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Introduction:
At the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth century, the fight for women’s suffrage was an important political movement in countries across the world.  The idea of “global womanhood” became central to the suffragists’ campaign platforms, especially in Great Britain.  This concept, first promoted by Josephine Butler at the end of the nineteenth century, maintained that all women, regardless of their culture or social status, deserved equal rights and suffrage, and should work together to acquire them.  Suffrage platforms were based upon this theory of universal sisterhood and feminists encouraged women across the world to join together in the fight against social inequality.  British suffragists remained in constant contact with feminists in other countries, sharing ideas and forming plans.  The International Woman Suffrage alliance chose London for its headquarters and frequently held international conferences, allowing foreign visitors to learn about the cause and incorporate their own opinions.


Featured in the British women’s campaign for global womanhood was the attempt to expose and improve social conditions for women in India.  Feminists saw Indian women as victims of a male dominated culture that denied them a voice in society and confined them at home.  British feminists fought for the right to vote in part to have more political power to help Indian women, feeling that their government was not doing enough to improve social conditions within the empire.  They viewed Indian women as their sisters and social equals.  Therefore, British women believed they needed to fight just as hard for women’s rights and suffrage in India as they did for themselves in their own country.
 

Despite the fact that British feminists used the idea of global womanhood and social reform in India in their fight for the right to vote, it is clear that many of them did not uphold these values.  The historian Antoinette Burton maintains that British women did not actually believe in global womanhood, but wanted to acquire the right to vote in order to feminize imperialism and take a more active role in the British Empire.  While British suffragists did believe that all women deserved equal rights, they placed themselves on a pedestal, envisioning themselves as blazing the way towards suffrage and inspiring women across the world.  Women such as Millicent Garrett Fawcett, Carrie Chapman Catt, and Christabel Pankhurst embraced a “Britain first” mentality, calling foremost for their suffrage, followed by their fight for global equal rights.
  

For example, in the suffrage newspaper Common Cause, editor Helena Swanwick wrote an article in 1913 entitled “The New Imperialism.”  While she claims that “if it were only for the sake of India, women here in Great Britain would be bound to demand the vote,” the rest of the article is dominated by women’s roles in the British Empire and imperial responsibilities 
.  Swanwick viewed India as a child that needed to be guided by its mother country, Britain.  She stated, “The responsibilities of Empire rest on women as well as men.”
  Swanwick’s article embodies the beliefs of many British suffragists at the time.  They saw their relationship with India primarily as a parent-child relationship that existed to teach western values and promote social reform, rather than the universal sisterhood upheld to fight for equal rights among all women.
Burton is largely correct: British suffragists claimed to believe in the idea of “global womanhood” while in actuality, a large majority of those suffragists wanted to simply feminize imperialism, envisioning Britain as the mother country leading the way towards the right to vote.  After all, British suffragists had indeed led the way campaigning for female suffrage, outraged at the Suffrage Reform Act of 1832 that had prohibited British women from voting.  Women and men fighting for female suffrage around the world were known as suffragists; it was in Britain that the term “suffragette” actually originated, to describe the radical form that the movement had taken there.  As the country that was seen as the “storm center” of the women’s suffrage movement, it was no wonder that British women felt they deserved the right to vote first.
  Nevertheless, there were several cases of British women who truly did care about their “sisters” in India, firmly believed in equal voting rights, and fought to change negative social conditions, such as child marriage and lack of education, for women across the world.  Josephine Butler, Olive Chandler, Margaret Cousins, and Eleanor Rathbone were four such women.  Though each had a different way of life and level of involvement in India, all four were living examples of people that made a difference in the lives of women across the world.
Butler was the first feminist to propose the concept of global womanhood and her work against the Contagious Disease Acts motivated generations of feminists who followed in her footsteps.  Chandler was not a chief activist in the suffrage movement and her name does not stand out in history books as Butler’s does.  Nonetheless, she is important to the study of the suffrage movement, for she represents the common woman who was concerned about the social conditions of women not only in Britain, but also in India and across the world.  Cousins immersed herself in the culture of India and learned about the plight of Indian women first hand.  She was well respected by the native women, and helped found organizations that made immense steps towards equality and improving social conditions for Indian women.  Rathbone was a feminist who was not as actively involved as Cousins was in India and faced criticism from Indian organizations as a result.  Yet she showed that women living in Britain could still help to improve Indian women’s rights and should unite with women across the world on the issue of political equality. 

All four of these women represented global womanhood and had concern for the social conditions of women in India.  Each was living proof that not all feminists were women like Millicent Garrett Fawcett and Christabel Pankhurst, who did not follow through on their campaign platforms that included helping Indian women.  While Antoinette Burton is correct in her belief that some British suffragists did not uphold global womanhood, the four women examined in this paper prove that there were definitive exceptions to her thesis.  The concept of global womanhood began by Josephine Butler and embodied by Olive Chandler, Margaret Cousins, and Eleanor Rathbone, helped to generate support to improve the lives of Indian women and lives on today in feminists across the world.
Josephine Butler:

Josephine Butler was famous for her extensive work on behalf of Indian women during the Victorian era.  Beginning in 1869, she campaigned tirelessly against the Contagious Diseases Acts until their repeal in 1886.  The British government enacted these laws to prevent the spread of venereal disease among their soldiers and sailors.  The acts began in port and garrison towns, later spreading to numerous areas throughout the British empire, such as India, Hong Kong, Fiji, Gibraltar, and the Straits Settlements.  The Contagious Diseases Acts demanded that any woman suspected of being a prostitute be examined for venereal disease and, if diagnosed with it, be forced to stay in a hospital until rid of the disease.
  In India, the British government established the Cantonments Act in 1864 and the Indian Contagious Diseases Act in 1868, calling for regulation of venereal disease in military camps and control in various cities and seaports in India.

