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to office aspirants who expect to succeed by other mesns than an
appeal to the suffrages of the people; it makes every office of any
prominencs or importance slective. FPolitical jugglers had znuch
rather try their fortunes by bringing influences to bear on the ap«
pointing power than hazard their pretensions by coming directly
before the people. It should be distinctly understood that one of the
avowed objects among the leading opponents of the constitution
is to deprive the people of a conziderable portion of the elective
privilege which the present constitution if edopted would confer.—

Southport Telegraph.

U"AGRICOLATS" VIEWS ON RIGHTS OF MARRIED WOMEN
" (February 27, 1347)

Ber1ar Brown Esg., )
Editor of the Wisconsin Demotrai,

Sir: The constitulion receptly agreed upon by the conven-
tion and to be submitted to the people on the firat Tuesday in April
next is undergoing an active discossion in the public press and
smong the people. As ane of the citizens of the fervitory, feeling
a deep interest in thiz question, I am degirous of snbmitting the
foliowing observations to the public through your paper,

1 do not propose to go into an examipation of the whele con-
stitution; that would he too tedious for my purpose altogether.
But in looking over the gconstitution T have been forcibly impressed
with the article securing the “rights of married women™ as ocae of
great importance, the benefits of which ¢an hardly be foreseen or
anticipated, This article, so far as my exzperience goes, is new, in
this cuunf.r:,r at Jeast. It is nevertheless so plain and simple in its
proﬂmﬂna that it is believed very little if any difficuity will ogeur in
carrying out its chjects.

That woman hes long been regarded by the common law as &
mere slave (8o far as civil privileges are concerned) to her husband*s
will canncot be denied. It is true that the hushand is justly rec-
ognized ss the head of his homse. But does it follow that hig
wife is to be utterly cut off from all privileges and rights, so far as
her owh property is conecerned? ¥ mean ihat property which was
hers at the time of her marriage, or which comes to her by will or
descent afterwards. There c¢ertainly is neither reason aor justice
in taking the property which today belongs to a single woman and
sppropriating tornorrow, without her consent, and against her own
wishes, merely by the will of her husbhand, simply and only because
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she has become his wife. Nay, much less is there any good reason
why the property which comnes fo & married woman by descent or
devise from her parents or other relatives or friends should ba at
once taken by her husbhand and disposed of, and I may say in toc
many instances utterly dissipated and losi, not only against her
wishes and consent, but very frequently leaving her helpless and
destifute. .

The above supposed case, sir, is not one drewn from fancy, but
it i5 stich as every practicable man sees daily in the ordinary oc-
currences of Iife. Now the provisien In the constitution is simply
thiz: *“All property, raal and persons), of the wife, owned by her
at the time of her mnarriage, and also that acquired by her after her
marriage by gift, devise, descent, or otherwise than from her hus-
band shall be her separate property.”

It would seem thst no principle of equity or justice is violated by
this provision. If any reasonable man will reflect deliberately upon
this article, it is confidently believed that be can come to no other
conclusion than that it is just, it is right, and should be adopted.
But it is said (and in some high places) that this provision will
Iead to dissensions between the hushand and wife, that “woman is
1o be transferred from her approprzate domestic sphere, taken away
from her children, and cast out rudely into the strifes and turmoil
of the world, there to have her finer sensibilities blonted, the mling
motives of her mind changed, and every trait of loveliness blotted
out.” Is this z0? I have carefully looked over this article again
and again, and, surely, I am totally unable to conceive any such
consequences a5 likely to flow from it.  Is there apything so horrible
in the fact that a married womean s in the possession of a few
hundred dollars’ worth of property, which her husband cannot
deprive her of without her consent? What worthy and well-dis-
posed man would fee] himself aggrieved or injured by his wife re-
ceiving a devise from her relations of any given amount of property
even upen the conditicn that he should not dispose of it without her
comsent? It is most frmly believed that few, wvery few hnsbands
would reject a bequest made to their wives upen this condition,
even if they could. No, sir, it is my opinion that almost if not
quite every married man in the territory would gladly see a bequest
made to and received by his wife upon this very condition.,

But there is another view of this question much more important.
How often is it seen that a young woman at the time of her marriage
and for a few years thereafter is situated happily, enjoying the
prosperity of her hushand for a season, which happiness proves only
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Mlusory, when socner or Jater disappeintment, calamity, or dis-
sipation overtakes her husband, and all her future prospects are
blighted, and nothing but want, misery, and destitution are staring
her in the face. How often, aye, indeed, how often are such un-
fortunate cases met with] And now suppose only for one moment
that this provigion of the constitution was in operation, and this
same wife had had at the time of her marriage a portion of property
which had “remained her separate property'’ and was still hers
and under her control, or suppose she should thereafter receive
soch property by gift, degeent, or devise. How different, indeed,
would be her praspects! Who that shall witness such a case but
will exult and rejoice that the constitution of his state provides this
security for the “'rights of married women."”

On the gther hand, if the husband be a prospercns and worthy
man, how can the wife’s property, being bevond his conirol, be a
source of affliction or trouble to him? Certainly the yearly inecme
from such property will in some way come into the hands of his
wife, and if she does not place it in his possession she will nse it
either for hergelf or her children, in either of which cases he will ba
directly benefited by if. But the truth is, in almost every case of
this kind the wife will give her husband the whole control of the
income from her gseparate property, since she will have no good
reason to withhold it from him.

It is said again in opposiiion to this article that “avch a law exista
in France, and that more than one-fourth of the children annually
born in Paris are illegitimate,” Mr. Editfor, if there is any man in
this ¢comimunity more deserving of pity than another, it is he who is
capable of uttering such a sentiment in opposition to this pro-
vision! What, eir, is this but a direct and slanderous imputation
against the virtue of all our women! Qur mothers, our wives, our
sisters, and cur daughters sre all, sll ineluded in this fell denuncia-
tion! Such an objection is nnworthy any man; it is unfit for publie
refutation, and as such I shall leave it to rankle in the heart of him
only who has had the boldness and efirontery to state it.

In conclusion (for my article is already much longer than I
intended) I will only say that so far 23 I am informed and have
understood, this article is one of the most popelar provisions in the
constitution and will secure many strong friends for its adoption.

Mozt respectfully vours, etc.,
AGHICOLA



