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    Introduction


    
      The suffragettes are unique among British political groups of the twentieth century
      in that over a hundred years later, we still take them at their own estimation. In other words, we accept without
      question what they said about themselves at the time and treat their propaganda today as being objectively true.
      This is very strange, because it means that we accord them a respect, even veneration, which is not granted to
      any other past political party or faction. The peculiar regard in which the suffragettes, the militant members of
      the Women’s Social and Political Union (WSPU), are held has tended to stifle criticism and discourage close
      examination of what they actually stood for. Nowhere is this more clearly
      demonstrated than in that most famous of suffragette slogans, one of the most memorable and well-known
      catchphrases in political history; ‘Votes for Women’.
    


    
      At first glance the words, ‘Votes for Women’, shown in Illustration 1 on an enamelled badge, could hardly be plainer and less ambiguous and it is little
      wonder that such a devastatingly simple demand should stick in our minds and be familiar to everybody in Britain,
      well over a century after the phrase was first used. It is only if we take the trouble to look a little more
      closely at the organization with which this slogan is associated that doubts begin to creep in. The WSPU coined
      the phrase but printed in the leaflets and all the newspapers which they produced, the following statement
      appears, which may be seen in Illustration 2, from the
      Friday, 27 August 1909 edition of the Votes for Women newspaper;
    


    
      The Women’s Social and Political Union are NOT asking for a vote for every Woman.
    


    
      This means of course that a more accurate way of expressing the aim of the suffragettes would
      have been to cry, ‘Votes for some Women’, which is not nearly as pithy and concise.
      Hearing a slogan such as this would also inevitably cause listeners to ask which
      women were to be given the vote and who would be denied it? The answer is simple and disturbing; the
      Parliamentary franchise for working-class women was never something that Emmeline Pankhurst wanted and she and
      her suffragettes fought only so that propertied and university-educated women should be given the vote. Little
      wonder that at the time critics suggested that a more apt slogan for the suffragettes would have been ‘Votes for
      Ladies’. This is a strange and unwelcome truth and it is scarcely surprising that few people today are keen to
      confront the full implications of it. One wonders how many people today are aware that the suffragettes were
      really fighting so that just upper and middle-class women could have the vote?
    


    
      The difference between the easily-remembered slogan and what one might term the fine print, or terms and
      conditions, attached to the demand for the franchise, provides us with a perfect illustration of how the real
      history of the suffragettes has become obscured and forgotten. On 16 June 2019 a search on Google for ‘Votes for
      Women’ returned 2,770,000 results. A search for ‘The Women’s Social and Political Union are NOT asking for a vote
      for every Woman’, on the other hand, gave just four results. The official policy of the WSPU has thus become
      almost lost to us and all that is now remembered is the meaningless, but memorable, slogan. The propaganda
      soundbite is known to us all, but scarcely anybody knows what the suffragettes were really fighting for.
    


    
      That the suffragettes were engaged in a fierce struggle for democracy as we know it today, that is to say every
      adult man and woman having the vote, is of course now taken as a given by almost everybody. One need only look at
      what happened on the centenary of the legislation which gave some women the right to vote in Parliamentary
      elections.
    


    
      On 10 June 2018, tens of thousands of women from across the United Kingdom took part in marches to commemorate
      the passing of the Act of Parliament in 1918 which gave some British women the vote. The suffragette colours of
      purple, white and green were very noticeable, and the banners carried in London, Belfast, Edinburgh and Cardiff
      made frequent mention of equality, as though this was something with which the suffragettes
      were associated. Few of those taking part in these inspiring events were likely to be aware that Emmeline
      Pankhurst and her daughter Christabel had a furious falling-out with the Labour Party, after members passed a
      resolution calling for a universal franchise, the vote for every adult man and woman. This modern notion of
      democratic equality was not at all what Emmeline Pankhurst and her followers wanted.
    


    
      The marches in 2018 had a distinctly left-wing, anti-Tory flavour to them and once again, we are compelled to ask
      just how much those taking part actually knew about Mrs Pankhurst and her suffragettes. Did they know that
      Emmeline Pankhurst campaigned for the abolition of trade unions? That she was bitterly opposed to socialism? We
      all know that Winston Churchill, that arch-reactionary, did his best to help break the General Strike in 1926.
      How many people are aware that Emmeline Pankhurst and her former lieutenant in the suffragette movement, Flora
      Drummond, worked alongside Churchill to the same end? How much did they know of Emmeline and Christabel
      Pankhurst’s support for ethnic cleansing and concentration camps? Did those marchers in 2018 even know that Mrs
      Pankhurst was an extremely right-wing member of the Conservative Party, and was adopted by the party as a
      prospective Parliamentary candidate? How much, in short, did those marching that day know about the suffragettes? Illustration
      4 shows Emmeline Pankhurst as she saw herself; a noble figure, fighting indefatigably for justice. This
      statue stands only 150 yards from Westminster Abbey, which was bombed by her supporters in 1914.
    


    
      Anybody undertaking more than the most cursory study of suffragette history is sure to have encountered the names
      of certain people belonging to the WSPU. As well as Emmeline Pankhurst and her daughters, there was Flora
      Drummond, who was nicknamed ‘The General’, Mary ‘Slasher’ Richardson, who hacked up the painting known as the
      Rokeby Venus with a meat cleaver, and Norah Dacre Fox, who was General Secretary of the WSPU from April 1913
      until the outbreak of the First World War in the summer of 1914. Brief accounts of the lives of these women may
      be found in the Appendix. These are some of the more prominent
      organizers and activists of the WSPU who tirelessly campaigned for certain women to be
      granted the right to vote in Parliamentary elections. Both their actions during the campaign for female suffrage
      and also the subsequent course of their lives, after some women gained the vote in 1918, might surprise a lot of
      those people who are today enthusiastic admirers of the suffragettes.
    


    
      Who remembers today that in October 1912 the Jewish Chronicle denounced Flora
      Drummond for what was described in a headline as a ‘Remarkable Anti-Semitic Outburst’? At a suffragette rally,
      Mrs Drummond had criticized Jewish politicians in Westminster, claiming that they were not really British.
      Anti-Semitism was rife among the suffragette leaders. Norah Dacre Fox hated Jews so much that in the 1930s she
      sent her 12-year-old son to Nazi Germany so that he could learn German and join the Hitler Youth. She was later
      interned during the Second World War alongside her close friend Sir Oswald Mosley, leader of the British Union of
      Fascists (BUF), because it was suspected that she was a fifth columnist. Emmeline Pankhurst’s daughter Adela was
      also imprisoned during the war for her pro-Nazi views and even Sylvia Pankhurst sneeringly described Home
      Secretary Herbert Samuel in 1931 as a ‘Jew-in-office’, an expression used in The Protocols
      of the Elders of Zion. The woman who slashed the Rokeby Venus, Mary Richardson, became head of the women’s
      section of the BUF.
    


    
      In this book we shall look at the organization founded by Emmeline Pankhurst, the WSPU, examining its aims and
      the way in which it was run. Several women who held important posts in the WSPU remarked in the 1930s that the
      spectacle of the suffragette rallies and the adulation accorded to the leader of the organization put them
      uncomfortably in mind of the dictatorships which emerged between the two World Wars. Even at the time of the
      suffragette campaign, some socialists said that the Pankhursts were not interested in democracy at all, but
      sought instead fame and personal attention. There were those who in later years regarded the WSPU as having been
      a proto-fascist group, strange though that sounds to us today.
    


    
      There can be no doubt that whatever our feelings about Emmeline Pankhurst, she certainly did not allow any
      democracy in the WSPU, but ran it as an autocrat. She openly admitted this; it was no secret. Nor did she seek democracy in society as a whole. Another idea which we will explore is that the
      experience of belonging to and holding office in the undemocratic organization which was the WSPU might have
      predisposed certain women towards authoritarianism. This might go some way to explain the attraction of fascism
      to a number of former suffragettes. At one time, this association of former suffragettes with Mosley’s fascists
      was common knowledge, although it has now been largely forgotten. C.S. Lewis, author of the Narnia stories, wrote
      a science-fiction trilogy in the 1940s. In the final volume, That Hideous Strength,
      published in 1945, he introduces the female head of a paramilitary police force by mentioning that, ‘Miss
      Hardcastle had apparently lived an exciting life. She had been, at different times, a suffragette, a pacifist,
      and a British Fascist.’ It is likely that this character was modelled on Mary Sophia Allen, who was the chief
      steward at Emily Davison’s funeral, ran a women’s police force and then joined the BUF. A brief account of her
      life may be found in the Appendix.
    


    
      We will be looking too at the way in which passionately dedicated people can seldom be dissuaded from their
      political, religious or philosophical views by rational argument, but are often accessible to conversion from one
      set of fanatical beliefs to another. The formerly militant atheist may become a devout Catholic, the socialist
      switches allegiance and joins the fascists or the pacifist turns into a jingoistic advocate of war. In the case
      of the suffragette movement, such changes of heart were remarkably common, as was the adherence to a dizzying
      variety of strange causes besides that of female emancipation. These ranged from Theosophy to Catholicism, from
      campaigns against vivisection to the fight against trade union activity, pacifism to militarism, socialism to
      fascism and Adventism to Rosicrucianism, to name but a few.
    


    
      Changes in political or religious outlook often develop with advancing age, but in the case of the suffragettes,
      they appeared to happen almost overnight. In 1913, Chancellor of the Exchequer David Lloyd George was so hated by
      the suffragettes that they bombed his house, an action for which Emmeline Pankhurst was sent to prison. Three
      years later, the Pankhursts and Lloyd George were the best of friends, making common cause
      against the Germans and Mrs Pankhurst was able to state publicly that;
    


    
      We declare there is no life more valuable to the nation than that of Mr Lloyd George. We would endanger our own
      lives, rather than his should suffer.
    


    
      From wishing to see his house blown up, Emmeline Pankhurst had shifted her position to the extent that she would
      risk her own life, rather than to see Lloyd George suffer.
    


    
      To understand who the suffragettes were and what they stood for, it will be necessary to see what kind of person
      their leader was and the type of women whom she attracted to her movement. Since there exists a good deal of
      popular misunderstanding about just who the suffragettes were, we must begin by asking ourselves a simple
      question; who were the suffragettes?
    

  


  
    Chapter 1


    Who Were the Suffragettes?


    
      Sometimes a specific, individual brand or trade name becomes the term by which an
      entire class of things is known. Only a limited number of vacuum cleaners are manufactured by the Hoover company
      and yet many people talk of ‘hoovering the floor’, no matter what make of machine they are actually proposing to
      use for the purpose. The terms ‘Hoover’ and ‘vacuum cleaner’ have become interchangeable and all but synonymous.
      So too with the suffragettes, who constituted only a small fraction of those campaigning in the years before the
      First World War for the right of women to vote in Parliamentary elections. Although fewer than 10 per cent or so
      of the British women belonging to organizations fighting for the Parliamentary vote at this time were
      suffragettes, this has become the general name by which they are all known. To understand how this confusion has
      arisen, it will first be necessary to see first what was happening in Britain during the nineteenth century.
    


    
      Participation in the British political system was for many hundreds of years limited strictly by class and
      gender. The right to vote was conferred by the ownership of houses or land and since the right of women to own
      property was very restricted, the electorate, until the Great Reform Act of 1832, was limited to a small number
      of important or well-to-do men. In 1831, just 10 per cent of men and no women at all were able to vote in
      Parliamentary elections. The situation slowly improved during the rest of the century, with the Parliamentary
      franchise, the right to vote for one’s MP, being extended to more and more men. With the passing of the Reform
      and Redistribution Acts of 1884–5, 60 per cent of men in the United Kingdom were given the Parliamentary vote.
      Women were, however, still barred from being able to vote for their MP.
    


    
      Some people in nineteenth-century Britain thought that every man should have the right to vote; universal manhood
      suffrage was one of the demands of the Chartists. This was also the line taken by socialists.
      There were those who believed that women should have the franchise as well. Most of the men and women who felt
      this way and joined campaigns about extending the franchise belonged to the middle or upper classes. For working
      people, the improvement of conditions in factories and a better standard of living were far more pressing
      concerns than acquiring the Parliamentary vote.
    


    
      Those who wanted women to be given the right to vote for Parliamentary elections were known as suffragists and
      they achieved an enormous amount during the second half of the nineteenth century. This was done by quiet,
      patient work. They did not smash windows, plant bombs, burn down churches, throw themselves under racehorses,
      assault people or do any of the other things for which the suffragettes later became famous. Among the many gains
      made by the suffragist movement, for which both men and women worked tirelessly, were such things as the right of
      women to vote in municipal elections, which came in 1869, and the following year the ability to vote for, and
      serve on, the newly-created school boards. When County Councils were established in 1888, women were able to vote
      in those elections as well. Four years later, the law was interpreted to mean that women were also eligible to
      stand for election as County Councillors. From 1875, women had acquired the right to be elected as Poor Law
      Guardians. The result of all this peaceful, law-abiding and methodical work by the suffragists was that by the
      end of the nineteenth century, around 1,500 women held elected office in England and Wales, 1,000 as Poor Law
      Guardians, 300 on school boards and another 200 or so as district councillors.
    


    
      This was the state of affairs when Emmeline Pankhurst started her WSPU in 1903. We see at once that things are a
      little more complicated than we often think, when we are considering Edwardian Britain. The case is often
      simplified and presented as men had the vote and women did not. However, some 40 per cent of men in Britain at
      that time did not have the Parliamentary vote. Some women, by contrast, were able to vote in municipal and county elections and were also able both to vote and stand for
      office in other roles in local government. Emmeline Pankhurst was in the best possible position to know this, for
      in 1894 she was herself elected to the position of Poor Law Guardian in Chorlton, a suburb of
      Manchester, and in this capacity visited workhouses to check on their conditions.
    


    
      The suffragist movement had focused their efforts on proving that women were not only morally entitled to vote in
      Parliamentary elections, but that they were also intellectually equipped to do so. One objection to the idea of
      the female franchise came from those who claimed that women’s minds were somehow inferior to those of men, either
      because they were too apt to be governed by their emotions or were less able to grasp complicated or abstract
      ideas. The daughter of one of the most well-known suffragists quietly disproved this strange idea.
    


    
      Millicent Garrett Fawcett was the sister of Elizabeth Garrett Anderson, Britain’s first female doctor. She
      devoted much of her life to obtaining the franchise for women. Her daughter Phillipa studied at Cambridge
      University and in 1890 came top in the Mathematical Tripos, beating every man. Her score was 13 per cent higher
      than the best male student that year. Even the Daily Telegraph reported this
      achievement, remarking that it demonstrated that women were every bit as intellectually able as men. It was this
      kind of thing which helped to persuade ordinary people that women really might have a point when they insisted on
      equal political rights.
    