Butler opposed these acts for various reasons.  First, she believed that they were highly sexist by targeting women as the main source of the venereal disease problem.  This she believed was degrading to women and took away their right of personal liberty.  Butler did not think it was fair that men were not considered a source of the problem; if anything, it was an act that worked to protect men alone.
  Her campaign against the acts was described as a fight for “justice, for the assertion of constitutional liberties, for the equality of rights of citizenship for both sexes, a protest against the creation by legislative enactment of a slave class.”
  Butler felt that the Contagious Diseases Acts upheld gender inequality and that this was immoral.  

Secondly, Butler believed that protesting the acts was not only a fight for equal rights between men and women, but a fight to preserve the ideal of universal womanhood.  She felt that judging specific women as prostitutes and others as morally superior, segregated women.  Butler sympathized primarily with the Indian women that were viewed as prostitutes, for she maintained that they were forced into socially inferior positions as a result of male lust.  She truly believed in fighting for all women; not just those that were seen as sexually pure.   Butler felt that the division among women that the acts caused was wrong and disrupted the global unity between women that she believed was essential to acquiring equal rights.

Thirdly, Butler believed that the Contagious Diseases Acts proved the British government was to blame for the horrible conditions inflicted upon women throughout their empire.  She believed that military force characterized the British Empire and did not view women as natural citizens.  Dr. Walter Walsh, a friend of Butler’s who also fought against the acts, quoted her in a speech as stating that “what I feel for the Indian and other women, outraged by British surgeon fiends, no other sorrows strike like iron through my soul like this.  If I am not to die of it, I must work.  It seems to me that our Government doubles its sin when it forces on the women of a conquered race this cruelty and shame.”
  Butler therefore believed that the Contagious Diseases Acts reflected the negative power of the British government.  She opposed the power and cruelty that the British government exerted through these sexist acts and believed that both should be stopped.  Butler truly cared about the women in India and how the Contagious Diseases Acts affected them, devoting much of her life’s work to repealing the acts for the sake of these women.
Following the repeal of the Contagious Diseases Acts in 1886, thanks to the feminists’ efforts, Josephine Butler and the Ladies’ National Association continued to work on behalf of Indian women.  They sent agents and representatives to monitor progress in India, passed out pamphlets and published journals exposing the treatment of Indian women, and formed meetings throughout Britain and Europe to acquire support.  Butler encouraged other feminists to become involved in the work on behalf of Indian women and praised the exposure of the truth to the public.  In 1888, Butler wrote a forward to The Queen’s Daughters in India by Elizabeth Andrew and Katherine Bushnell, and praised the book for telling “the truth, the terrible truth, concerning the treatment of certain Indian women, our fellow-citizens and sisters, by the British Government.”
  Andrew and Bushnell, inspired by the leadership of Butler in the movement, describe within their book the truth about women’s lives in India, the effects that the Contagious Diseases Acts had upon them, and plead for the improvement of conditions that still existed, despite the repeal of the acts.
  Butler called for all women to join in on the cause, for she felt that “if the truth were known throughout the length and breadth of our land, it would become impossible for our rulers to continue to maintain the cruel and wicked Regulations by which these India women are enslaved and destroyed.”
  
Butler felt that the British Empire had oppressed the women of India, and that it was up to British women to acquire suffrage in order to help their sisters obtain equal rights and adequate social conditions.  With suffrage, Butler maintained that British women would “be much stronger in our vigilant efforts to keep out attempts at re-introduction of these laws, and in the gradual but most necessary work of enlightening our legislators on the great and vital questions involved in the struggle.”
  She discussed her jealousy of the women of New Zealand, who had suffrage, and argued that suffrage could be used to do “great and purifying work” on behalf of women throughout the world.
  While Butler truly desired the right to vote for British women, she constantly spoke of her ultimate dream of global womanhood to free all women from the restrictions of male-based societies.

Josephine Butler’s work to abolish the Contagious Diseases Acts was rewarded with their repeal in 1886.  She continued to improve conditions for Indian women and encouraged other feminists to follow her example.  Butler is still remembered as the first woman to promote global womanhood, and showed the world that universal suffrage and equal rights were deserved by all women.  She was well respected by important British feminists that came after her, such as Millicent Garrett Fawcett and Christabel Pankhurst, despite the fact that they did not uphold her philosophies.  The role she exemplified continued to motivate women after her death in 1906.  In a tribute written in honor of Josephine Butler, Fawcett stated that Butler’s inspiring example would live on in feminists around the world.
  In a 1913 issue of Common Cause, an editorial discussing the importance of universal womanhood praised Butler for her initial inspiration for women across the world to unite together.  The author of the editorial wrote that Butler “taught the unforgettable lesson that the wrongs of every woman are the wrongs of all woman, and no woman can be outraged or oppressed, but womanhood itself is the sufferer” and that the fight for suffrage “could never be solved by England alone, but must be linked on to the movement for reform in other countries.”
  Butler’s work on behalf of women in India and across the world was clearly a great motivation for the generations of women that followed her own, and undoubtedly inspired Olive Chandler, Margaret Cousins, and Eleanor Rathbone as well.  She showed that global womanhood should not be stepping stone for British women to acquire suffrage, but that it was a genuine necessity for women fighting for equal rights all over the world.
Olive Chandler:

