on a second monograph that explores local/state suffrage organizing across the country in the
period from 1865–1900.

66Barkley Brown, “To Catch the Vision of Freedom,” 74.
67Gilmore, Gender and Jim Crow, 224.
68Hannah Rosen, Terror in the Heart of Freedom: Citizenship, Sexual Violence, and the Meaning of Race in

the Postemancipation South (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2009), 14.
69Rosen, Terror in the Heart of Freedom, 168. Rosen references Martha S. Jones, All Bound Up Together:

The Woman Question in African American Public Culture, 1830–1900 (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 2007), 132FN125.

70Rosen, Terror in the Heart of Freedom, 168, 169.
71Rosen, Terror in the Heart of Freedom, 169.
72Rosen, Terror in the Heart of Freedom, 169.
73Rosen, Terror in the Heart of Freedom, 11, 214, 224.
74Materson, For the Freedom of Her Race, 20.
75Materson, For the Freedom of Her Race, 11, 20.
76Much important work has been published that I was not able to incorporate into this discussion, including

Jane Dailey, Before Jim Crow: The Politics of Race in Postemancipation Virginia (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 2000); Elizabeth Regosin, Freedom’s Promise: Ex-Slave Families and Citizenship in the
Age of Emancipation (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2002); Steven Hahn, A Nation Under Our
Feet: Black Political Struggles in the Rural South from Slavery to the Great Migration (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2003; andMartha S. Jones, All BoundUp Together TheWomanQuestion in African American
Public Culture, 1830–1900 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2007). Interested readers may
want to consult the excellent bibliography contained in Hannah Rosen, Terror in the Heart of Freedom,
359–79.

77Other early treatments of western suffragism are contained in Dee A. Brown, The Gentle Tamers: Women
of the Old West (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1958; repr., New York: Bantam Books, 1974); and
Beverly Beeton, Women Vote in the West: The Woman Suffrage Movement, 1869–1896 (New York:
Garland, 1986). Readers interested in this subject may consult the bibliographies contained in Mead, How
the Vote Was Won, 231–62; and McCammon and Campbell, “Winning the Vote in the West,” 79–82.

78Alan P. Grimes, The Puritan Ethic and Woman Suffrage (New York: Oxford University Press, 1967),
cited in Kraditor Ideas, vii.

79Grimes, The Puritan Ethic, 106–11, 134. My commentary is indebted to the analysis of Grimes’s thesis
provided by McCammon and Campbell in “Winning the Vote in the West,” 57–59.

80McCammon and Campbell, “Winning the Vote in the West,” 63; also see Mead,How the Vote Was Won.
81Sneider, Suffragists in an Imperial Age, 7. This book offers superb discussions of how suffragists respond-

ed to President Grant’s attempt to annex Santo Domingo in 1870, how suffragists thought about Indian citizen-
ship and Mormons’ practice of polygamy in the 1870s and 1880s, and how suffragists reacted to the Spanish-
American War of 1898–1902.

82McCammon and Campbell, “Winning the Vote in the West,” 63.
83Mead, How the Vote Was Won, 5.
84Mead, How the Vote Was Won, 5, 6. Although Mead’s study is primarily concerned with the activities of

white suffragists, she does mention a few black women who were active in the suffrage movements in Colorado
and California, noting that black women sometimes organized with white women but more often established
their own groups when they lived in communities that had sufficiently large black populations. Mead identifies
Elizabeth Piper Ensley, a founding member of the Colorado Equal Suffrage Association and the Colorado As-
sociation of Colored Women’s Clubs; Sarah Overton, who was a vice president of the San Jose Suffrage
Amendment League and also involved in school desegregation; and Naomi Anderson, who was a WCTU or-
ganizer in Kansas in the 1880s, campaigned for suffrage in Kansas in 1894, and then continued her suffrage

Reflections on Aileen Kraditor’s Legacy 315

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537781415000055  Published online by Cam
bridge U

niversity Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537781415000055


activism when she moved to Sacramento sometime in the 1890s, where her work drew praise from Elizabeth
Cady Stanton and Susan B. Anthony. See How the Vote Was Won, 7–8.

85Mead examines these distinct histories in How the Vote Was Won. Utah women were enfranchised in
1870, then disfranchised in 1887 by the U.S. Congress as an anti-polygamy measure, then reenfranchised in
1896 with statehood. Women of Washington territory were enfranchised by the territorial legislature in 1883
then disenfranchised by the territorial Supreme Court in 1888, then reenfranchised by popular vote in 1910.

86Mead, How the Vote Was Won, 53.
87Mead,How the Vote Was Won, 53. Historians have known since the early 1990s that many white suffrage

organizers who were prominent in the merged National American Woman Suffrage Association (Susan
B. Anthony included) had extensive experience in organizing suffrage campaigns in the West. Details about
Kentucky suffragist Laura Clay’s leadership of the 1906 Oregon campaign are available in Fuller, Laura
Clay and the Woman’s Rights Movement, 97ff.

88Mead, How the Vote Was Won, 2; McCammon and Campbell, “Winning the Vote in the West,” 56.
89Mead, How the Vote Was Won, 4.
90Mead, How the Vote Was Won, 4.
91Mead, How the Vote Was Won, 17.
92Mead, How the Vote Was Won, 173.
93Materson, For the Freedom of Her Race, 20.
94For a brilliant exposition of how the first history of suffrage was crafted by Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Susan

B. Anthony, and Matilda Joslyn Gage, see Tetrault, The Myth of Seneca Falls, 112–44. Tetrault’s analysis
enables scholars to appreciate these women not just as activists, but also as historians, who were developing
a valid method at a time when professional modes of historical inquiry were just coming into existence. Tetrault
further points out that Stanton and Anthony purposefully wrote this history to educate future activists, with the
intent of offering “a collective memory of where the movement had been [so that] they would learn the right
lessons about where it needed to go” (113).

95Sneider, Suffragists in an Imperial Age, 16–17.
96Terborg-Penn, African American Women, 11–12.
97The granting of citizenship and suffrage to Native Americans has its own complex legislative and judicial

history that includes passage of the Indian Citizenship Act in 1924 and the Nationality Act of 1940, as well as
court decisions that led to the lifting of prohibitions against Indian voting in 1948. There is a vast literature on
this subject. Interested readersmaywant to consult the following: DanielMcCool, SusanM.Olson, and Jennifer
L. Robinson, Native Vote: American Indians, the Voting Rights Act, and the Right to Vote (Cambridge and
New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007); Beth H. Piatote, Domestic Subjects: Gender, Citizenship
and Law in Native American Literature (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2013); and Robert Keith
Collins, “Native American Sovereignty and U.S. Citizenship American Studies 52 (2013): 115–22.”
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