    
      The tactics of those using peaceful means to obtain the Parliamentary vote for women paid off and by the 1890s it
      was clear that most MPs at Westminster were in favour, at least in principle, of women being granted the
      franchise. During that decade 340 MPs, a comfortable majority, had pledged their support for enfranchising women.
      In 1897 the House of Commons passed a women’s franchise motion by a majority of seventy-one votes. The world was
      changing and most people could see that the enfranchisement of women was eventually going to happen both in
      Britain and the rest of the world. The question was not whether women would get the
      Parliamentary vote in Britain, but rather when this might happen and, even more
      importantly, upon what terms. The process had of course already begun in the British Isles, as well as other
      parts of the Empire.
    


    
      The Isle of Man, a British dependency in the Irish Sea, has the oldest continuously operating parliament in the
      entire world, the Tynwald, and in 1881 women on the Isle of Man were given the same rights as
      men to vote for representation in it. Parts of America had already made a similar move as early as 1869, when the
      state of Wyoming enfranchised women. New Zealand gave women, including Maoris, the vote in 1893 and Australia
      soon followed suit. The grotesque situation had then arisen whereby native women in one of the colonies could
      vote in parliamentary elections, but women in London, the heart of the British Empire, could not. All this being
      so, why was there no sign of the law actually changing at that time in Britain? The devil, as is so often the
      case, lay in the detail.
    


    
      No political party is likely to be so quixotic as to change the law in a way which means that they will be less
      likely to be voted in at the next election. We have seen in the last few years how reluctant either of the two
      main British parties, Conservative and Labour, have been to agree changes to constituency boundaries which might
      militate to their disadvantage. In the case of the enfranchisement of women, the advantages to one party or the
      other depended entirely upon the qualification for voting. We are so used today to the idea that every adult over
      a certain age can vote, that we might forget that there were other restrictions in place during the late
      nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
    


    
      One way of deciding which women should have the vote would have been to have a property qualification, that is to
      say those who owned houses or land should have the Parliamentary vote. Giving women the vote on those terms would
      of course benefit the Conservatives. Well-todo people of either sex would be more likely to vote for them. A
      simple residence qualification, on the other hand, would mean that those in rented accommodation who had been
      living in a district for a certain length of time would be able to vote. This would be to the advantage of the
      Liberals, because those who supported them tended to have less money and be of a lower social class than the
      typical Conservative voter. As for the small Independent Labour Party, they hoped to see universal manhood
      suffrage, the old dream of the Chartists. This would mean that every single adult male would be able to vote in
      Parliamentary elections. Some of them wanted too to see all women given the vote. Neither the Conservatives nor
      Liberals viewed this prospect with any great enthusiasm. A universal franchise, with every
      working-class adult, male and female, being able to vote, might easily result in a government led by Labour. That
      this was not a groundless fear was shown when just five years after all men and some women were granted the
      Parliamentary franchise in 1918, Britain’s first Labour government came to power.
    


    
      In the Introduction it was mentioned that Emmeline Pankhurst’s WSPU were not asking for a vote for every woman,
      which might have come as something of a surprise to some readers. This declaration on the part of the
      suffragettes requires a little explanation. Those agitating for the enfranchisement of women in Britain fell into
      two broad camps. On the one hand were those, many of them on the left, who were calling for a universal
      franchise. This is the situation today; every adult over a certain age has the right to the Parliamentary vote,
      regardless of whether they have been to university, own property or rent it, or anything else. Today, we see this
      as the only fair, just and equitable democratic system. The suffragettes though had no time for such demands and
      indeed, the Pankhursts broke from the Labour Party over that very question, which they felt was liable to delay
      the granting of the vote to women of their own class. Instead, they campaigned for what was known as the ‘equal
      franchise’.
    


    
      The equal franchise meant that the vote should be given to women on the same conditions as it was, or might in
      the future be, given to men. This, it was felt by the suffragettes, would make it easier to get legislation
      extending the franchise to women through Parliament, because it would mean granting the vote to a fairly small
      group of women, most of them property owners or university graduates. It would mean that a woman who owned a
      sweatshop or ran a factory might gain the vote, but that the ordinary working-class women whom she employed would
      not. It need hardly be said that for the Liberals, who held power for most of the Edwardian period, and also many
      working-class women, this scheme was anathema.
    


    
      One woman who was not at all enchanted by the idea of the equal franchise was Ada Nield Chew, a brickmaker’s
      daughter who had left school at the age of 11. An active member of Keir Hardie’s Independent Labour Party, Chew
      was also an organizer for the National Union of Women’s Suffrage Societies. She wrote
      scathingly about the concept of the equal franchise, clashing with Christabel Pankhurst on this subject in a
      series of letters to the socialist weekly newspaper The Clarion. Ada Chew’s view was
      plain: ‘The entire class of wealthy women would be enfranchised … the great body of working women, married or
      single, would be voteless still.’
    


    
      This then was the state of play when Emmeline Pankhurst and her daughters started their new suffragist group in
      October 1903. Emmeline Pankhurst, or Goulden as she was born in 1858, came from a fairly well-off and politically
      conscious family in Manchester. Her family were liberal and mildly left-wing. Both parents were supporters of the
      idea of female suffrage. Her mother, Sophie Goulden, was also a staunch believer in the abolition of slavery,
      which was at that time widely practised in America. One of Emmeline’s earliest memories was of helping her mother
      collect money at a bazaar to help the impoverished former slaves in the United States at the end of the American
      Civil War. Sophie Goulden also subscribed to the Women’s Suffrage Journal and so it
      was not in the least surprising that her daughter should have grown up with strong feelings on the subject of
      women being able to vote.
    


    
      When she was 21, Emmeline Goulden married a 44-year-old barrister called Dr Richard Pankhurst. Pankhurst was a
      radical, with a firm commitment to female emancipation. He was known as ‘the red doctor’, both because of his
      political views and also because he sported a bushy red beard. Politically, Richard Pankhurst could hardly have
      been more radical, believing as he did in such things as the abolition of the monarchy and House of Lords,
      together with the nationalization of land and independence for Ireland and India. It was his stated aim to have
      the 1884 Representation of the People Act amended to include women. He had been involved in the legal battle
      which resulted in women being able to vote in local elections.
    


    
      Following their marriage in 1879 the Pankhursts had four children, three girls and a boy. Their first child,
      Christabel Harriet, was born exactly nine months after the wedding, followed eighteen months later by Estelle
      Sylvia, who was only ever known by her middle name. Francis Henry was born two years later, in 1884, and the
      following year saw the birth of Adela Constantia. All three of Mrs Pankhurst’s daughters were
      involved in the founding of the WSPU and all were to be active in it for years, but it was Christabel, her oldest
      and favourite child, who was to do most to shape the direction which the new group took.
    


    
      Emmeline Pankhurst and her family struggled financially throughout the whole of the marriage. This led to their
      living for several years with Emmeline’s father, Robert Goulden. He refused to make any kind of settlement of
      either property or money upon his daughter, which resulted in great bitterness on her part. After Emmeline and
      her family moved out of the Goulden household in 1885, she did not speak to her father again from that moment
      until his death seven years later.
    


    
      Richard and Emmeline Pankhurst and their children moved to London, where Emmeline opened a shop while her husband
      stood for Parliament. Both ventures failed and led them into debt. They returned to Manchester and then came back
      to live in London again, this time in the Bloomsbury area, near the British Museum. At their new home, they
      entertained men and women from across the whole spectrum of radical politics. Their guests ranged from Karl
      Marx’s daughter Eleanor to William Morris, from Annie Besant to the Russian anarchist Peter Kropotkin. In 1889,
      Emmeline Pankhurst and her husband, along with other similarly-minded people, founded the Women’s Franchise
      League, which was in some ways a forerunner of the WSPU. Richard Pankhurst died in 1898 and after she had
      recovered from her husband’s death, Emmeline Pankhurst decided that all the previous groups fighting for female
      emancipation had suffered from two glaring defects. First, they had allowed men to become members and secondly
      they spent too much time discussing and debating, rather than taking direct, physical action.
    


    
      Existing suffragist organizations, which had been campaigning for the Parliamentary vote for women for decades,
      included both men and women among their members. The WSPU though refused from the very beginning to allow men to
      join them. This struck many people as a little odd; that a group supposedly dedicated to fighting the injustice
      of excluding one gender from political activity should immediately institute a similar ban on the grounds of
      gender among its own members. The second way in which the WSPU was to differ from other
      groups fighting for the vote was that their motto was to be ‘Deeds not words’. On the face of it, this seems to
      be a harmless-enough maxim. After all, ‘deeds’ can include marches and other peaceful activity. This was not
      really what Mrs Pankhurst intended though.
    


    
      To understand the significance of the word ‘deeds’ in the context of the WSPU we need to be aware that during the
      1890s Europe was alarmed by terrorist attacks and assassinations carried out by revolutionaries and anarchists.
      In his Eleventh Thesis on Feuerbach, Karl Marx observed that, ‘Philosophers have
      hitherto only interpreted the world in various ways; the point is to change it.’ Some political activists in the
      closing decades of the nineteenth century understood this to mean that instead of a lot of talk, they should take
      action to bring about concrete changes in the way that society was ordered and arranged. The quickest and most
      dramatic way of effecting rapid change was by means of assassinations and bomb attacks. Most of these were
      carried out by anarchists, and politically-motivated terrorism of this kind was known as ‘propaganda by the
      deed’. In other words, an unpopular prime minister or monarch would be removed by the throwing of a bomb and this
      both changed the nature of the government, while at the same time delivering a message more powerful than that
      conveyed by any manifesto or statement couched in mere written words. It was to this state of affairs that the
      suffragette motto of ‘Deeds, not words’ referred.
    


    
      Despite the stirring, and to some people alarming, declaration that there were to be deeds rather than words, for
      the first couple of years after it was founded in October 1903, the WSPU carried on in much the same way as
      previous women’s suffrage societies had. It was not until 1905 that the first ‘deeds’ were carried out and from
      the very beginning they boded ill for the supposed aim of securing the Parliamentary vote for women.
    


    
      In the autumn of 1905, a general election was in the wind and it seemed highly likely that the Conservatives, who
      had been in power for almost a decade, would be ousted by the Liberals. It was decided by Christabel Pankhurst
      and her mother that this was a good time to target those who were likely to be ministers in any new government
      and press them in the most determined manner on what they proposed to do about female
      enfranchisement. On 13 October 1905, Christabel and Annie Kenney went to Manchester’s Free Trade Hall where
      Liberal MP Sir Edward Grey was speaking. Annie Kenney, a former mill-girl, was incidentally the only
      working-class woman who ever rose to any noticeable degree in the WSPU.
    


    
      At the meeting, Annie Kenney stood up and shouted a question to Sir Edward, asking whether a Liberal government,
      if elected, would give the vote to women. When he failed to reply, Christabel Pankhurst unfurled a banner which
      she had brought into the hall, concealed beneath her clothing. It said, ‘Votes for Women’. Kenney then climbed
      onto a chair and shouted her question again. Both women were ejected from the meeting by stewards. The police,
      who were present, asked them to leave the building. They had no wish to arrest either Christabel Pankhurst or
      Annie Kenney. It was at this point that the suffragette ‘militancy’ began, for Christabel Pankhurst spat in the
      faces of two of the police officers and slapped another, Inspector Mather, on the cheek. Exercising almost
      superhuman restraint and forbearance, the police did not arrest either woman, but instead escorted them into the
      street, where both Pankhurst and Kenney began shouting and trying to attract attention. Enough was enough and it
      was only at this point that they were arrested and then charged with disorderly behaviour and assaulting the
      police. In court the following day, they refused to pay the fine imposed by the magistrate and were accordingly
      sent to prison for seven days.
    


    
      As the first instance of suffragette militancy, deeds, rather than mere words, the events at the Free Trade Hall
      that evening are worth considering a little. We read earlier of Phillipa Fawcett, daughter of the noted
      suffragist leader, Millicent Fawcett. In 1890, Phillipa Fawcett had scored higher than any of the male students
      in the Mathematical Tripos at Cambridge University, an achievement which earned her a favourable mention in both
      The Times and the Daily Telegraph. Three years earlier,
      Aganata Ramsey had done so well in the Classical Tripos, also at Cambridge, that she had gained a first-class
      degree. It so happened that none of the male students that year had been awarded a first. This remarkable
      achievement had been the subject of a cartoon in Punch magazine.
      Academic triumphs of this kind had created a tremendous impression and rather cut the ground from beneath the
      feet of those who claimed that women were intellectually inferior to men or were more governed by their passions
      than their minds. Compare this with the images evoked by the behaviour of Christabel Pankhurst and Annie Kenney
      at the political meeting in Manchester in 1905.
    


    
      It is hard to imagine anything more likely to confirm all the irrational prejudices against women than the
      conduct of the two women at the Free Trade Hall. Spitting at people and slapping their faces, climbing onto
      chairs and shouting; this was precisely the kind of thing which some men suggested was typical of women when men
      were debating important matters in a calm and rational fashion. At a stroke, a good deal of the work of the
      suffragists over the course of the preceding decades was undone. This was only the beginning though. There was
      far worse to come.
    


    
      We have so far looked at the background of Emmeline Pankhurst and seen some of the factors which led to her
      founding a new and militant group which insisted on an immediate change in the law to extend the franchise to
      some women. Readers may perhaps be forgiven for growing a little impatient, for nothing so far contains the
      slightest hint of fascism. Imprudence perhaps, but nothing worse than that. Already though, even at this early
      stage of the suffragette campaign, there were indications of the direction which was to be taken. In the next
      chapter we shall be considering what is meant by the word ‘fascism’ and how we might be able to define just what
      constitutes a ‘fascist’ organization. For now, though, we will look at a single aspect of fascism, the one
      infallible feature shared by all fascist parties and movements: a contempt for democracy and rejection of the
      democratic process.
    


    
      When the WSPU began in 1903, there were raised eyebrows at the idea that a group founded to fight sexism should
      begin by excluding half the population from membership. All previous suffragist organizations had been open to
      men and women and the exclusion of men in this way struck some as not being a brilliant advertisement for democracy. Then too, there was the adherence to the idea of the equal, rather than
      the universal, franchise. Many socialists wanted to see every man and woman in the country given the vote. We
      must remember that almost half the men in the United Kingdom also lacked a vote. Granting the vote to a handful
      of middle and upper-class women, before those working in factories and mines had it, seemed a terrible idea to
      many people and not at all a democratic move.
    


    
      The WSPU was of course always a middle-class pressure group, with only one working-class woman, Annie Kenney,
      admitted to the counsels of the leadership. There is good reason to suppose that Emmeline and Christabel
      Pankhurst did not feel easy about being in the company of working-class people and this explains why their
      membership tended not to be drawn from this demographic group. An anecdote related by Sylvia Pankhurst is
      interesting. She and her mother attended a meeting of the Social Democratic Federation in the East End of London.
      This was Britain’s first openly Marxist political party and they could not afford to meet anywhere other than
      stables and other less-than-salubrious premises. As Sylvia Pankhurst wrote of one meeting: ‘The chairman had
      scarcely finished speaking when Mrs Pankhurst rose up and insisted on leaving the hall. Outside she told us that
      she had found a bug on her glove, and therefore could not bear to remain any longer.’ Nothing could more clearly
      indicate Emmeline Pankhurst’s feelings about spending time among those forced to move in poorer circles than her
      own. It is true that she cared about the less fortunate and worked on their behalf when she was a Poor Law
      Guardian, but her natural environment was middle-class drawing rooms. She was a bourgeois at heart.
    