Olive Chandler was a British feminist who wrote for the National Union of Women’s Suffrage Societies’ newspaper Common Cause.  This newspaper began in 1909 and was famous for its articles on suffrage and equal rights, in addition to being filled with editorials written in response to the information being printed.  Known for its publishment of debates on the issues of women’s rights, Common Cause also circulated information on foreign affairs and women across the world.
  Following a decidedly positive portrayal of the social conditions for women in India written by C.L. Wyllie, Chandler wrote a contradictory article entitled “How Women are Treated in India.”  She maintained that Wyllie’s depiction of Indian women was in no way the average way of life and felt she had to make the truth known so that conditions could improve.

Chandler began her article by describing Indian women’s relationships with their husbands.  She states that as a wife, a woman is “more of a machine than a human being” and must “worship her husband as a god.”
  Indian women had to be completely submissive to their husbands, were required to be in the presence of a male in public, and could not speak unless spoken to first.  The only time that women were allowed to speak their husband’s name and eat with their husbands was during their wedding ceremony.  For the rest of their lives, they had to address their husband as lord or master, and could only eat once their husband has finished.  Chandler shows that women in India were completely dominated by their husbands, had no personal rights of their own, nor did they appear to exist at all except in their role as a wife in the private sphere.
  

Chandler states that women in general were not welcome in Indian society and that the men “classify their women with cattle.”
  Male babies were predominantly favored, while female babies were “strangled, poisoned, or starved out of existence” despite attempts that were made by the British government to prevent it.
 However, Chandler’s dismal outlook argued that this spared the female baby from a horrible life.  When girls managed to live past infancy, they were either sold to priests or forced into marriage when they were no older than a child.  Their husbands could be as young as them, or as old as a middle aged man; husbands were chosen on the basis of who paid the highest price for the girl.  Following the wedding, the wife was taken to her husband’s home, where cruel treatment was not only inflicted by her husband, but also by the elderly women of the household that were required to follow his example.  Chandler wrote that the woman has no where to turn for comfort as her “parents’ home is closed to her” and “if she is ill treated and appeals to their compassion, they command her to humble and submit to her husband.”

Chandler goes on to argue that women were forced into an even worse fate following their marriage: widowhood.  While the British government put an end to “Suttee,” the forced suicide of a wife following her husband’s death, this was replaced by “Cold Suttee.”  This required widows to shave their heads, wear black constantly, fast twice a month, and eat only one meal a day.  They were generally supported by their husband’s family, who forced them to do the hardest work in the house in return.  Chandler writes that “with no hope in the world, what wonder if, as is often the case, she commits suicide.”
  Therefore, Chandler showed that the British government’s elimination of the “Suttee” was ineffective.  They needed to focus on improving the lives of the women, not just removing individual cultural practices.

Chandler advocated for the education of women in India in order to improve conditions, provide them with knowledge, and incorporate them into the public and political sphere.  She states that “their minds are stunted and their lives void of all intellectual attainments.  This is a deliberate waste of brain power and moral force, which if trained aright, would revolutionize the homes of India.”
  Chandler described the potential that she saw in Indian women and the fact that education would support the goal of universal suffrage and womanhood.  Concluding “such are the conditions under which millions of our fellow-subjects live,” Chandler resolved that the only answer to ending these atrocities was to acquire the right to vote.  This would give women across the world the power to change their lives, an education to support themselves, and would make the world a better place for future generations to live.

Olive Chandler’s article created a great backlash of letters to the editor, both disregarding and supporting her opinions.  Two British women wrote in disagreement with Chandler’s view of living conditions for Indian women, calling upon the support of literature and speeches written by Annie Besant and Mrs. Ramsey Macdonald, as well as references from the Hindu Code of Manu.  One letter stated that Annie Besant reported that when observing Indian women’s roles in the home “you must not conceive of it as a denial of women’s rights, but of both sexes, each sex regarding itself as having duties to fulfill.”
  It is crucial to understand that Annie Besant did not make the rights of Indian women a platform in her campaign for British women’s suffrage, a fact that caused a rift between her and Margaret Cousins.
  The writer went on to state that while husbands were to be considered as the lord and priest of the house, the wife was considered to be the priestess.  She stated that the Code of Manu declares “Women are to be honoured and adorned by father and brothers, by husbands, and also by brothers-in-law.”
  

Another letter suggested that Olive Chandler write a letter to Mrs. Ramsey Macdonald to ask her view of Indian women.  The letter said that in a speech Macdonald gave, she stated that “Indian women, in fact, have begun to climb the ladder of the franchise of the British government in India.”
  The writer, Christiana J. Herringham, concluded stating that “there are signs that Indian men are beginning to realize that the whole race is handicapped by the physical debility of the mothers of the upper classes, the result of seclusion.”
  However, she failed to mention what these signs are, nor did she comment upon lower class Indian women.
People also wrote letters to Common Cause in support of Olive Chandler’s article.  H.B. Hanson, a doctor who spent many years working in India, wrote a letter to the editor confirming everything that Chandler stated and felt she did not exaggerate in the slightest.  Hanson recognized that while there were cases of women that were happy in their place in the home, “there are others who frequently complain of the hardness of their lot and the rigour of Hindu religious customs.”
  Hanson argued that it would not help the suffering women of India to rely on individual cases of happy women, that there were still numerous existences that required reform.  In the conclusion of the letter, the writer compared conditions of Indian women with British women, stating that “I look forward to a time when, with the effective weapon of vote in their hands, the women of England, who have themselves learnt so much of suffering…shall turn their attention to the women of the East.”
  Hanson reminded readers that it was often believed that British women exaggerated their unequal position in society and that people should not foster the same belief about Indian women.

A second letter, written by S.F. Waring, began by disreputing those that disagreed with Olive Chandler’s letters, maintaining that they had no first hand account of Indian women’s living conditions.  Waring wrote, “I feel sure that most people who have had first-hand acquaintance with India, other than mere tourists, will uphold every word Mrs. Chandler said in her article.”
  Waring argued against the letter that used the Code of Manu as a point of reference, since it was written in the thirteenth century B.C.  Waring proposed the question of whether or not modern women should be ruled by such an ancient code.  Waring stated that while the Code of Manu is at times respectful to women, it is just as often degrading in its portrayal of women as less a person than a man.  The letter cited specific quotes from actual Indian women that stated they were not even allowed to pray to Hindu gods for “that was for the men; for I was told a woman had no more to do with religion than a dog.”
  Waring showed that it was unrealistic to use the Code of Manu as an example of how Indian women are treated, when they are not even allowed to pray to the gods within the code.

The letters written to the editor of Common Cause suggested that Olive Chandler’s knowledge on Indian women was credible and her portrayal of them was factual. The letters written in favor of the article were from people that had first hand experience with the lives of Indian women.  They had unmistakable knowledge on the Hindu religion, and they cited specific cases and quotes from Indian women.  In contrast, the letters written in disagreement with Olive Chandler were essentially secondary sources.  Neither of the authors provided actual accounts of women in India.  They based their opinions on the bias beliefs of Annie Besant, Mrs. Ramsey Macdonald, and the ancient doctrine of the Code of Manu.

Olive Chandler’s article provided the public with insight and truth about the social conditions of women in India.  The letters written to the editor, both positive and negative, only endorsed her case more thoroughly.  Chandler clearly believed in improving the lives of Indian women, saw them as equals, and recognized the fact that suffrage would help them to move forward in society.  In contrast to feminists such as Annie Besant, Chandler recognized the importance of global womanhood and suffrage for all females.  While she did not emerge from the British suffrage movement as a well-known feminist, Chandler proved there were average women that cared about their sisters in India.
Margaret Cousins:

Margaret Cousins was an Irish feminist who moved to India permanently and worked in support of Indian women’s suffrage, education, and role in politics.  She is best known for having founded the Women’s Indian Association in 1915 and the All India Women’s Conference in 1927.  Cousins was the editor of the Women’s Indian Association’s official journal, Stri Dharma, and published several books on the plight of Indian women, including The Awakening of Asian Womanhood.
  She served for five years as the first female magistrate in India, during which she promoted education for Indian women and the establishment of educational facilities.  In 1931, Cousins organized the All-Asian Women’s Conference that discussed equality through opportunity and education, the abolishment of polygamy, and equal rights for property, divorce, and child guardianship.  She devoted her life to the cause of equality for Indian women and worked on a close, personal level with them.  Cousins was also close with prominent figures such as Mahatma Gandhi and Dr. S. Muthulakshmi Reddi, a female doctor who was well known in India at the time.
  
Cousins first moved to India in 1915 with her husband James and started out working as a teacher at a high school in Madanapalle.  She began meeting and socializing with Indian women in Madanapalle, discussing with them the importance of equal rights and education for women.  Cousins’ close friend, Dr. Reddi, remarked that Cousins “always took particular care to win our affection and never missed any opportunity to show that she was not different from anyone of us.”
  While Cousins primarily promoted the plight of Indian women, she believed it was necessary for women in general to view themselves as equals and to work together to attain equality.  She did not separate herself from the Indian women, view herself as morally superior, or see herself as a mother figure to them.

Cousins’ meetings in Madanapalle soon developed into an organization first called the Weaker Sex Improvement Society.  Later to be known as the Women’s Indian Association, Cousins officially established the group in 1917.  With the help of the W.I.A., Cousins began to devise platforms stressing the need for women’s education, the right to vote, schools to train female teachers and doctors, and equal education rights for boys and girls.
  She linked the importance of education and suffrage together, believing that each was reliant on the other.  Cousins stated that “the grant of the suffrage to Indian women will undoubtedly be a driving force in enabling them to secure greater educational facilities for themselves, and when education becomes compulsory and has extended its period of years, the future of India will be rosy indeed.”
  