    
      As the WSPU grew and began to acquire substantial funds, there were moves by some members to establish it on a
      democratic basis. When it had been set up, the WSPU had a constitution and annual general meetings, at which
      members could vote for changes. All this was quite unacceptable to Emmeline Pankhurst, who wished to remain in
      sole and unfettered control of the group which she had started. She had allowed these trappings of democratic
      accountability merely for the sake of appearances; she had never imagined that anybody would
      actually use them to question her decisions. Some members though were uneasy at the increasing militancy and
      wanted to see some of the wilder actions, which were attracting unfavourable attention in the newspapers, scaled
      back. The year 1907 was a crucial one for the suffragettes, as they were now known.
    


    
      The origin of the term ‘suffragettes’ for the members of the WSPU is a curious story. A few months after
      Christabel Pankhurst and Annie Kenney were arrested in Manchester, a journalist working for the Daily Mail newspaper devised an expression for this fierce new breed of young suffragists. The
      word ‘suffragette’ first appeared in the edition of Wednesday, 10 January 1906. The man writing a piece about the
      WSPU chose to create a diminutive form of the word ‘suffragist’ by adding the suffix ‘ette’, much as we call a
      small kitchen a kitchenette and a small cheap novel a novelette and so on. Of course, this new term was intended
      to be patronising, dismissive and slightly insulting, but as sometimes happens in such cases, those to whom it
      was applied adopted it as their own. During the course of 1906 the word caught on, both with those who delighted
      to describe themselves as suffragettes and also with the general public. It captured the imagination in a way
      that the word ‘suffragist’ never had and this accounts in part for the fact that today we call any Edwardian
      woman campaigning for the Parliamentary vote a suffragette.
    


    
      In early 1907 the Labour Party conference passed a motion calling for a universal franchise, the Parliamentary
      vote for every adult in the United Kingdom, man or woman. Nothing fairer or more democratic could be imagined,
      but both Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst were enraged by the move and cut all ties with the Independent Labour
      Party, of which they had been members for some years. They went much further than this. After they had
      extinguished even the nominal appearance of democracy in the WSPU, of which more later, the two Pankhursts who
      were really in complete control of the group insisted that all members sign a pledge in which they promised
      firstly that they agreed with and supported the policies of the WSPU and also that they would not support any
      political party. This meant of course that no member of the Labour Party could remain in the WSPU and that anybody who disapproved of militant actions would be compelled to leave. It read as
      follows;
    


    
      MEMBERSHIP PLEDGE
    


    
      I endorse the objects and methods of the WSPU, and I hereby undertake not to support the Candidate of any
      political party at Parliamentary elections until Women have obtained the Parliamentary Vote.
    


    
      The pledge which was introduced towards the end of 1907 rid the WSPU of all Labour Party members, as well as
      anybody who supported the Liberals or Conservatives. Combined with another event in September, it meant that
      almost every working-class woman and most of those who did not live in London or south-east England also left the
      organization.
    


    
      In addition to Emmeline Pankhurst, various other strong-willed women who were determined to gain the franchise
      for women had joined the WSPU, and were by the autumn of 1907 becoming concerned at the direction which it seemed
      to be taking. Among these were people like the 63-year-old Charlotte Despard, a socialist and friend of Eleanor
      Marx, and also Teresa Billington-Greig, who was close to Labour leader Keir Hardie. These two, together with
      other leading members of the WSPU, were becoming alarmed at the autocratic control which Emmeline Pankhurst was
      exercising over the group and were also growing uneasy about the level of militancy, fearing, with some
      justification, that this might prove counter-productive.
    


    
      The annual conference of the WSPU was due to be held in October 1907, but Emmeline Pankhurst caught wind of plans
      to hold a serious debate about the future of the group and was thoroughly affronted at what she saw as a
      challenge to her authority. In fact, what people like Charlotte Despard and Teresa Billington-Greig planned was
      not some kind of takeover bid, but rather an attempt to exert a little democratic control over the organization’s
      activities. A month before the conference was due to be held, Emmeline Pankhurst called an urgent meeting on 10
      September. At this meeting, to which only handpicked members from London were invited, the constitution was
      annulled and the names of those on a new committee which would manage the affairs of the WSPU
      were read out. All had been chosen for their loyalty to Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst. Before this meeting,
      Emmeline Pankhurst had told one of her supporters that she was going to ‘tear up the constitution’.
    


    
      The effect of this move was that the WSPU lost almost all its rank-and-file working-class members. The leadership
      had always been almost entirely composed of middle-class women, but in the north of England there were a number
      of working-class members. When Charlotte Despard and Teresa Billington-Greig were expelled from the organization,
      they formed a new group called The Women’s Freedom League. Many of the WSPU branches in the north went over to
      this new movement and so the members who remained tended to be middle-class and well-to-do women in London.
    


    
      It was after this purge of what Emmeline Pankhurst saw as disloyal or rebellious elements that she was first
      described as a dictator. There had not even been any pretence at democracy in what had been done. Everybody now
      knew that the WSPU was the Pankhursts and nobody else was to be allowed any kind of say in what was done. After
      the meeting. at which those members who differed from Emmeline Pankhurst about the direction that the WSPU should
      be heading were thrown out of the organization, one woman said that, ‘Mrs Pankhurst wants us to have votes, but
      she does not want us to have opinions’. Nobody was under any illusions after October 1907 that the WSPU
      was Emmeline Pankhurst. The accusation was bandied about among those who had been
      ejected that she had behaved like a dictator. This was curious, because 30 years later, when Europe was in the
      grip of what has been called the Age of the Dictators, some former suffragettes looked back and claimed to
      discern in the WSPU the germ of such dictatorships, explicitly comparing Emmeline Pankhurst with men such as
      Hitler.
    


    
      It is time to consider the extent to which the Women’s Political and Social Union may fairly be regarded as a
      proto-fascist organization. To do that, we must first establish what is meant by ‘fascism’.
    

  


  
    Chapter 2


    The Cult of the Leader and the Rejection of Democracy


    
      Since the end of the Second World War, the word ‘fascist’ has been used
      indiscriminately as a catch-all, pejorative expression which is liberally applied alike to military dictators,
      unpopular politicians and even ordinary police officers going about their duties. The real meaning of fascism
      seems at times to have been all but forgotten. However, the fascist movements which were seen in Europe during
      the 1930s shared distinct features which enable us to distinguish genuine ‘fascists’ from other political groups.
      First, and most importantly, such groups have a mistrust of democracy, which borders on contempt. Even when they
      exploit the machinery of democracy to achieve their ends, they have no respect for it. Secondly, fascist
      movements tend to be financed by the wealthy, rather than getting their money from small donations and membership
      fees from their rank and file. Aristocrats and bankers are likely to provide the money, often because they hope
      to exploit the group for their own purposes, perhaps by using them to combat socialism, an ideology which they
      think might damage their business interests. Thirdly, there is a fierce intolerance of any opposition to their
      political aims, either from within the party or in society at large. Opposition or dissent within the group
      typically results in purges of rebellious members; when those outside set themselves against the movement, this
      is often met with terrorism, either in the form of attacks on individuals or by more indiscriminate means.
    


    
      In addition to the above, there is what the Nazis called the Führerprinzip, or
      ‘leader principle’. This means that the leader of the party or movement is the ultimate arbiter of what is and is
      not acceptable; his or her word has unshakable authority and overrules everybody else’s views and opinions and
      even the law of the land. This of course is why fascist leaders prefer to be dictators,
      rather than to depend upon the constantly-changing wishes of a fickle electorate or unreliable legislature.
    


    
      There are other notable characteristics of fascism, such as fervent and bellicose nationalism, often combined
      with racism and anti-Semitism. The reason that a few of the defining marks of fascism have been outlined above is
      simple, although perhaps a little shocking to modern readers. It was suggested in the 1930s by some former
      members of the WSPU that Emmeline Pankhurst’s suffragettes had foreshadowed the rise of the fascists who held
      power in Germany, Italy and Spain and that Mrs Pankhurst had, in effect, been running a proto-fascist group.
    


    
      Not all the dictatorships which were such an undesirable development in Europe during the 1920s and 1930s were
      fascist, of course. There were other strong and infallible leaders besides Hitler, Franco and Mussolini who could
      do no wrong and make no mistakes. Stalin, the Soviet leader, was one such character. The Führerprinzip means that such figures, because they are officially not prone to error and have
      absolute power, sometimes seem to acquire a godlike personality to their followers and to those who bow down
      before them either in fear or adoration. They become part of a cult of personality: images and statues of the
      leader are treated like icons. This is not something with which the British have generally had any truck. Their
      politicians and leaders have always been treated as being all too human and fallible and the idea that anybody
      would regard Nigel Farage or Boris Johnson, say, as demigods, is likely to make most of us smile in disbelief.
    


    
      Emmeline Pankhurst though was just such a leader. She was unique and symbolized not only the movement which she
      started, but also its aims. That anybody other than a Pankhurst would ever have had a say in how the WSPU was run
      is frankly absurd. Every member who disagreed with her, including her best friend and even two of her daughters,
      was cast out of the organization in disgrace simply because they advocated different means to achieve the aim of
      an equal franchise for women.
    


    
      The rejection of democracy is of course, by definition, an integral part of the nature of a
      dictatorship. Often, this goes hand-in-hand with the regular purging of those close to the supreme leader who
      either have ideas of their own or do not adhere to the leader’s teachings with sufficient enthusiasm. When
      dictators manage to gain power, this can result in dissenters being imprisoned or even executed. When such people
      are merely the heads of fringe groups, they are more limited in the vengeance they can wreak on heretics and
      rebels. Even so, punishment can be quite harsh. Adela Pankhurst was effectively exiled to the other side of the
      world for disagreeing with her mother, Emmeline Pankhurst.
    


    
      Readers might be surprised to learn that all the common characteristics of the dictatorships of inter-war Europe
      listed above can be seen, and may even have their first iteration of the twentieth century, in Emmeline
      Pankhurst’s suffragette movement. Let us start with the notion of the wise leader who is never wrong. This is a
      very odd idea in Britain, where from time out of mind political leaders and prime ministers have always been the
      object of ridicule and subject to accusations of incompetence, stupidity or deceit. This is what we mean by
      democracy; the freedom to criticize those who represent us and to replace them if they do not come up to scratch.
      It is the reason that political parties in countries like Britain and the United States are important, rather
      than this or that individual who happens to be leading them at any particular moment. Britain has its
      Conservative Party, for instance, but no single person, either past or present, symbolizes the ideals embodied in
      the party. There are a number of famous Conservatives, ranging from Benjamin Disraeli to Margaret Thatcher, but
      the party itself is more important than any of these individuals. The same applies to the Liberal and Labour
      Parties. The situation is similar in America and other democracies. Looking at the history of the twentieth
      century though, there are some leaders who are so inextricably linked to the movements they founded that one
      cannot imagine the party or group without its founder and leader. The German Nazi Party is an example of this. It
      stood for Hitler’s ideas, was formed by him and died when he did. The Italian fascists are
      another instance. Mussolini both founded and led the party and it ended with his death. There could have been no
      other leader but Il Duce, the leader. Hitler too adopted the same title in German,
      that of Führer.
    


    
      The first head of a political movement ever to be known by followers simply as ‘the Leader’, with a capital ‘L’,
      the word being used almost as a title, was, surprisingly, Emmeline Pankhurst. Just as with Hitler and the Nazis,
      it is impossible to imagine the suffragettes without Emmeline Pankhurst. The two are bound together indissolubly.
      The organization which she founded, the WSPU, bore a number of disturbing similarities to those led by Hitler and
      Mussolini, to such an extent that in the 1930s some former suffragettes and those who had supported them were
      comparing European dictators such as Hitler, Stalin and Mussolini to her. Writing in the 1930s Cicely Hamilton,
      who wrote the words for the suffragette song The March of the Women, the official
      anthem of the WSPU, described Emmeline Pankhurst as ‘a forerunner of Lenin, Hitler and Mussolini – the leader who
      could do no wrong’. She said too that the WSPU was ‘the first indication of the dictatorship movements which are
      by way of thrusting democracy out of the European continent’. Emmeline Pethick-Lawrence, who was as close as
      could be to Emmeline Pankhurst, until she was herself purged from the movement in 1912 for opposing the
      increasing militancy, wrote in 1938, apropos of Emmeline Pankhurst, ‘It is so-called upholders of democracy who
      create, when they are false in their principles, and when they attempt to crush their opponents, dictatorships.’
      She went on to say that the WSPU, ‘bore a certain resemblance to the dictatorships so common in the world today’.
    


    
      The idea of Emmeline Pankhurst as some kind of dictator is an odd one at first sight and runs counter to all that
      we think we know about her. Surely she was a champion of democracy, a woman who wished ardently to see the right
      to vote extended? The difficulty with this view of Emmeline Pankhurst is that her actions indicated something
      quite different and, stripped of a century of hagiography, her behaviour shows not the least enthusiasm for
      democracy, either where she and her followers were concerned or in the nation as a whole. To be fair, Pankhurst
      herself made no bones about being something of a dictator. Here are her views on the matter,
      expressed in her autobiography, My Own Life, which was published in 1914. She is
      talking here of the internal organization of the WSPU:
    


    
      If at any time a member, or group of members, loses faith in our policy, if anyone begins to suggest, that some
      other policy ought to be substituted, or if she tries to confuse the issue by adding other policies, she ceases
      at once to be a member. Autocratic? Quite so. But, you may object, a suffrage organisation ought to be
      democratic. Well the members of the W.S.P.U. do not agree with you. We do not believe in the effectiveness of the
      ordinary suffrage organisation. The W.S.P.U. is not hampered by a complexity of rules. We have no constitution
      and by-laws, nothing to be amended or tinkered with or quarrelled over at an annual meeting. In fact, we have no
      annual meeting, no business sessions, no election of officers. The W.S.P.U. is simply a suffrage army in the
      field. It is purely a volunteer army, and nobody is obliged to remain in it. Indeed we don’t want anybody to
      remain in it who does not ardently believe in the policy of the army.
    


    
      This all seems perfectly clear. Emmeline Pankhurst ran her organization without any semblance of democracy and
      those who didn’t like it could leave.
    


    
      As we have seen, the WSPU did have a constitution to begin with, but it had been torn
      up by Mrs Pankhurst and anybody who argued about this was simply ejected from the organization. This kind of
      ruthless approach to dissent is eerily reminiscent of the way that purges are sometimes carried out in
      dictatorships, with those questioning the authority or policies of the supreme leader being cast out. This
      happened of course when an attempt was made to turn the WSPU into a democratic group. The irony of a group which
      was supposedly fighting for democracy acting in this way to expel members who called for more democracy will
      perhaps not escape readers!
    


    
      After tearing up the constitution at the meeting in 1907, a memorandum was circulated to every branch of the
      WSPU, just on the off-chance that there was anybody who failed to grasp the significance of
      what had occurred. It said, among other things that, ‘We are not playing experiments with representative
      government. We are not a school for teaching women how to use the vote. We are a militant movement.’ The circular
      went on to remind all members that, ‘those who cannot follow the general must drop out of the ranks’.
    