In a character portrait of Cousins following her death in 1954, Dr. Reddi commented on her promotion for equal education for Indian children, stating how important Cousins felt it was that girls receive the same opportunities as boys.  She said that Cousins organized protest meetings in Soundarya Mahal Hall in 1918, when the City Corporation left girls out of their free compulsory program.  Cousins’ sincerity and true affection for the women of Indian struck Reddi and she stated that Cousins was a “sincere worker and never spared herself any trouble to help in furthering any good cause.”
  Cousins’ true concern for the rights of Indian women gained respect from the women she was fighting for.  Cousins also inspired them to fight for themselves and to join in on the cause.  She wished only to help them and never once wanted “name or fame for herself.”
  Cousins’ only request was for reward was right of equality for all women.
Cousins published her book The Awakening of Asian Womanhood in 1922.  It revealed the truth about Indian women’s lack of education, their ignorance, and the social inequality that existed in India.  Cousins stated that “all over Asia there is a natural shrinking in women from publicity; there is intense shyness; there is a great deal of self-consciousness and sex-consciousness, out of which education alone will lift the women.”
  She discussed that Indian women had no privacy and that their lives were dominated by their husbands.  Families forced marriage upon daughters as young as ten-years-old, they received no education, and were essentially slaves first to their fathers and then their husbands, from the time of birth.  She included the shocking statistic that for every 138 boys educated in public schools, only 13 girls received a public education.
  Cousins argued that for Indian women it was “ignorance that makes them slaves.”
  She believed that equal education was vital for Indian women in order to receive the rights that they deserved and to open their eyes to the truth about the lives they were living.
Cousins went on to argue that Indian women needed to be directly involved in the political government.  She maintained that both male and females played an important role as fathers and mothers in the family, and that “the nation is but the larger household.”
  Without the role of the “mother,” the Indian society was lacking and not running as efficiently as possible.  While Cousins acknowledged the fact that Indian women may not have been socially ready to accept their roles in government, she believed that they had the potential and would be ready with the help of education.

Overall, the main thesis of Cousins’ book was that education would improve the lives of Indian women, lead them towards the path of equality, and give them the rights that they deserved.  She viewed Indian women as equal to herself and women across the world, yet acknowledged that they lacked the confidence she had, as a result of their stunted education and social lives.  Cousins believed that education would give them confidence in themselves, independence from the men of India, and liberate them from their cultural restrictions.  She did not see herself as a model of the Western world and the way that they should be, but as their fellow sister that wanted to help free them from the barriers of social inequality.
  Cousins’ book not only exposed the horrors of the treatment of Indian women, but provided an answer to their problems and hope for their future.
The All-Asian Women’s Conference was arguably the most important event organized by Margaret Cousins.  Reddi stated that Cousins worked tirelessly on the platform for the conference, that she “would draft and redraft, type and retype letters and resolutions herself even at midnights.”
  The resolutions discussed at the conference included equal education and opportunities, equal marriage and parental rights, regulation of labor hours and wages, health benefits, child and adult education, prohibition of child marriage and labor, and equal moral standards in general for men and women.
  The All-Asian Women’s Conference was successful for it brought together women from many different places, all with the same goal of fighting for equality.  Numerous delegates at the conference praised Cousins for her proposal to hold the conference to begin with, for her tireless work to ensure its existence, and for the conference’s creation of an “indissoluble bond among Asian women.”
  The All-Asian Women’s Conference demonstrated Margaret Cousins’ distinct embodiment of global womanhood and her fight to ensure equal rights for women across the world.
Margaret Cousins devoted a large portion of her life to exposing the horrible truth of women’s roles in India.  As a famous theosophist born in Ireland, Cousins was close with various feminists, including Emmeline Pethick Lawrence, and her close ties with Indian women served as a model of global womanhood for the suffrage movement.  Living in India gave her first hand experience with Indian women and she worked on a personal level with them.  Not only did she work to expose the truth about women’s lives in India, but Cousins worked to improve these conditions.  She saw the need for equal education for women and the progressive effect it would have upon their lives.  Cousins believed they deserved the right to vote, equal opportunities in the government, and improved living standards in general.  She did not view herself as an example for how Indian women should behave, but as an equal woman that wanted the same rights that they deserved.  Cousins did not want credit for the work that she did, she only wanted improvement in Indian women’s social, political, and private lives.  Margaret Cousins believed in the idea of global womanhood and worked to see it achieved in her lifetime.

Eleanor Rathbone:

Eleanor Rathbone was a highly educated feminist that used her schooling for the benefit of others through work for welfare and social issues.  Her liberal family set an example for her at a young age, stressing the importance of reform issues.  Even before her birth, her family was involved in India when they opened their home to Indian reformer, Rommohan Roy, upon his visit to England in 1831.
  Rathbone is most famous for the legislative work she did to bar child marriage in India.  Her early career in government began in 1909 when she was elected as the first female member of the Liverpool City Council.  Then, she succeeded Millicent Garrett Fawcett as president of the National Union of Societies for Equal Citizenship in 1919.

As president of the NUSEC, Rathbone had a two part plan for the organization.  First, since women had been granted the right to vote in 1918, she wished to establish total equality for men and women.  This was to be done through equal pay, equal sexual standards, election of women to Parliament, establishing mothers as legal guardians to their children, and opening the legal professional field to women.  Secondly, Rathbone believed it was important and necessary to expand NUSEC beyond Britain to all of Europe, Latin America, Asia, and Africa.  Rathbone believed that women of Britain needed to actively use their right to vote to fight for women across the world.  Although British women were becoming more successful towards achieving equal rights, she felt that their fight was not over until women across the world had equality as well.  Rathbone stated that “so long as imperialism is an inescapable fact, and these, for the women of this country, including the welfare of all those women in Indian and the East whose wrongs, as compared to the worst wrongs of our past, are as scorpions to whims.”
  She directly related the plight of the women in India to what women in Britain had gone through, showing that all women had at one time experienced inequality, needed to work together to fight it, and had to support each other.

Rathbone became directly involved in the plight of Indian women in 1927, when she held a conference to discuss Mother India.  This was a controversial book by Katherine Mayo, a feminist author who opposed British imperialism and female sexual exploitation.  Mother India openly rejected Indian customs, their society, religion, government, and economy.  She attributed Indian women’s lack of rights to these aspects of their culture.  Following her characterization of Indian culture, she proposed the fact that Indian people were not fit to rule themselves.  Mayo’s book attacked the people of India and their way of life, creating uproar not only from India, but from readers of it all over the world.  Annie Besant, Margaret Cousins, and Gandhi rejected the book, stating that it was a far too cruel interpretation of life in India.  While they recognized the fact that there was some truth in the book, they felt Mayo had taken the issues too far.  They viewed her book as racist and unfair to the Indian people.

As controversial and degrading as Mayo’s book was, it ignited the interest of Rathbone, causing her to become more involved in India.  Her conference discussed the issues included in Mother India and attempted to separate the truth from the racism.  NUSEC decided it was important to see conditions in India from the point of view of Indian groups and sent them questionnaires on the subject.  However, this caused criticism of Rathbone and the NUSEC by Indian women.  They believed it was wrong of British women to do this when many of them had never been to India themselves, and therefore felt it was not their place to become involved.  Native women encouraged Rathbone to visit India herself so that she could grasp a better understanding and first hand experience of their lives.

Despite the negative response she received from Indian women and their organizations, Rathbone went on to hold a second conference on 1929.  This conference was for all female British organizations that had an interest in social reform for Indian women.  Once again, Rathbone and the NUSEC were criticized for their predominantly Western view of India.  Dhanvanthi Rama Rau, an Indian woman visiting London at the time, “disputed the right of British women to arrange a conference on Indian social evils in London, when all the speakers were British and many of them had never even visited India.”
  She disapproved of the conference in general and was angered by the fact that none of the British women asked her about the current work of women’s groups in India.
  
As a result, Rathbone became more concerned about the views of Indian women, feminists, and leaders.  She realized she had been approaching the social issues in the wrong manner and identified the fact that she was “afraid some of them” (Indian women) “thought us rather time-serving and opportunist.”
  Rathbone began to understand that it was vital that she saw the conditions of women in India first hand, in order to fully appreciate what she was attempting to fight for.  She started corresponding with women in India, and learned from them about their lives and those of women throughout their country.  In January of 1932, she visited India for a month long tour.  Rathbone used this visit to learn about women’s organizations in India and how effective legislation against child marriage was.  She learned more about cultural customs and social life in India, obtaining first hand experience that would make her a credible social reformer on behalf of Indian women.

When Rathbone returned to Britain, she continued her work to improve social conditions for Indian women.  In 1934, she published Child Marriage: The Indian Minotaur, a book that reflected her visit to India, exposed the truth about Indian women’s lives, and proposed solutions to improve their living conditions.  In reference to her fight on behalf of Indian women, Rathbone stated “where suffering and injustices affecting women are concerned, I as an old suffragist cannot remember or bother about national distinction.”
  She felt that her exposure of Indian women’s lives was not only a fight for them, but for women across the world.

Rathbone began her book by presenting facts and statistics on the issue of child marriage in India.  She stated that forty-two percent of all Indian girls were married before the age of fifteen-years-old.  The husbands of these child-aged wives could be as young as them or as old as sixty.  Rathbone gave direct quotes from doctors in India that attended births of children from girls as young as twelve that nearly died in labor, as a result of their young age.  It was not uncommon for doctors to see young girls that were ill with diseases ranging from tuberculosis to sexually transmitted diseases, that went untreated as a result of the lack of attention by their husbands and families.

Rathbone showed that women in India were severely restricted by their place in the home, received little to no education, and were completely controlled by their husbands.  She lamented the fact that Indian girls were “robbed of the brightest period of her life, her girlhood and youth.”
  Once they married, Indian girls were trapped and unable to get out of their marriages, no matter how poorly they were treated by their husbands and in-laws.  Rathbone recognized the only thing worse for Indian women than being trapped in a marriage was widowhood.  When their husbands died, women were expected to be in constant mourning, could eat only one meal a day, and were treated as the lowest of all human beings.