    
      There were those at the time who were dubious about Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst’s real motives in all this.
      Some people thought that they wished only to be leaders for the sake of it, that they sought power and authority
      as an end in itself. John Bruce Glasier, Chair of the Independent Labour Party, said what many outside the WSPU
      already suspected, that, ‘Really the pair are not seeking democratic freedom but self-importance.’
    


    
      Just as with Hitler and the Nazi Party and Mussolini and the Italian fascists, Emmeline Pankhurst was the WSPU. She founded it and when she felt it had served its purpose, it came to an end. It
      embodied her ideas and nobody else was allowed to have any influence at all. Little wonder that her followers
      called her the Leader, because that is precisely what she was and wished to be; the leader who is answerable to
      nobody else. Emmeline Pankhurst and the suffragette movement are one and the same. This was how those who were
      not thrown out of the WSPU liked it. They wanted a strong leader who would tell them what to do, how to do it and
      even what to think. There grew around Mrs Pankhurst something very similar to a cult. Badges and brooches were
      sold to followers with her photograph or initials on them and even statuettes of her daughter Christabel were
      cast, which followers could display in their homes like icons. These cost 5 guineas (£5.25p) each, an indication
      of how much money some of the suffragettes had to throw around. This is equivalent to well over £400 in modern
      terms.
    


    
      Perhaps this is a good point at which to pause for a moment and consider how extraordinary is the idea of
      producing miniature statues of the leader, or daughter of the leader, of a British political group. A good modern
      comparison might be Nigel Farage, who has for years been a well-known figure in Britain, the more-or-less
      undisputed leader of that faction in politics which wishes to leave the European Union.
      Farage is very popular among his followers, but it is difficult to imagine that any of them are so enamoured of
      the man that they would wish to pay £400 for a statue or bust of him to put on the mantelpiece, let alone one of
      his daughter.
    


    
      We have looked at one of the defining features of any totalitarian dictatorship, the leader who must be slavishly
      obeyed, whatever strange idea he or she comes up with. Another of the things which both left-wing and right-wing,
      undemocratic movements provide for their members is the staging of spectacular meetings and parades, together
      with a fondness for uniforms. We think of the Nuremberg rallies or the military parades in Moscow’s Red Square.
      Events like these are, on the one hand, entertainment, something like a circus or musical, but they are also a
      chance for people to feel that they are part of something much bigger than themselves. The singing or chanting in
      unison, the fact that people are wearing some kind of uniform and that there are bright colours everywhere;
      parades and rallies like this are still popular today and seen in countries such as North Korea.
    


    
      Old photographs of suffragette marches are very deceptive. The shades of black and white give a very dull
      impression; it’s why many of us subconsciously imagine Edwardian Britain as lifeless and grey. Suffragette
      rallies and meetings though were spectacularly colourful and lively. This is because the WSPU had a uniform which
      all members were expected to wear when attending large public meetings. It had been devised to be instantly
      recognizable to outsiders and allow women to identify themselves both to other suffragettes and also to outsiders
      as being one of the club.
    


    
      It was Emmeline Pethick-Lawrence, who was a founding member of the WSPU, who came up with the idea of the
      suffragette colours of purple, white and green: white for purity, green for hope and purple for majesty. These
      three colours were used for ribbons, scarves, badges and a host of other items which allowed them to be publicly
      displayed. The effect, when combined with hundreds of banners in the same colours, was overwhelming. The women
      were encouraged to wear white dresses or green skirts and purple hats, combined with purple, white and green
      accessories. This combination was openly referred to as the suffragette ‘uniform’. In October
      1908, the WSPU magazine Votes for Women carried the following advice:
    


    
      There are one or two occasions already on the programme when it will be essential to the general effect that all
      members of the Union shall wear full dress uniform, ie, the white frock with regalia and colours. So we must see
      to it that we have at least one white frock in our winter wardrobe. At the meeting in the Albert Hall on October
      29th every suffragette shall be distinguished at a glance by her white uniform.
    


    
      This was the ‘full dress’ uniform of the WSPU. There was another, for everyday wear at meetings and also for
      important events where the ‘full dress’ uniform might not be appropriate. In December 1908, for example, when Mrs
      Pankhurst and Christabel were due to be released from prison, Votes for Women
      arranged for a special reception for the two women. Members were advised;
    


    
      We heartily urge all those who can do so to make a special effort to wear the uniform. It will consist of a short
      skirt of purple or green, a white golf jersey and a simple hat of purple or green. The regalia will be worn over
      the right shoulder and will be fastened under the left arm.
    


    
      On the face of it, all this sounds pretty innocuous; women wearing white frocks and special colours to denote
      their allegiance to a political cause. Is it really possible to draw a connection between such a thing and the
      fascist movements of the 1930s? A moment’s thought shows us that not only is this possible, it is inevitable. We
      remember that uniforms of this kind are actually illegal today in Britain and have been so since 1936. Political
      uniforms were expressly banned by the Public Order Act which was passed that year. Section 1 of the Act is quite
      specific. It says that:
    


    
      Subject as hereinafter provided, any person who in any public place or at any public meeting wears uniform
      signifying his association with any political organization or with the promotion of any
      political object shall be guilty of an offence.
    


    
      There is no tradition of this sort of thing in Britain and only two examples of wearing any sort of political
      uniform spring to mind, other than that of the suffragettes. The first of these is of course Sir Oswald Mosley’s
      Blackshirts. It was to put a stop to the sight of fascists parading through the streets in uniform that the
      Public Order Act was brought in by the government of the day. The other instance is the IRA who, in the 1970s and
      1980s, used to affect black berets, black gloves and dark glasses.
    


    
      We shall of course be looking in detail at the Blackshirts, as members of the BUF were known, and trying to
      understand the attraction this organization posed for former suffragettes. The visual spectacle of the rallies
      and marches of both Blackshirts and suffragettes is one point of similarity. The black shirts of the one group
      provide a perfect counterpart to the white frocks of the other. Both the BUF and the WSPU allowed their members
      to lose their individual identities and feel as though they were part of something greater than themselves by
      wearing eye-catching uniforms and joining crowds of fellow enthusiasts, all similarly dressed. In this way, they
      took part in rallies and mass-meetings, where they were able to shout their approval of the person known to them
      as the ‘Leader’, which of course was the title by which both Mrs Pankhurst and Sir Oswald Mosley were known. Both
      groups would today be breaking the law by parading in such uniforms. Some leading suffragettes were so keen on
      uniforms that they invented military-style ones of their own. Illustration 14 shows Flora Drummond in her ‘general’s’ uniform. Mary Allen may be seen as the
      ‘Commandant’ in Illustration 19 and Illustration 20 is of Mary Leigh in her favoured outfit of drum
      major.
    


    
      Talking of the uniforms worn by the suffragettes leads us naturally to another point; one which sheds light on
      the kind of people who were mixed up with the WSPU’s campaign. The casual injunction that, ‘we must see to it
      that we have at least one white frock in our winter wardrobe’ tells us at once that those wearing the ‘uniform’
      are unlikely to be kitchen-maids or mill workers. What working-class woman would talk so
      casually about her ‘winter wardrobe’? A clue as to the class which would be likely to buy special clothes to
      create the effect of the ‘uniform’ may be seen in Votes for Women. In October 1908,
      it carried the following piece:
    


    
      One cannot walk down Bond Street and the neighbourhood without being struck by the fact that our colours are
      evidently going to be the leading shades of the autumn and winter months. Almost every shop window is showing
      purple hats and green hats, purple ties and green ties, purple gowns and green gowns in endless variety. Mrs
      Oliver was the first of the Bond Street dressmakers to realise the value of Votes for
      Women as an advertising medium, and her prices, considering the neighbourhood, are exceedingly moderate.
      Her address is 115 Bond Street.
    


    
      The idea that even the average middle-class woman, let alone one belonging to the working class, would be buying
      her clothes in Bond Street is grotesque. All this was aimed at the sort of person to whom money was really no
      object. This is revealed with even greater clarity when we examine the other suffragette goods which were being
      peddled at the time.
    


    
      Any museum exhibition about the suffragettes is sure to have a few badges, brooches and other memorabilia
      produced on behalf of the WSPU. Such things were advertised every week in Votes for
      Women. For example, in December 1909 we find a beautiful brooch, made in the suffragette colours of
      purple, white and green. Produced by Mappin and Webb, the jewellers, it is made of gold and the colours are
      provided by emeralds, pearls and amethysts. The price is £6. This was at a time when £1 a week would be a very
      good wage for a working woman and 15s (75p) more common. In other words, such a brooch would represent two
      months’ wages for the average working-class woman. In the same issue was an advertisement by Debenham &
      Freebody of Wigmore Street for knitted sports coats in the WSPU colours. These were offered at 59/6 (£2.98).
      Again, we observe that for an average working-class woman, this would equate to a month’s
      income. When those curating exhibitions gather together magazines containing such advertisements and put them on
      display with suffragette brooches and other items in purple, white and green, they are not celebrating some kind
      of struggle for equality and civil rights, but rather the hobby of bored and very well-off young women in search
      of excitement and drama.
    


    
      Another indication of the class and financial position of the membership of the WSPU, particularly the activists
      carrying out arson and planting bombs, is their association with motor cars. Motoring was, during the Edwardian
      period, not the commonplace means of getting from one place to another which it is today. It began as the hobby
      of rich and eccentric men and women and even by the time that the First World War began in 1914, cars were not
      something which the ordinary person could possibly aspire to own. In July 1910 the Charing Cross Road shop of the
      Women’s Press, the publishing arm of the WSPU, had a display of ‘… some beautiful motor and other scarves in
      various shades of purple’. These were just one more luxury item and not really intended for anybody other than
      the kind of woman who wished to secure her hat, so that it would not be blown off as she travelled along in an
      open-topped motor car. Cars might have been relatively unusual at that time in general, but they were pretty
      common among militant suffragettes.
    


    
      In the next chapter we shall be looking at the first terrorist bomb to explode in twentieth-century England, an
      event which took place at the quiet Surrey town of Walton-on-Thames. It was of course planted by suffragettes and
      went off at a little after 6.00am on 19 February 1913. What is notable about this attack is that whoever carried
      it out had the use of a car. It was so unusual to hear a car driving about after dark that two witnesses made
      particular note of the circumstance. At 2:50am, a police officer on foot patrol in Walton heard a car and he
      found this so odd in the middle of the night that he made a record of the time in his notebook. Henry Eliot, who
      was a carter, heard a car driving by his house at 4:30am and this was such a strange thing to hear at that time
      of day that he jumped from his bed and peered out of the window, where he saw that the vehicle was heading
      towards London. An hour and a half later, the bomb exploded.
    


    
      The police at that time had very few cars and this created a problem for them because the
      suffragettes seemed to have access to as many as they wanted. According to letters written by senior police
      officers to the Home Secretary, the suffragettes were using cars to escape from the police by switching vehicles
      when they were being pursued. Not only did they have cars available to them, high-speed motorbikes were also
      being used. According to the financial records kept by the WSPU, between March 1912 and February 1913, a little
      over £288 was spent on ‘Motor Car Expenses and Hire’. This is equivalent to roughly £23,000 in today’s values.
    


    
      Where did the money come from to enable those setting fire to houses and detonating bombs to escape by using more
      than one car? At the beginning of this chapter, we looked at some of the ways in which fascist parties may be
      distinguished from others. One intriguing aspect of fascist movements is that they tend to attract money from the
      wealthy – capitalists, bankers and aristocrats. Socialist and communist parties on the other hand, along with
      most other political parties, tend to support themselves from the financial resources of their members, rather
      than looking to external backers for support. In this respect, it is worth examining where the WSPU’s money was
      coming from.
    


    
      There can be no doubt that compared with other relatively new political factions in Britain during the Edwardian
      era, the suffragettes had an awful lot of money to play with. Remember that the WSPU was not a mass movement with
      tens or hundreds of thousands of members, but rather a small body, of only a few thousand members. In 1909–10, at
      the height of their popularity, the WSPU received around 4,500 applications for new membership. By 1912–13, this
      had dropped to just 1,000. Many women allowed their membership to lapse and so by 1913, there were probably only
      between 2,000 and 5,000 members of the organization. A swift calculation soon tells us that if we assume 5,000
      members in 1914, each paying a membership fee of one shilling a year, this would provide an income of £250.
      According to their own accounts though, in the year 1913–14 cash receipts totalled £46,875. This is equivalent
      today to somewhere in the region of £3,750,000. At first sight, this is mysterious. If the members were only
      giving a shilling a year, where on earth was all that money coming from?
    


    
      We know these figures to be accurate because on the morning of Wednesday, 30 April 1913 the
      police raided the headquarters of the WSPU, which may be seen in Illustration 3, and seized all the documents relating to their finances. It had long been suspected
      that various shadowy interests were bankrolling the group, and thus encouraging the bombing, arson and sabotage
      which were becoming a serious threat both to the stability of the country and also to the lives of ordinary
      people. Other raids took place on 23 May 1914 and 9 June the same year. We are therefore able to see precisely
      how the WSPU was being financed and by whom.
    


    
      It is instructive to compare how the WSPU obtained its money with the way in which a democratic and left-wing
      group, which was also emerging in Britain in the first years of the twentieth century, was financed. In 1908 the
      Labour Party had a total income of £9,674. This came from its members who, because they were the ones paying for
      the party, expected to have control of it: a reasonable-enough wish. In 1909, the WSPU had an income of £21,213,
      over twice as much as the Labour Party. Only a small fraction of this sum came from membership fees though. Most
      of the money came from wealthy and aristocratic backers. Some of these people were giving £1,000 a year to
      Emmeline Pankhurst, which is equivalent to perhaps £80,000 today. The list of donors to the WSPU reads like a
      roll call of the highest stratum of Edwardian society. We see Lady Wolsely, Viscountess Harberton, Lady Sybil
      Smith, the Hon. Mrs Hamilton Russell, Muriel, Countess de la Warr, the Hon. Mrs Haverfield, Lady Barclay and Lady
      Brassey. One recollects the mocking name which the wife of Bruce Glasier, Chair of the Independent Labour Party,
      used for the WSPU. Katherine Glasier, a fervent campaigner for women’s suffrage, called it the Society Women’s
      Political Union.
    


    
      The fact that the Pankhursts were being subsidized by wealthy aristocrats had serious implications. First, of
      course, the Pankhursts and their friends were actually living on the money which was being provided by these
      patrons. They had no jobs or other source of income besides the money being given to them. A consequence of this
      was that they had to do as their backers wanted or they might be forced to work for a living like everybody else.
      It was very much a case of who pays the piper, calls the tune. Emmeline and Christabel
      Pankhurst were so well off as a consequence of all the money which was being given to them personally by the rich
      people backing their group, that they were able to employ servants to take care of them. This aroused the
      contempt of many socialists who were fighting to obtain the vote for all working men and women. Bruce Glasier
      remarked indignantly, when Emmeline Pankhurst was attempting to portray herself as the champion of ordinary
      women, ‘She has other people’s daughters acting as her personal servants’.
    