Within Child Marriage: The Indian Minotaur, Rathbone combined exposure of the social problems in Indian with solutions for the future.  In contrast to Mayo, she did not fully blame the culture and religious customs of India, nor did she reject their ability to reform.  Rathbone openly blamed the British government and imperialism for the social conditions in India.  She questioned if her readers felt that “British administrators, either during the generations when they were in semi-autocratic control, or in recent years when they have shared that control with Indians, have done the best” that they could for the Indian women.
  Rathbone asserted that the British government had not done all they could and had not recognized the negative consequences of child marriage.  She proclaimed that “the time to act is now, while the Constitution of India is being rebuilt from its foundations” and believed that “all who share this view should give effect to it through all the usual means of Parliamentary pressure.”
  Rathbone encouraged people to write letters to Parliament, protest the state of women’s lives in India, and to work to improve conditions for women across the world.
Once Rathbone published her book, she sent it to many of her Indian correspondents and to women’s organizations in India.  Compared to her previous attempts to encourage reform on behalf of Indian women, her book was well received and appreciated by women in India.  In 1934, the All-India Women’s Conference discussed her book, in addition to her offer of financial funding for further groups to be established in India.  While they accepted her book as a positive aspect of reform, the AIWC was divided on whether or not to accept foreign funds from her on behalf of Britain.  Some Indian women recognized her offer as help from a fellow woman, wishing only to help her sisters across the world.  Others believed that the funding should come within India itself and that they did not need foreign charity.  Ultimately, the AIWC refused Rathbone’s offer of funding, however, the positive feedback on her book represented how far she had come in her fight for Indian women and their growing acceptance of her as a credible activist.

Eleanor Rathbone was a British feminist and activist who worked for social reform for women in India.  Though she did not live in India as Margaret Cousins did, she believed she had an obligation as a woman to fight for women’s rights across the world and for her sisters in India.  Despite the fact that Indian women initially rejected her work, Rathbone was ultimately able to gain their respect and appreciation for her work to eliminate child marriage and improve social conditions for their women.  Rathbone represented global womanhood in her attempts to expand NUSEC beyond Britain to other countries, her encouragement for British women to become involved in India, and her belief that the problems of women in one country were the universal problems of women across the world.  
Conclusion:

Many prominent British feminists used the plight of Indian women as a platform for their campaign towards suffrage, while in actuality they cared more about the right to vote than they did for these women.  They claimed to fight as a unified sex for equal rights, yet believed that British women should receive the right to vote first and foremost.  However, there were women who cared about their sisters in India and supported the concept of global womanhood.  Josephine Butler, Olive Chandler, Margaret Cousins, and Eleanor Rathbone were four women who upheld these ideals.  Each approached the issues of social reform and suffrage in various ways.  Some of their political tactics were similar, while others appear drastically different.  

Butler focused on the fight against negative legislation imposed on the women of India by the British government, such as the Contagious Diseases Acts.  She laid the foundation for the idea of universal womanhood and influenced many women that followed in her footsteps.  Chandler did not play an essential part in the suffrage movement, but she was an example of a common woman that was concerned about the social conditions of her sisters all over the world.  She proved that every woman deserved a voice in politics and could be heard, even if they weren’t famous like the Josephine Butler or Eleanor Rathbone.  Cousins was particularly unique in that she lived in India, immersed herself in their society, and worked closely with the women there.  She promoted their right to have a role in politics and worked to acquire a higher level of equal education for women.  Rathbone was criticized for not having as in-depth an understanding of the lives of Indian women; however she continued to work on their behalf for it was a cause that she believed in.  She held conferences in Britain for women who were concerned about social conditions in India and published material exposing the truth about Indian women’s lives to those that had not heard it.  Despite the differences between these four women, they had one important thing in common: their embodiment of global womanhood and their passionate drive to improve the lives of women in India.
Bibliography

Primary Sources:
Andrew, Elizabeth, and Katharine Bushnell. The Queen’s Daughters in India. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1929.

Butler, Josephine. “Letter to the Editor.” Auckland Star, May 3, 1895.

Chandler, Olive. “How Women Are Treated in India.” Common Cause, June 2, 1910, 117-118.
Cousins, Margaret E. The Awakening of Asian Womanhood. Madras: Ganesh & Co., 1922.

E.S. “Women in India.” Common Cause, June 16, 1910.

Fawcett, Millicent Garrett. “The Guardian, London: Tribute by Mrs. Fawcett.” The Shield, January 1907. The Garrison Family Papers, 1694-2003, collection held at the Sophia Smith Collection, Smith College.
H.B. Hanson, M.D. “To the Editor ‘The Common Cause.’” Common Cause, July 27, 1910.

Herringham, Christiana J. “To the Editor ‘The Common Cause.’” Common Cause, June 16, 1910.

Pethick-Lawrence, Emmeline. My Part in a Changing World. London: Victor Gollancz Ltd., 1938.

Rathbone, Eleanor F. Child Marriage: The Indian Minotaur.  London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1934.

Rathbone, Eleanor. “The Harvest of the Women’s Movement.” November 29, 1935.

Reddi, Dr. Muthulakshmi. “Mrs. Cousins As I have Known Her.” March 11, 1954.

“Solidaire.” Editorial in Common Cause, June 6, 1913.

Swanwick, Helena. “The New Imperialism.” Common Cause, May 30, 1913, 116.

“The Tribune: Persecution and Ridicule.” The Shield, January 1907. The Garrison Family Papers, 1694-2003, collection held at the Sophia Smith Collection, Smith College.
Walsh, Dr. Walter. “Josephine Butler.” April 29, 1928. From the Prostitution Collection, collection held at the Sophia Smith Collection, Smith College.

Waring, S.F. “How Indian Women are Treated: To the Editor ‘The Common Cause.’” Common Cause, June 23, 1910.

Secondary Sources:
Burton, Antoinette. Burdens of History: British Feminists, Indian Women, and Imperial Culture, 1865-1915. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1994.

Fletcher, Ian Christopher, Laura E. Nym Mayhall, and Philippa Levine, eds. Women’s Suffrage in the British Empire: Citizenship, Nation, and Race. New York: Routledge, 2000.

Jayawardena, Kumari. The White Women’s Other Burden: Western Women and South Asia During British Colonial Rule. New York: Routledge, 1995.

Kent, Susan Kingsley. Sex and Suffrage in Britain, 1860-1914. New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1987.

Mayhall, Laura E. Nym. The Militant Suffrage Movement: Citizenship and Resistance in Britain, 1860-1930. New York: Oxford University Press, 2003.

Ramusack, Barbara N. “Catalysts or Helpers? British Feminists, Indian Women’s Rights, and Indian Independence.” In The Extended Family: Women and Political Participation in India and Pakistan, edited by Gail Minault. India: Kay Kay Printers, 1981.

� Antoinette Burton, Burdens of History: British Feminists, Indian Women, and Imperial Culture, 1865-1915 (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1994), 174.


� Burton, Burdens of History, 175. and Kumari Jayawardena, The White Woman’s Other Burden: Western Women and South Asia During British Rule (New York: Routledge, 1995), 261-262.


� Burton, Burdens of History, 175.


� Helena Swanwick, “The New Imperialism,” Common Cause, May 30, 1913.


� Ibid.


� Burton, Burdens of History, 200.


� Susan Kingsley Kent, Sex and Suffrage in Britain, 1860-1914 (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1987), 64.


� Burton, Burdens of History, 130.


� Mayhall, Laura E. Nym, The Militant Suffrage Movement: Citizenship and Resistance in Britain, 1860-1930 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 93.


� “The Tribune: Persecution and Ridicule,” The Shield (January 1907), The Garrison Family Papers, 1694-2003 (Collection held at Sophia Smith Collection, Smith College).


� Kent, Sex and Suffrage in Britain, 65.


� Dr. Walter Walsh, “Josephine Butler,” April 29, 1928 (From the Prostitution Collection held at Sophia Smith Collection, Smith College).


� Elizabeth Andrew and Katharine Bushnell, The Queen’s Daughters in India (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1929), vii.


� Ibid, v-vi.


� Ibid, vii.


� Josephine Butler, Letter to the Editor (Auckland Star, May 3, 1895).


� Ibid.


� Burton, Burdens of History, 169.


� Millicent Garrett Fawcett, “The Guardian, London: Tribute by Mrs. Fawcett”, The Shield (January 1907) from the Garrison Family Papers, 1694-2003.


� “Solidaire” Editorial (Common Cause, June 6, 1913).


� Burton, Burdens of History, 180.


� Olive Chandler, “How Women Are Treated in India,” (Common Cause, June 2, 1910).


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� E.S. “Women in India,” (Common Cause, June 16, 1910).


� Jayawardena, Kumari, The White Women’s Other Burden: Western Women and South Asia During British Colonial Rule (New York: Routledge, 1995).


� E.S. “Women in India.”


� Christiana J. Herringham, “To the Editor ‘The Common Cause,’” (Common Cause, June 16, 1910).


� Ibid.


� H.B. Hanson, M.D., “To the Editor ‘The Common Cause,’” (Common Cause, July 27, 1910).  


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� S.F. Waring, “How Indian Women are Treated: To the Editor ‘The Common Cause,’” (Common Cause, June 23, 1910).


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ian Christopher Fletcher, Laura E. Nym Mayhall and Philippa Levine, eds., Women’s Suffrage in the British Empire: Citizenship, Nation, and Race (New York: Routledge, 2000), 191.


� Kumari, White Women’s Other Burden, 152.


� Dr. Muthulakshmi Reddi, “Mrs. Cousins As I have Known Her” (March 11, 1954).


� Ibid.


� Kumari, White Women’s Other Burden, 151.


� Margaret E. Cousins, The Awakening of Asian Womanhood (Madras: Ganesh & Co., 1922).


� Reddi, “Mrs. Cousins As I Have Known Her.”


� Ibid.


� Cousins, Asian Womanhood, 15.


�Ibid, 23.


� Ibid, 23.


� Ibid, 25.


� Ibid, 25.


� Ibid, 57.


� Reddi, “Mrs. Cousins As I have Known Her.”


� Kumari, White Women’s Other Burden, 152.


� Reddi, “Mrs. Cousins As I Have Known Her.”


� Kumari, White Women’s Other Burden,” 100.


� Barbara N. Ramusack, “Catalysts or Helpers? British Feminists, Indian Women’s Rights, and Indian Independence,” in the Extended Family: Women and Political Participation in India and Pakistan, Gail Minault (India: Kay Kay Printers, 1981), 112.


� Ibid, 113.


� Kumari, White Women’s Other Burden, 100.


� Kumari, White Women’s Other Burden, 100 and Ramusack, “Catalysts or Helpers?” 114.


� Ramusack, “Catalysts or Helpers?” 115.


� Ibid, 115.


� Eleanor Rathbone, “The Harvest of the Women’s Movement” (November 29, 1935).


� Kumari, White Women’s Other Burden, 101.


� Eleanor Rathbone, Child Marriage: The Indian Minotaur, (London: Victor Gollancz Ltd., 1938).


� Ibid, 27-32.


� Ibid, 35.


� Ibid, 36-38.


� Ibid, 14.


� Ibid, 88.


� Kumari, White Women’s Other Burden, 102.