    
      After the police raided the offices of the WSPU for the first time, some of those on the premises were charged
      with conspiring to cause damage to other people’s property and they appeared in court the following month.
      Details of the expenditure of the WSPU on salaries was revealed. Christabel Pankhurst, for instance, was living
      in a smart district of Paris. She had fled to France in 1912 to evade arrest for inciting terrorism. In the
      course of four months, she had been paid £175 in wages and expenses. This worked out at something like £500 a
      year, which was ten times the average annual salary at that time. Her friend Annie Kenney was earning £4 a week.
      Even this was four times the average wage at the time. If we take the average wage in Britain today to be £27,000
      a year, then this meant that the former mill-girl was being paid, in modern terms, about £110,000 a year.
    


    
      Not only were the Pankhursts and their friends living very comfortably on the money being thrown at their
      enterprise, those financing it were also shaping the policy and directing the methods used to achieve this. We
      can see this clearly when we examine the income of the WSPU and watch how it rises and falls according to the
      suffragettes’ level of militancy. Just as the membership of the WSPU plummeted as the violence increased, so did
      the amount of money flowing into the organization increase. In the year 1907–8, the income of the WSPU was
      £7,545. With the rise in militancy, this income tripled the following year to £21,213. In 1909–10, it had soared
      to £33,027. It is significant that in 1910–11, when the WSPU called a truce and halted all militant activity, the
      income fell for the first time, to £29,000. The message was very clear. Militancy brought in huge sums of money
      and when things became more peaceful, then the money began to dry up.
    


    
      In short, wealthy people were financing the suffragettes to such an extent that their leaders
      were able to live in luxury, without having to account to anybody for how the money was being spent. The sums
      floating about were absolutely enormous and nobody other than the Pankhursts had any idea what they were being
      used for. After the police raided Lincoln’s Inn House, the headquarters of the WSPU, in April 1913, they came
      across many instances which showed the sheer quantity of money sloshing around the organization. A cheque had
      been drawn from one of the bank accounts of the WSPU in favour of Beatrice Saunders, who worked there. It was for
      £3,706 2/6. It is difficult to emphasize enough what a staggering amount of money this was for the time; it
      represented perhaps 100 years’ wages for a working woman. There was no evidence of what this money had been used
      for.
    


    
      The government were very suspicious about the motives for those who were financing the suffragettes. This was a
      time of great social upheaval and political uncertainty and the bombing, arson and sabotage being carried out by
      militants from the WSPU was contributing to a sense of crisis. 1911 was the year of what became known as the
      Great Unrest, with troops opening fire on strikers and some people fearing a complete breakdown of law and order.
      There were widespread riots and even anti-Jewish pogroms in Wales. That wealthy people were, while all this was
      going on, paying huge sums of money to encourage the planting of bombs looked distinctly sinister.
    


    
      What motive could these well-to-do women and their husbands have for financing an organization like the WSPU? It
      is extremely unlikely that any woman would be able to hand out £1,000 a year to some fringe group like this
      without the willing agreement of her husband. One good reason immediately suggests itself and it is the same one
      which prompted wealthy and well-connected men in Germany in the 1920s and 1930s to back the Nazi Party
      financially before they came to power. At that time, there were those who saw Hitler’s party as a bulwark against
      communism. The threat of a Bolshevik takeover of the country was a doomsday scenario justifying any action to
      prevent it. The situation in Britain in the years leading up to the First World War may not have been quite on a
      par with that, but it was perilous, or seemed perilous, enough to the aristocratic and rich.
    


    
      The Liberal administration of Herbert Asquith was determined to redistribute the wealth of
      the nation, by taking money from the very rich and using it to fund things like Old Age Pensions. Lloyd George’s
      ‘People’s Budget’ in 1909 was very unpopular with those high on the social scale and it took two general
      elections in 1910 and a change in the law before it could be rammed through the House of Lords. Those with plenty
      of money feared that this might be only the beginning of a wholesale appropriation of their property and land.
      The best way to avoid this would be for a Conservative government to assume power.
    


    
      At the time at which we are looking, fewer than 30 per cent of adults in Britain had the Parliamentary vote, a
      situation which obviously could not continue for much longer in the twentieth century. Things were changing and
      the electorate was likely to be expanded before long. The important question was how would this expansion take
      place and which political party would benefit most from any change? We have looked at the difference between the
      two main possible ways of increasing the number of eligible voters. These, it will be recalled, were the ‘equal’
      and the ‘universal’ franchise. The universal franchise, which would entail giving every working man in the
      country a vote, would have been disastrous at that time for the Conservatives and for wealthy people in
      particular. All those new voters would mostly have chosen to support either the Liberals or the new Labour Party.
      The equal franchise, which the suffragettes were demanding, would have been quite a different matter.
    


    
      If the WSPU achieved their purpose and women were granted the vote on the same basis that men currently were,
      then enough extra voters in the higher social classes might have been created to ensure that the Conservatives
      won the next election. If so, then the thousands of pounds spent supporting them would have been money well
      spent. Asquith’s Liberal administration certainly thought that something of the sort was behind the money being
      given to the WSPU. Because of this suspicion, the government decided to take firm action, up to and including
      prosecuting donors for inciting violence. Frederick Pethick-Lawrence, who had supported the WSPU financially, had
      already been made bankrupt following his trial for conspiracy. Now, the government intended
      to widen their net to include anybody who donated money to the Pankhursts.
    


    
      On 11 June 1914 Home Secretary Reginald McKenna rose in the House of Commons to announce new measures to try and
      track down and deter those funding the WSPU and thus encouraging terrorism. He spoke of plans to target those
      financing the suffragettes and the possibility of either prosecuting them for conspiracy or taking civil action
      against what he described as ‘sinister figures with money bags’. With almost theatrical timing, halfway through
      McKenna’s speech, a loud bang was heard. Another terrorist bomb had exploded in nearby Westminster Abbey. This
      too was the work of the suffragettes.
    


    
      The titled women supporting the WSPU and subsidising it to no small extent financially put one in mind of the
      sort of people who, a couple of decades later, showed great enthusiasm for Sir Oswald Mosley and his fascists. In
      1934, two years after he launched the BUF, Mosley started a discussion group called the January Club, with the
      aim of encouraging upper-class and establishment types to back his policies. The list of those who patronized the
      January Club and attended its meetings is very similar to the list of those who were backing the WSPU in the
      years preceding the First World War. Under Mosley’s direction, the January Club was founded by Sir Donald
      Makgill, whose wife, Lady Esther, was the head of the BUF’s Women’s Section. The Chair was Sir John Squire and
      members included Sir Henry Fairfax-Lucy, Lord Erskine, Lord William Scott, Wing-Commander Sir Louis Greig,
      Gentleman Usher to the King, and Sir Philip Magnus-Allcroft MP. Just as there were wealthy and aristocratic
      people keen to promote the WSPU in the years leading up to the First World War, so too were there those from
      similar backgrounds who wished to back the BUF as the Second World War approached.
    


    
      It may be argued that the mere fact that both the WSPU and the BUF had a number of titled and influential backers
      need not suggest any similarity between their policies, aims or essential nature, which, as far as it goes, is
      quite true. A little further thought will make the situation clearer. The structure of the WSPU, being controlled
      by one or two people and financed by wealthy backers, did not present a very good example of democracy. Instead,
      this mode of operation, combined as it was with a terrorist campaign against both those seen
      as enemies and also anybody else who failed to support the aims of the party, made the WSPU look more like a
      group of professional revolutionaries, although of the left or right, it was hard to say. A clue to the real
      leanings of the Pankhursts and their fellow militants may be seen when we examine their attitude towards the
      working class, a section of the population with whom they had little in common and apparently viewed with some
      suspicion.
    


    
      Emmeline Pankhurst and her daughter Christabel were quite ruthless in ridding their organization of anybody
      likely to have any ideas of their own about either the type of extension of the Parliamentary franchise or the
      best way to run the WSPU. We saw this willingness to dispose of allies when they asked too many questions or made
      requests which did not accord with the Pankhursts’ wishes in the abortive general meeting in 1907, when, as
      Emmeline Pankhurst put it, she ‘tore up the constitution’. This meant that she had, from that point on, complete
      and unfettered control of the WSPU. Over the next few years, she removed anybody else whom she felt might be
      trying to pull in a different direction from her and Christabel. One of these people was her daughter Sylvia and
      the reason that she fell out with her was that Emmeline and Christabel thought that she was getting a little too
      close to the working classes for comfort.
    


    
      Sylvia Pankhurst was always more left-wing than her mother and older sister. A committed socialist, she not only
      believed strongly in democracy, she also wanted the universal franchise, rather than the equal franchise which
      was the official policy of the WSPU. With this in mind, she set up a branch of the WSPU in the East End of
      London, which was known as the East London Federation of the Suffragettes. This was run on strictly democratic
      grounds, with a constitution which gave control of the branch to its members. Such a situation was of course
      anathema to Emmeline Pankhurst and, together with a general mistrust of working-class women being mixed up with
      the WSPU, it led to Sylvia being summoned to explain herself to her mother and sister. At the meeting, she was
      told plainly by Christabel, with their mother’s approval, ‘You have a democratic constitution for your
      federation, we do not want that.’
    


    
      There is definitely a touch of Alice in Wonderland about one of the leaders of an
      organization supposedly fighting for increased democracy in a country, objecting in this way to democratic
      control. Christabel went on to say, ‘You have your own ideas. We do not want that, we want all our women to take
      instructions and walk in step like an army.’ Another of the reasons why Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst were
      growing uneasy at the direction in which Sylvia was moving emerged during the meeting was that the WSPU was
      almost exclusively an upper middle-class led enterprise. Only one working-class woman was to be found in the
      leadership and that was how Emmeline Pankhurst and her favourite daughter wanted to keep it. It had been noticed
      that not only was Sylvia allowing the women of the East End to decide how their federation was to be run, but
      they were also appearing too prominently in public and speaking out with their own views and opinions.
      Working-class people were getting altogether too much involved in the campaign. Christabel told her sister that
      the education of such women was ‘too meagre to equip them for the struggle’. After all, she continued, ‘Surely it
      is a mistake to use the weakest for the struggle? We want picked women, the very strongest and most intelligent.’
    


    
      We see here a genuine and deeply-held belief on the part of Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst that only members
      of the middle or upper classes really knew what would benefit ordinary people. They neither of them considered
      for a moment that working-class women were perfectly able to say for themselves what they wanted and to fight for
      their own salvation. It took strong and intelligent women to tell them what was best. This patronising attitude,
      which is really the opposite of democracy, may be seen in totalitarian regimes, where those in charge honestly
      feel that they are the best ones to decide what is in the interests of the little people who make up the majority
      of society.
    


    
      We have so far looked at two characteristics shared by all fascist movements. On the one hand is a contempt for
      democracy, both inside and outside the party or group. This is very noticeable in Emmeline Pankhurst’s WSPU.
      Democracy within the movement was crushed and any dissent met with the ruthless and arbitrary removal of anybody
      who put forward any ideas of her own. In the wider world, the suffragettes were determined to accomplish their
      aims without using the ordinary processes which apply to anybody in a democratic society. It
      may be argued that lacking a vote, they had no choice but to follow such a course of action, but of course none
      of the other 70 per cent of adults in Britain who lacked the Parliamentary vote felt the need to resort to
      terrorism. Nor were bombs and arson ever needed anywhere else in the world where women were fighting for the
      vote.
    


    
      The other typical feature of fascism we found to be present in the WSPU was the cult of the leader, as manifested
      in what was known to the Nazis as the Führerprinzip. Emmeline Pankhurst could never
      make mistakes and was the object of adoration for her followers. If she told members of her organization to burn
      down churches, they would do it. If she incited them to blow up a cabinet minister’s house, they would do that as
      well. If she encouraged them to pour sulphuric acid into pillar boxes, that was also done. This brings us neatly
      to a third aspect of fascism, one which will be familiar to anybody who has even a passing acquaintance with
      European history in the twentieth century. This is the reliance of fascists upon violence and intimidation to
      achieve their ends.
    


    
      Fascist violence is usually directed against one particular group or class of people. Sometimes this class will
      be foreigners or Jews and at other times communists. When fascists are not in power, then their violence takes
      place on an ad hoc basis in the streets, as they attack their supposed opponents with
      whatever weapons come readily to hand. If and when they gain power, then the courts are used as a means to
      inflict violence on those seen as enemies. We saw this in Nazi Germany, of course, where even the judicial system
      was taken over by fascists and became part of the machinery which imposed their doctrine on others. The
      suffragettes, under Emmeline Pankhurst’s control, identified one class of people who needed to be roused and then
      encouraged by terrorism to do as their leader wished. These people were the working-class men and women who
      seemed at best indifferent and at worst hostile to the WSPU and it was they who were invariably the victims of
      the bombing, arson and acid attacks launched by the WSPU in the two years before the start of the First World
      War. Whether the intention was to punish them for their lack of support or to spur them on into rebellion against
      the government, we are unlikely ever to discover at this late stage. What is perfectly
      certain though is that the only people ever harmed by the hundreds of terrorist attacks carried out by the
      suffragettes belonged to the working class. It certainly looked as though a campaign of terror was being directed
      against them.
    


    
      Before looking at the terrorist campaign masterminded by Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst, we might look at one
      final example of the ruthless way in which Emmeline Pankhurst disposed of anybody at all, even her own flesh and
      blood, who dared to stand up to her and suggest that she might be mistaken about something. If she was prepared
      to cast out even her own daughters, it should come as no surprise that she would do the same to her best friend.
    


    
      Emmeline Pethick-Lawrence had been a member of the WSPU from the very beginning. She was a stanch supporter of
      Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst and Christabel had actually lived with Emmeline Pethick-Lawrence and her
      husband Frederick for six years. They were also extremely close to Annie Kenney. Although he could not officially
      be a member of the WSPU, Frederick had put a lot of money into the group, financing both Votes for Women and also the headquarters of the organization at Clements Inn. The
      Pethick-Lawrences helped Emmeline Pankhurst when she wished to get rid of the WSPU’s constitution and run the
      group without any constraints.
    


    
      In 1912, with the organized smashing of windows in shopping streets, the government decided to take firm action,
      arresting the leadership of the WSPU and charging them with conspiracy. Christabel Pankhurst was warned in time
      and fled to the Continent, where she was to spend the next two years living a fairly luxurious life. Emmeline
      Pankhurst, Emmeline Pethick-Lawrence and Frederick Pethick-Lawrence though were all arrested, brought to trial,
      convicted and sent to prison. All three promptly went on hunger strike.
    


    
      It must be borne in mind that Emmeline Pethick-Lawrence was one of Emmeline Pankhurst’s oldest and closest
      friends. She and her husband had helped found the WSPU and Frederick Pethick-Lawrence’s money had been freely
      spent in support of the organization. After the three of them had been released from prison, the government began
      proceedings to recover from the Pethick-Lawrences the cost of both the trial and all the
      broken shop windows. The intention was to drive him into bankruptcy.
    


    
      Both the Pethick-Lawrences felt strongly that the campaign of vandalism and the increasing violence was harming
      the cause of women’s suffrage. They tried to explain this to Emmeline Pankhurst, but her reaction was not at all
      what they expected. Because the Treasury were now intent upon reclaiming both the cost of the conspiracy trial
      and also the money to pay for all the damage inflicted on commercial premises by the suffragettes, Mrs Pankhurst
      had decided that Frederick Pethick-Lawrence had become a liability rather than an asset to the WSPU. Since he and
      his wife were disagreeing with her strategy as well, there was only one course of action open to her; to eject
      them from the WSPU. She duly did so. There could hardly have been a more ruthless action.
    


    
      Although both Emmeline and Frederick Pethick-Lawrence were shaken and upset by Emmeline and Christabel
      Pankhurst’s decision, they knew that they could hardly complain. They had, after all, helped her to throw out all
      those other one-time friends five years earlier. As Frederick said ruefully, ‘Mrs Pankhurst was the acknowledged
      autocrat of the Union. We had ourselves supported her in acquiring this position several years previously: we
      could not dispute it now.’
    

  


  
    Chapter 3


    The Suffragettes’ War on the Working Class


    
      On Thursday, 23 October 1913, at the height of the terrorist campaign which was
      orchestrated by the leadership of the WSPU, Chancellor of the Exchequer Lloyd George was in the Wiltshire town of
      Swindon, where he spoke to a group of women from the moderate National Union of Women’s Suffrage Societies. He
      told them that;
    


    
      It is no good burning down pavilions and churches and railway sidings and menacing the lives of poor workmen,
      who, after all, are not responsible for the present condition of things. You don’t gain anything by that.
    


    
      A few months earlier, Philip Snowden, a prominent Labour MP who, less than a decade later, would himself become
      Chancellor of the Exchequer, said of the suffragette actions, ‘I do not believe that any cause can be promisingly
      advanced by immoral means’. His wife Ethel, a passionate and lifelong supporter of the right of women to vote,
      said that she would rather wait a hundred years for the vote to be given to women, than for it to be obtained by
      unjust means which harmed innocent people. This will all be a little puzzling to many people. We know that the
      suffragettes chained themselves to railings and broke windows, but such conduct is hardly ‘immoral’, still less
      does it menace workmen or harm innocent people. The problem is that a hundred years after their activities, the
      details of what the militant activists of the WSPU actually did have faded from
      memory.
    


    
      Not only have the more dangerous and unpleasant actions of the suffragettes been forgotten, a passive process
      which after a century may not be surprising, but vigorous moves are still being made to sanitize, clean up and hide from view the activities of the WSPU in 1913 and 1914. On 8 June 2018, the
      Guardian newspaper published a letter from Professor June Purvis, a well-known
      apologist for the suffragettes. Under the heading ‘Suffragette actions were not terrorism’, Professor Purvis
      quoted a suffragette called Mary Leigh, who said that, ‘Mrs Pankhurst gave us strict orders … there was not a cat
      or a canary to be killed: no life.’ This sounds reassuring, until we look at the charges made in court against
      this same Mary Leigh in 1912;
    


    
      Having on July 18th last feloniously, unlawfully and maliciously set fire to the Theatre
      Royal, unlawfully causing an explosion in the theatre … causing an explosion of a nature likely to endanger life
      … conspiring with other persons to cause an explosion in the United Kingdom likely to endanger life.
    


    
      Setting fire to a crowded theatre and causing explosions: this hardly fits in with the image of a woman too
      tender-hearted to harm a canary! In fact Mary Leigh and two other women splashed petrol on the carpets and
      curtains of a theatre which was full of people at the time and set it on fire, before detonating a bomb. Mary
      Leigh is shown in Illustration 20, wearing a peculiar
      uniform which she made for herself. Her actions were typical of many suffragettes at that time, using arson and
      bombs to force people to accept their political beliefs. In Illustration 5 we are able to see a few typical newspaper headlines, which tell us something about
      suffragette activities in the years preceding the First World War.
    


    
      As we know, the WSPU showed scant interest in democracy, either internally or in the wider sense of wishing for
      every adult to have a vote. The suffragettes had no interest in fighting for the right of working-class men and
      women to be able to vote in Parliamentary elections, insisting rather upon the rights of their own social
      stratum; the educated and propertied middle classes. The interests of the working class were often treated with
      contempt. We see this attitude displayed with great clarity when the militants began their campaign of terrorism
      – a series of increasingly violent actions which seemed to many people to amount virtually to a war on
      working-class men and women who were either getting in the way of the WSPU’s demands or not
      supporting them sufficiently. It is this to which Lloyd George referred in that speech in the autumn of 1913.
    


    
      As has already been remarked, the suffragettes are unusual among political movements in Britain, because we
      accept uncritically what they said about themselves and wanted others to believe about them. Nowhere is this
      clearer than when looking at the posters which they produced. Most political propaganda posters of the time are
      quite incomprehensible today. Take one which was widely circulated when the suffragettes were active. It concerns
      tariff reform and shows a pirate ship which is marked on the side ‘Tory Crew’. A man is being made to walk the
      plank from this ship. In the water below circles a ferocious shark, which bears on its flank the word ‘Monopoly’.
      The caption to this strange scene is as follows; ‘The chief plank in the Tory platform is protection; see that
      YOU do not walk it.’ This is all utterly opaque and yet tariff reform was of far greater concern to most people
      at the time than female suffrage. How very different is the case with the posters from that era which were
      produced by the WSPU. They are as lively, fresh and easy to understand as though they were published yesterday.
    


    
      Any book about the suffragettes or museum exhibition about their activities will be sure to feature two images,
      the posters shown in Illustrations 6 and 7. The first shows a woman being held down by men and subjected
      to bodily penetration during the process of force-feeding. The second portrays a woman as the victim of a fierce
      animal, in whose jaws she lies, apparently lifeless. Both these propaganda posters emphasize women in general,
      and the members of the WSPU in particular, as helpless victims of male violence and oppression. Even without
      knowing anything about the background to the struggle for enfranchisement, the message is clear; the women in
      those posters are having things done to them, they are being cruelly mistreated. This is the image of the
      suffragettes which still lingers on; women as the subjects of suffering, prepared to give their very lives for
      what they believed in. Appearances, though, can notoriously be deceptive and we shall begin our exploration of
      the true state of affairs by looking at the archetypal suffragette victim, a woman who gave her life as a willing
      sacrifice for the cause.
    


    
      Herbert Jones was a working-class man who left school when he was 10 and from that age
      onwards, pursued his chosen job without bothering his head too much about politics. Like many working-class men
      in Britain before the First World War, he did not have the right to vote in Parliamentary elections. On a fine
      June day, a little over a year before the beginning of the First World War, Herbert Jones was going peacefully
      about his business, fully occupied in his job. He was a famous jockey and was riding a horse called Anmer that
      day, in the Derby. He may be seen in Illustration 8. A
      disturbed middle-aged woman rushed up to him unexpectedly as he was galloping along the racecourse and caused him
      to have a terrible accident, one which was very nearly the death of him. Jones’ horse stumbled and performed a
      somersault, meaning that the horse, a dead weight of a quarter of a ton, fell upon him and he was extremely lucky
      to escape with just concussion and a dislocated shoulder. He could easily have been killed. The police were
      preparing to charge the woman who had caused his injuries with inflicting grievous bodily harm upon him, but she
      died before this could be done.
    


    
      This account of the death of Emily Davison is not as it is usually presented and may offend the sensibilities of
      some readers. It is, however, a plain and unadorned description of what happened during the 1913 Derby, when
      Emily Davison, a middle-aged woman, ran in front of the horses, either with the intention of killing herself or
      merely to attract attention to the cause in which she was such a fervent believer. To make this a little clearer,
      let us engage in a thought-experiment. Near my home is a riding school and sometimes the riders from this
      establishment gallop across open land where I regularly walk. Their horses weigh around a quarter of a ton and
      travel at 30 miles per hour. Because horses are grazing herbivores, they have developed a very acute sense of
      danger, being constantly on the watch for predators, and so are easily frightened by anything which they perceive
      as a threat. Forget for a moment any political beliefs which I may hold and imagine that I rush in front of those
      galloping horses, with a brightly-coloured scarf flapping in the wind and grab at the head of one of the horses.
      My common sense tells me that I am very likely to spook at least one of the animals and that the chances are
      excellent that I will cause a nasty accident. My motives for doing something so foolish and
      ill-considered are irrelevant; my actions are almost certain to end in injury to at least one rider or horse and
      quite possibly to myself as well.
    


    
      The only possible excuse for causing an accident of this sort might be if I were young and foolish or not
      intelligent enough to appreciate the likely consequences of my own actions. Neither case applies to Emily
      Davison, who was a 40-year-old university graduate. She deliberately embarked upon a course of action which she
      must have known would probably end in the injury or death of a working man doing nothing more than pursuing his
      livelihood. Apart from the physical injuries, there is another side to the incident, which is the lifelong effect
      upon the man who had been made the unwitting agent of a woman’s death. The drivers of Underground trains in
      London sometimes have the dreadful experience of seeing people hurl themselves to their deaths beneath the wheels
      of the approaching train, as it draws into a station. Most of these drivers find the experience of seeing
      somebody die in this way, literally in front of their eyes, deeply distressing and the psychological impact of
      being made the unwitting agent of another’s death can be severe.
    


    
      In later life, Herbert Jones said that he was ‘haunted by that poor woman’s face’. The memory of the woman who
      had rushed out and been trampled to death by the horse which he was riding never left him. Emily Davison’s
      sacrifice of her own life is often talked of admiringly, but one seldom or never hears anybody refer to the
      physical injury and psychological trauma suffered by an ordinary man, going about his business. Most people are
      familiar with Emily Davison’s name; hardly anybody has even heard of Herbert Jones, the man to whom she caused
      such harm and who ended his life by committing suicide.
    


    
      So famous has Emily Davison become that when Danny Boyle was arranging the spectacular opening ceremony for
      London’s Olympic Games in 2012, it seemed quite natural to him to declare that the whole extravaganza of the
      historical pageant was inspired by Emily Davison and her actions. It is to be doubted if more than a tiny handful
      of the 25 million people watching the event in Britain even knew the name of the quiet, unassuming, working-class
      man she so nearly murdered in the course of dislocating his shoulder and cracking his skull.
    


    
      Emily Davison’s life and actions provide us with an excellent point from which to launch an
      investigation into the attacks carried out on the working classes by suffragette militants. It is not generally
      known that Davison was instrumental in starting both the bombing and the arson campaigns which were carried out
      by the suffragettes between 1912 and 1914. She may be seen in Illustration 9, a gaunt and unhappy-looking figure. Let us begin with what is often treated as a
      little mischievous and light-hearted vandalism in a worthy cause; the attacks on the postal system.
    


    
      On 29 November 2012 the Emily Davison Memorial Campaign was launched in London, with a view to celebrating the
      centenary of Davison’s death. Mention was made at the meeting of her pioneering role in arson attacks on the
      postal system and her actions in this respect were described as ‘attacking the establishment’ and being ‘a bold,
      brave thing to do’. The reality was a little different.
    


    
      Arson has always been regarded as a very serious crime, because of course once a fire starts, there is no knowing
      where it will end. Whole cities have been razed to the ground after a small fire got out of control, as happened
      to London in 1666 and Chicago in 1871. Emily Davison’s first act of arson took place at the post office at 43
      Fleet Street, in Central London. On Friday, 8 December 1911, she posted a specially-prepared package of
      oil-soaked rags, which she lit before popping it into the post box set into the door of the post office. It
      quickly went out and the staff treated the matter as a bizarre prank. When she had read nothing in the newspapers
      of the attack on Saturday and Sunday, Emily Davison decided that she needed to be arrested for what she had done.
      She approached Police Constable 185 on the Monday morning and demanded that she be charged with arson. He treated
      her as a crank and refused to detain her. On Thursday, 14 December, Davison made more attempts to set fire to
      letters in pillar boxes by dropping kerosene-soaked material into the boxes and then pushing lighted matches in
      as well. She was caught in the act by a police officer and this time she was arrested.
    


    
      It is sometimes claimed that some of the more dangerous or peculiar activities of the suffragettes were the work
      of what we would today call ‘lone wolves’, individuals acting alone, without the knowledge or approval of the leadership of the WSPU. This was certainly not the case with the attacks on post
      boxes. Both Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst endorsed arson and other actions against the postal system. On 5
      December 1913 Emmeline Pankhurst said, ‘Until women get the vote, by pillar boxes or other means, women will show
      their discontent.’ When George Lansbury was defeated in a by-election, after explicitly standing on a programme
      which included female suffrage, Christabel Pankhurst wrote in The Suffragette,
      referring to arson attacks on pillar boxes, ‘By their rejection of the suffrage candidate, the majority of
      electors ordered women to work out their own political salvation. Those who destroyed the letters acted quickly
      on this advice.’
    


    
      What were the practical consequences of this activity, started by Emily Davison and then encouraged by Emmeline
      Pankhurst and her daughter? Was it just a little innocuous damage to property in a noble cause, or was there a
      darker side to it? We cannot do better than look at a few actual instances.
    


    
      The original method devised by Emily Davison, that of stuffing rags soaked in inflammable liquids into post boxes
      and then dropping in lighted matches, was not very successful. The fires started in this way soon used up all the
      air in the enclosed spaces and the flames went out. More ingenious schemes to damage letters were tried,
      including pouring sulphuric acid into pillar boxes and also posting packages containing phosphorous and
      magnesium. By January 1913, when this vicious campaign was in full swing, it was very easy to see who the victims
      were. On 29 January 1913, a package addressed to Chancellor of the Exchequer Lloyd George burst into flames at a
      sorting office. There was also a fire at the sorting office in the South London district of Croydon, and in York
      a postman was emptying a pillar box when some glass tubes filled with chemicals caught fire. All these fires were
      caused by phosphorous. The fumes from burning phosphorous can cause irreversible harm to the lungs, which makes a
      phosphorus-fuelled fire in an enclosed space such as a sorting office a terrible hazard to those working there. A
      week later, there was a serious incident in the Scottish city of Dundee.
    


    
      On the night of Wednesday, 5 February, a postman who had collected letters from various pillar boxes in Dundee
      took them to the sorting room in the Central Post Office and emptied his sack on a table.
      Some of the letters immediately burst into flames and began a ferocious fire. In their efforts to extinguish the
      blaze, four postal workers were seriously burned. A fifth man had his clothes almost destroyed by the fire, which
      had been caused by glass tubes of phosphorous in an envelope addressed to the Prime Minister. On one of the
      envelopes was written ‘Justice for women’. That same evening, a fire began when the pillar box at Chesham Place
      in London was opened. This too was caused by phosphorous. On 22 February a postman was badly burned at the
      Lewisham Branch Post Office in south London, when a letter he was holding suddenly burst into flames.
    


    
      On Wednesday, 16 July 1913, a postal worker in Dublin was stamping letters when one of them exploded, injuring
      his hand. It had been addressed to an MP called John Dillon. Three days later, there was a series of incidents in
      Birmingham. When they were either unable or unwilling to go to the trouble of constructing a letter bomb, the
      suffragettes simply poured either sulphuric or hydrochloric acid directly into pillar boxes to damage the letters
      inside. Obviously, if a postman then scooped out the letters with his bare hands, there was an excellent chance
      of his sustaining injuries. On 19 July, that is precisely what happened to a postman in Birmingham, when he
      picked up bundles of letters which had been drenched in sulphuric acid. Both his hands were burned. Five other
      pillar boxes caught fire in the city that day. On Monday, 27 October, also in Birmingham, the letters in a pillar
      box burst into flames when a postman opened the door. He tried to save the letters, but both his hands were
      severely burned in the process.
    


    
      Mention of the use of acid reminds us that this was weapon used by militant campaigners for women’s suffrage in
      other ways too. The throwing of acid has in recent years been seen in Britain and is generally regarded as an
      example of a dreadful crime which was previously all but unknown in the country. At a by-election held in the
      London district of Bermondsey on 28 October 1909, acid was thrown by women demanding the vote, with terrible
      effects. Two men were burned by the pyrogallic acid, used in photography, which was splashed over ballot boxes. A
      representative of the Liberals, was burned on the neck when acid was thrown, but another man
      George Thorley, received the corrosive substance in his face and his right eye was permanently damaged. It need
      hardly be said that anybody throwing acid around in public must know that there is a good chance that people will
      be severely injured by their actions, which is why the woman concerned appeared later at the Old Bailey, charged
      with inflicting grievous bodily harm.
    


    
      One or two more examples should be sufficient to show that the attacks on letters were not victimless crimes and
      nor were they a ‘brave, bold’ blow against the ‘establishment’. On 22 December 1913, a number of mail bags in
      Nottingham caught fire, injuring several postmen. The following year came one of the most serious incidents of
      all, when on 11 July 1914 a bag of letters in the mail-van of a train near Manchester caught fire. Six other
      sacks of mail caught fire as well and the wooden wall of the carriage began to burn. The postal worker, a man
      called Barlow, acted very bravely and threw the sacks out of the van, suffering serious burns as he did so.
    


    
      All the victims of the suffragette campaign against the British postal system were ordinary working-class men
      doing menial jobs. Ironically, because of their class, these men too usually lacked the vote, just like the
      suffragettes. They were seen by the activists of the WSPU as collateral damage in their struggle. This disregard
      for the welfare, indeed the very lives, of working-class people is something of a leitmotif of the suffragettes’ terrorist activities. The purpose of the incendiary and acid
      attacks on letters and the posting of letter bombs was to annoy people and draw attention to the change in the
      law which the suffragettes hoped to see, but this was a fairly minor part of the arson campaign. The women of the
      WSPU also set fire to many churches, business premises and even private houses. The reason for these attacks was
      a little different from their motives in burning letters, but the victims were the same; working-class men and
      women.
    


    
      The main reason for the suffragette arson campaign against buildings was that the WSPU hoped that if enough
      damage was caused to domestic property and business premises, this might bring insurance companies to the brink
      of ruin and encourage them to put pressure on the government to accede to the political demands being made by the suffragettes. This idea was a logical escalation of the smashing of plate-glass windows in
      shops, which had been an early suffragette tactic. There too, insurance companies had to foot the bill. There is
      reason to suppose that some of the large insurance companies would have been happy to petition the government in
      this way to try and end the arson attacks by making concessions to the WSPU, but the government could not very
      well be seen to be giving way to terrorism or economic blackmail and so the attacks went on. On 13 April 1914,
      the State Assurance Company held a meeting in Liverpool at which the Chairman, Richard Stewart Cleaver, announced
      that many companies were suffering as a result of the suffragette arson attacks. It was estimated that the
      previous year, the attacks had cost insurance companies around £250,000, about £20 million in today’s values.
      Losses in 1914 looked certain to be much greater than this.
    


    
      The businesses which were attacked were usually insured, which meant that the owners did not lose out. The
      insurance companies might then have seen their profits cut, but they were not driven to bankruptcy. The only real
      victims were, as was usually the case with the bombings and arson carried out by the suffragettes, working men
      and women. Sometimes, as with the acid and incendiary devices in pillar boxes, the harm suffered was physical. At
      others, it was economic; people lost their jobs and on occasion ended up destitute. Before examining further at
      this aspect of the suffragette campaign, let us look at the burning down of grand houses, which happened with
      increasing frequency from the beginning of 1913 onwards.
    


    
      Sometimes the suffragettes set fire to the houses of those with whom they disagreed and at other times they tried
      to destroy the homes of the relatives of those they felt were opposing them. On the night of 3 February 1914, a
      large house at St. Fillan’s in Perthshire was burned to the ground by the suffragettes. The reason for choosing
      this property was simple. It was owned by a man called Stirling Boyd, whose wife had been the president of the
      Anti-Suffrage League in Edinburgh. This was terrorism pure and simple; the destruction of somebody’s home because
      either their political views, or those of their family members, diverged from those the militants felt to be
      acceptable. A few months earlier, on 26 October 1913, the house of Theodore McKenna, brother of Home Secretary Reginald McKenna, was burned down. This too was an attack on the home of somebody
      whose only crime was to have a relative whom the WSPU disliked.
    


    
      This kind of thing was bad enough, destroying the homes of anybody connected in any way with one’s political
      opponents, but there was a much more sinister and far less widely known feature of these attacks. The
      suffragettes claimed at the time, and the fiction is still parroted by their apologists today, that they took
      care to avoid harming anybody when burning down houses and only ever set fire to empty or unoccupied properties.
      Wikipedia is of course far from being a reliable and authoritative source, but it is without doubt the first
      place that many people look these days when they seek information. Anybody looking at the Wikipedia article on
      the WSPU on 19 May 2019 would have read the following statement about the arson attacks on houses carried out by
      the suffragettes: ‘Included in the many militant acts performed were the night-time arson of unoccupied houses.’
      What is really meant in this context by ‘unoccupied’ is not that nobody was present in the houses which they
      torched, but rather that the important owners were not there that night. Other people often were, but since they
      were only working-class people such as servants and caretakers, they did not really count. Like the postal
      workers, it was not especially important if such individuals were caught in the crossfire.
    


    
      On the same night that the house belonging to the husband of the former president of the Anti-Suffrage League was
      burned down, another Scottish home was also set on fire. This was Aberuchill Castle, which was also in
      Perthshire. Modern accounts sometimes refer to Aberuchill Castle as being unoccupied at the time. It is true that
      the owner, a man called Dewhurst, was not there when the suffragettes broke in and started a large fire in the
      drawing room, but the place was far from empty. In a room directly above the drawing room were the servants’
      quarters and five maids were sleeping there when the fire began. Fortunately, the smell of smoke woke one of them
      and they were able to escape, but it was a close thing. They could easily have died that night. This was a
      classic example of the callous attitude of the WSPU. Here were five women, none of them with the Parliamentary
      vote, who were nearly burned alive as a by-product of a terrorist attack. Those carrying out
      the arson either did not bother to check, or perhaps did not care, that domestic staff were sleeping in the
      house.
    


    
      On Friday, 10 April 1914, a mansion near the Irish city of Belfast was set on fire by suffragettes who broke in
      and spread oily rags on the furniture and then left candles burning nearby. The caretaker who was sleeping on the
      premises, William Crawford, woke up to smell burning and was able to put out the fire. One more working-class
      person who very nearly became a fatal casualty of the campaign.
    


    
      In the days before cheap and sophisticated electric alarm systems, many business premises employed nightwatchmen
      and caretakers; men, often old, who would spend the night guarding a site. This would have been well-known to the
      suffragettes who were planning to blow up or burn down some building and the callous abandon with which they
      nevertheless planted bombs or spread petrol about and lit it, suggests a shocking disregard for such working men.
      Three examples of many cowardly attacks of this kind, should be enough to give readers a flavour of the attitude
      displayed by these middle-class terrorists.
    


    
      On Friday, 8 August 1913, the Nottinghamshire Journal reported the following
      incident. Under the headline ‘Suffragette Arson’ was a brief account of what had occurred;
    


    
      A fire was discovered yesterday morning at the Abergavenney cricket pavilion, and a hayrick was also found
      ablaze. Around both of them were suffragette literature. The front of the pavilion was destroyed, and a caretaker
      had to jump through the flames to escape.
    


    
      It may perhaps be argued that whoever torched the building might not have realized that anybody was on the
      premises at the time, but this argues for a cavalier approach to a serious crime which is all too likely to
      endanger life. In the next instance, no such excuse can be advanced, because those who carried out an attack
      which very nearly killed an old man knew perfectly well that he was near the place where they were detonating
      their bombs.
    


    
      In 1873 a huge glasshouse was opened at the Glasgow Botanical Gardens. It was named the Kibble Palace, in
      conscious imitation of London’s Crystal Palace, Kibble being the name of the man who had
      designed it. On the night of 23 January 1914, the nightwatchman at the botanical gardens was making his rounds.
      The job was not an arduous one, consisting chiefly of chasing out any young people who might hop over the fence
      to explore the place after dark. As he walked around the outside of the Kibble Palace, he encountered a strange
      and alarming sight. A fuse leading to a metal pipe was sputtering away and, because of previous bomb attacks on
      greenhouses in Liverpool and Manchester, he guessed that this was a bomb. Showing enormous courage and great
      presence of mind, the man pulled out a pocket knife and cut the fuse from the device. No doubt he felt that he
      had averted danger, but a fraction of a second later, he discovered that this was not the case.
    


    
      As the nightwatchman stood up, another bomb exploded nearby, showering him with broken glass. He was not injured,
      but it had been the narrowest of escapes. The most chilling aspect of the attack was not discovered until the
      following day, when a close examination of the surrounding area revealed a woman’s veil, an empty champagne
      bottle and the remains of some cakes. The footprints of at least two women were also found. Whoever had set off
      those bombs had sat drinking champagne and waiting to strike at the right moment. They must have seen the old man
      patrolling the grounds of the botanic gardens and decided to cause two explosions anyway, not caring in the least
      if anybody was injured or killed by their actions. Marion Crawford, a well-known suffragette, was later convicted
      of causing the explosion that night.
    


    
      In July 1914, shortly before the beginning of the First World War, one of the strangest and most pointless
      terrorist attacks of all time was undertaken in Scotland. The cottage near Ayr where Scotland’s national poet,
      Robert Burns, had been born was being run as a modest museum. A watchman guarded the premises after dark and on
      the night of Wednesday, 8 July, he heard a sound outside the cottage. When he went out to investigate, the man
      found two women planting bombs. After a short chase, he managed to grab hold of and detain one of the bombers.
      The other escaped. The bombs which had been positioned against the wall of the cottage were very large. Each
      contained 8lbs of blasting powder and they had 20ft fuses attached to them, so that the terrorists would have plenty of time to get away. One of the bombs alone would have been sufficient to
      demolish the little cottage, almost certainly killing in the process the man sitting inside it. A curious
      circumstance was that the woman who had been captured was Janet Smith, whose uncle was, improbably enough, Lord
      Kitchener.
    


    
      One final example of what was being done by the suffragettes at this time should put paid once and for all to the
      myth that attacks were against ‘unoccupied’ properties and also that the militants took great care to avoid
      causing harm to anybody. Here is a newspaper article from the Dundee Evening
      Telegraph which appeared on Wednesday, 17 September 1913. Under the headlines ‘SUFFRAGETTES FIRE MANSION’
      and ‘OUTBREAK DISCOVERED IN FOUR PLACES’, we read;
    


    
      An attempt was made by suffragettes to set fire to Penshurst Place, Tonbridge, the seat of Lord de Lisle. The
      housekeeper was awakened by the noise of crackling wood, and hurrying downstairs she found the outer framework in
      four windows in the west wing were ablaze. She quickly aroused the servants who succeeded in putting out the
      flames with fire extinguishers.
    


    
      Two women were seen making a hasty departure from the grounds, and the lawn was strewn with suffragette
      literature. Rags soaked in petrol had been forced round the framework of the windows.
    


    
      Here then is a perfect example of what was going on at that time. Two women arrived in the middle of the night
      and tried to burn down a house occupied only by the housekeeper and servants. These people were regarded as being
      of so little consequence that in later years suffragettes claimed that such houses were ‘unoccupied’, a dreadful
      distortion of the truth which lingers on to this day.
    


    
      Apart from the danger of death in which such attacks put ordinary people who had no part in the quarrel between
      the suffragettes and the government, other harm was often caused to working men and women. This was economic,
      although no less damaging for that. In the early hours of 20 February 1913, two women called Lilian Lenton
      and Olive Wharry were caught near Kew Gardens in west London, having set fire to the Tea
      Pavilion there. The aftermath of the arson may be seen in Illustration 11. The building was completely destroyed by the fire which the two suffragettes had
      started. The owner of the café, Mrs Strange, was so angry about this that she went to the WSPU headquarters in
      Central London to confront those responsible.
    


    
      When Mrs Strange visited the headquarters of the WSPU, at Lincoln’s Inn House in Kingsway, she managed to speak
      to Harriet Kerr, then the General Secretary of the organization and told her, ‘By burning down the pavilion you
      did not injure the government but myself and a number of women whom I employ.’ Harriet Kerr’s answer, which was
      the official policy of the suffragette movement, was to say that: ‘You take too personal a view of the matter.
      Your women will, I have no doubt, be very glad by and by to think that they have lent their help.’
    


    
      In Edwardian Britain, with no welfare state to cushion the impact of unemployment, the sudden and unexpected loss
      of a job could be a disastrous blow for a working-class family. But then the WSPU was awash with money from
      wealthy donors and the middle-class women working for it knew little about the effects of their actions on
      ordinary people. Every time the suffragettes burned down a lino factory or blew up a seaside pier, they were
      rendering working men and women unemployed, with all that that entailed.
    


    
      Arson was not the only method used by the suffragettes in their terrorist activities. There were also many
      bombings. There was always a risk of injury and death when a bomb was detonated, but as with the Tea Pavilion at
      Kew Gardens, direct physical harm was not the only way in which working men and women could be adversely affected
      by such actions by the suffragettes.
    


    
      The first terrorist bomb to explode in twentieth-century England was that planted by Emily Davison in the early
      hours of 19 February 1913. A house was being built for Lloyd George in the Surrey town of Walton and the
      suffragettes thought that it would be a good idea to blow it up. They left two bombs, each containing 5lbs of
      gunpowder. These were to be detonated by an extremely primitive timing mechanism, which consisted of candles
      wrapped at the base with paraffin-soaked rags, leading to a dish of wood shavings, on top of which was the charge
      of gunpowder. Each bomb was wrapped with nails and bits of scrap metal. As it was, the first
      explosion, which took place at 6:10am, blew out the candle which was supposed to trigger the second bomb. The
      blast brought down ceilings, blew out windows and even cracked the brickwork.
    


    
      This first bomb on the British mainland (the suffragettes had bombed a theatre in Dublin the previous year),
      showed an appalling carelessness for the lives and livelihood of ordinary people. James Grey, the foreman in
      charge of the men building and decorating the house, arrived for work at 6:30am. At the subsequent trial of
      Emmeline Pankhurst at the Old Bailey for inciting this attack, Grey gave the following evidence;
    


    
      By February 18 the building was structurally complete, but painting and decorating work was going on. Twelve men
      were employed; they worked from 6 a.m. to 5.30 p.m.
    


    
      Because most of the work on the house had been completed, the workmen were arriving a little later that day, but
      only those involved with the work on the house could have known this. Had they arrived at the usual time, any and
      all of the painters, plasterers and other men might have been entering the house as the fuse reached the
      explosives. Those planting the nail bombs evidently gave no thought to the workmen due be there that morning.
    


    
      One workman who was employed at the house bombed by the suffragettes did suffer as a result of their actions.
      This was a carpenter, whose tools had been left there overnight and which were destroyed when the bomb went off.
      Because he lost his tools and was no longer able to do his job, he was sacked. In a world without adequate social
      security and at a time of great economic uncertainty, the loss of a toolkit and a job could mean that a man’s
      family would go hungry, or even end up in the workhouse. This kind of thing, working people being made unemployed
      by the actions of terrorists from the WSPU, was very common.
    


    
      The bomb in Surrey, the opening shot in a fierce campaign over the next 16 months, was not the work of some
      maverick or hothead: it was authorized and encouraged from the very top of the WSPU, by
      Emmeline Pankhurst herself and carried out by Emily Davison and other women. For some time, Mrs Pankhurst had
      been open about encouraging her followers to attack property and commit illegal acts. In a meeting at the Albert
      Hall in October 1912, for instance, she said, ‘Those of you who can break windows, break them. Those of you who
      can still further attack the sacred idol of property … do so.’ The government had no wish to make any more of a
      martyr of Emmeline Pankhurst and so they chose to overlook what was plainly an incitement to vandalism. Three
      months later, she went even further, issuing under her own signature what was, in effect, a call to arms. On 10
      January 1913, the following letter, marked ‘Private and Confidential’, was sent to members of the WSPU;
    


    
      There are degrees of militancy. Some women are able to go further than others in militant action and each woman
      is the judge of her own duty so far as that is concerned. To be militant in some way or other is, however, a
      moral obligation. It is a duty which every woman owes to her conscience and self-respect, to other women who are
      less fortunate than she is herself, and to all those who are to come after her.
    


    
      If any woman refrains from militant protest against the injury done by the Government and the House of Commons
      against women and to the race, she will share responsibility for the crime. Submission under such circumstances
      will itself be a crime. We must, as I have said, prepare to meet the crisis before it arises. Will you therefore
      tell me (by letter if it is not possible to do so by word of mouth), that you are ready to take your share in
      manifesting in a practical manner your indignation at the betrayal of our cause.
    


    
      Yours sincerely,
    


    
      E Pankhurst.
    


    
      This really is an extraordinary document and needs to be carefully considered and weighed for its full
      implications.
    


    
      One thing which the reader unfamiliar with certain aspects of the WSPU might have thought odd
      is the reference to the injury done to ‘the race’. This will be explained in detail in the next chapter; for now
      it is enough to say that the leader of the suffragettes had a peculiar obsession with the health of the race,
      that is to say the supposed English race.
    


    
      We explored earlier some of the signs that a group may properly be described as fascist. One of these is an
      inability to endure any opposition to the will of the Leader, whose word is paramount and transcends any other
      authority. Even the law must give place to the views and wishes of the Leader. This is what the Nazis called the
      Führerprinzip, the supremacy of the Leader. If the Leader orders one to attack other
      people’s property, then that is what one must do, regardless of any ethical or legal considerations. The
      unquestioning obedience which many suffragettes felt towards their Leader guaranteed that there would be those
      who would take Emmeline Pankhurst’s appeal as sufficient justification to start fires and plant bombs.
    


    
      The use of terror against anybody who stands in the way of the Leader’s plans is common to all fascist movements.
      If they attain power, then the terror may be state-sanctioned, otherwise individual acts of terrorism will be
      carried out against anybody getting in the way of the group. It is in this context that the suffragettes’
      bombings and arson must be seen. Although ostensibly aimed at the government, the victims of the terrorism were
      in fact ordinary men and women, almost all of them belonging to the working-class. The intention was to show them
      that unless they too gave their support to the Leader’s political goals, then they were liable to suffer for
      their intransigence and political blindness.
    


    
      The bombing of the house being built for Lloyd George demonstrated to the government very clearly that Emmeline
      Pankhurst’s supporters would now stop at nothing. No society can put up with a paramilitary group carrying out
      acts of terrorism on the orders of their leader. The letter which Mrs Pankhurst had sent a month before the bomb
      attack was evidence that she was instigating and encouraging illegal activity. A few days later, she wrote an
      article for the newspaper of the WSPU, The Suffragette, in which
      she claimed responsibility for the bomb. On 24 February, she was arrested and charged with;
    


    
      Feloniously procuring and inciting a person or persons unknown to commit felony, unlawfully soliciting and
      inciting persons unknown to commit felony and certain misdemeanours.
    


    
      I think it fair to say that most people finding themselves in the dock at the Old Bailey, charged with complicity
      in the bombing of a Cabinet minister’s house, would treat the matter with great seriousness and attempt to avoid
      a lengthy prison sentence. Despite pleading not guilty to the charge, Emmeline Pankhurst did nothing of the kind.
      Instead, she took the opportunity to use the courtroom as a platform for her strange views on race. In a long,
      rambling speech, she did not once touch upon the actual substance of the offence with which she was charged.
      Instead, she talked of corruption in high places and innocent little girls being trafficked for immoral purposes.
    


    
      Two points strike one about the whole episode of both the bomb attack and the subsequent trial of the person who
      had encouraged acts of terrorism. First of course, Emmeline Pankhurst had a complete disregard for the law and
      felt herself to be above it. Her principles were of greater importance than any law. It is for this reason that
      she first incited her followers to violence and then effectively denied the court’s right to try her, using her
      trial instead as a soap box, a chance to publicize opinions which she thought far more important than the
      explosion of a terrorist bomb. This attitude is found in both megalomaniacs and also fascists, although of course
      the two categories are not mutually exclusive.
    


    
      The second point of interest is of course the subjects which seemed to preoccupy Emmeline Pankhurst to the extent
      that rather than speak about the bomb which had been planted at her instigation by members of her organization,
      she preferred to give free rein to her own hobbyhorse. One of the things which she mentioned was ‘white slavery’,
      a supposed racket whereby young girls were tricked into becoming prostitutes. There was very little evidence that
      this really was a problem in Edwardian Britain, but both Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst
      were convinced that it was a shocking scandal, rather like the allegations about present-day VIP paedophile
      rings.
    


    
      The other theme pursued was what both Pankhursts also believed to be a terrible threat to the country, which the
      suffragettes alone could avert. This was nothing less than the destruction of the English ‘race’, which was being
      caused by sexually-transmitted diseases carried by men, which resulting in infertility and the birth of deformed
      babies. Both these ideas, that of racial hygiene and also the luring of girls into prostitution, were favourites
      with the Nazis a couple of decades later. We will explore them in detail in the next chapter. Both tie in with
      anti-Semitic views of the time.
    


    
      The immediate effect of Emmeline Pankhurst’s conviction at the Old Bailey for inciting terrorism was, perhaps
      unsurprisingly, an upsurge in terrorism. On the very day that she was sentenced to three years’ imprisonment, an
      extremely serious incident occurred which came literally within a fraction of an inch of killing somebody who had
      nothing at all to do with the suffragettes’ dispute with the government.
    


    
      On 3 April 1913 Emmeline Pankhurst was taken off to Holloway Prison to begin serving her sentence. At 11:00pm
      that same day, a train heading to the northern town of Crewe passed the sidings at Adswood, a suburb of
      Stockport. A bomb exploded in an empty carriage standing in the sidings. So powerful was the blast that one door
      of the railway carriage was hurled 30 yards. A beam of wood flew into the cab of the passing train and knocked
      off the engine driver’s cap, grazing his head. An inch lower and he would very likely have been killed.
    


    
      It was this attack and one very similar which prompted Lloyd George to make the remark which we saw earlier about
      the lives of workmen being menaced by fires in railway sidings. At 11:30pm on the night of 7 July 1913, the
      nightwatchman at Wilson’s Brewery, in the Manchester district of Newton Heath, saw two women and a man walking
      towards the railway sidings in Monsall Road. About 20 minutes later a police officer on his regular patrol walked
      up the road leading between the brewery and the railway sidings. There was a terrific explosion and the constable
      was covered in debris, including pieces of broken glass. A bomb had been placed in a railway carriage standing in
      the siding and this had gone off, shattering the carriage and starting a fire. The police
      later arrested a local suffragette called Jenny Baines and her 16-year-old son for this attack. When their home
      was searched, a tin of gunpowder and a loaded revolver were found.
    


    
      In order to exculpate the Pankhursts and other leaders of the WSPU, it is sometimes suggested by modern
      apologists for the suffragettes that attacks of the kind made on the railways sidings at Newton Heath might have
      been carried out without the knowledge of the organization. It is unlikely in this case, because standing
      alongside Jenny Baines and her son in the dock was Kate Wallwork, the secretary of the Manchester branch of the
      WSPU. In any case, Emmeline Pankhurst had for months been encouraging the members of her organization to take
      ‘militant’ action, which many of them understood to include bombing and arson.
    


    
      None of the bombs planted by the suffragettes had any effect on government ministers or MPs, in other words those
      actually able to change the law and grant women the vote. This was terrorism for its own sake, in the sense of
      being designed solely and purely to create terror and alarm among ordinary people. The message was a simple one:
      force Parliament to accede to our demands or you will be inconvenienced or even killed.
    


    
      It would be tedious to list all the terrorist attacks carried out by the WSPU, because there were hundreds of
      them. From the explosion which took place in Liverpool’s Cotton Exchange, carried out by a woman called Edith
      Rigby, to the destruction of railway stations and seaside piers, nearly all hazarded the life of passers-by and
      none made the slightest difference to the country’s lawmakers, except perhaps to convince them that it would be a
      dangerous thing to be seen giving way to violence of this sort. The next example of a terrorist bombing is
      interesting because it is often misrepresented today, but indicates just how careless of life the militants were;
      something which is all too often denied today.
    


    
      Illustration 10 shows the aftermath of a suffragette
      bombing at Holloway Prison. It was to Holloway Prison that suffragettes convicted in the London area were taken
      to serve their sentences, this being exclusively a women’s prison. The headquarters of the local branch of the
      WSPU was based near the prison, at 12 Dalmeny Avenue. In fact, the back garden of this
      property was only a few yards from the prison wall. On 13 December 1913, Emmeline Pankhurst was being held in
      Holloway and one of the suffragettes at 12 Dalmeny Avenue climbed onto the roof of the house to serenade her with
      a cornet. A few days later, Mrs Pankhurst was freed and there remained only one suffragette still held in
      Holloway. This was Rachel Pearce, who was serving 18 months for burning down a mansion.
    


    
      At 9:30pm on Thursday, 18 December, two loud explosions were heard across a large part of north London. They took
      place about 30 seconds apart. Windows were shaken in houses half a mile away and some houses near Holloway Prison
      had their windows shattered. Two charges of dynamite had been placed against the wall of the prison and detonated
      by long fuses which stretched from the back garden of 12 Dalmeny Avenue. Of the suffragettes who had been using
      the house, there was no sign. The wall of Holloway Prison was stout enough that only a small hole had been
      punched and this was quickly patched up. People living nearby had their windows broken, which at a time when most
      people rented their homes and household insurance was uncommon, could mean struggling to pay for the services of
      a glazier. It was at 10 Dalmeny Avenue that disaster almost struck yet another working-class family.
    


    
      The photograph shown in Illustration 10 is sometimes
      used today in articles and books about the suffragettes and claimed to be a picture of Holloway Prison itself
      after the explosions, presumably because of the bars on the windows. Actually, these were a popular anti-burglary
      device for homes at that time, used particularly on ground-floor windows. This picture actually shows a rear
      window at 10 Dalmeny Avenue. The woman looking through it is in the bedroom of her two small children. The blast
      of the first explosion had shattered the window in the children’s bedroom and hurled large, jagged pieces of
      glass onto the beds where the sleeping children lay. It was a miracle that neither of them were injured. Just one
      more instance of the carelessness, bordering on contempt, which the suffragette militants felt for ordinary
      people, even their neighbours.
    


    
      One of the documents seized by the police in their raid on the offices of the WSPU on 30 April 1913 was a curious
      and alarming letter. It had been sent to Flora Drummond, a prominent suffragette who was a
      paid worker at Lincoln’s Inn House. Judging by the tone of the thing, this letter was part of a sequence of
      correspondence. It read as follows:
    


    
      I am very sorry that I have not been able to reply to your letter before now, but I have only just returned from
      a short stay at Hove. I did not get your letter until yesterday. With regard to the proposal you make therein, it
      must be obvious that the sum you mentioned is really insignificant compared to the splendid result to our cause
      if the job comes off all right. It will cost not less than £20, besides two men. Although I would love to be the
      sole villain of the piece, I fear the dockyard police would suspect a lady visitor, and so I propose to be the
      brains this time and not the hands. At any rate, the damage would not be less than £20,000.
    


    
      Two things seem obvious from this letter, and a third likely. The first obvious point is that this is part of a
      discussion about causing serious damage to a dockyard. Mention of the dockyard police makes it likely that this
      is a dockyard of the Royal Navy. The second thing which seems clear is that an arson attack is being mooted. It
      would scarcely be likely that £20,000 worth of damage, equivalent to perhaps £1.5 million today, could be caused
      by a bomb. All this seems clear enough and the mention of staying at the south coast resort of Hove makes it
      probable that the dockyard in question is that at Portsmouth, which is also on the south coast and only a few
      miles from Hove.
    


    
      The conclusion that the police drew from this letter was certainly that an arson attack was planned against a
      dockyard, but without further information, there was no way of looking into the matter further. There things
      rested until 20 December 1913, two days after the bomb attack at Holloway Prison. That night a disastrous fire
      swept through Portsmouth Dockyard. Old wooden buildings went up in flames and an oil tank also caught fire. So
      fierce were the flames that the battlecruiser Queen Mary had to be towed out of
      danger. When at last the blaze had been brought under control, over £200,000 worth of damage had been caused.
      More seriously, two men had been killed. Pensioner Chief Yeoman Pook and Signalman Steward
      had been cut off by the flames and burned to death as they tried to shelter in a wooden building which had blazed
      like a torch. A contemporary painting of the fire is shown in Illustration 12.
    


    
      Within hours, the fire at Portsmouth was being attributed to the suffragettes and generally assumed to be one of
      their arson attacks. This rumour even crossed the Atlantic in a few hours. The 22 December edition of the
      New York Times carried a long article under the headline;
    


    
      BIG PORTSMOUTH FIRE LOSS
    


    
      $1,000,000 Damage and Two Deaths – Suffragettes Suspected
    


    
      At the inquest into the deaths of the two sailors, Thomas Bramsdon, the coroner, made his own suspicions quite
      plain, pointedly asking many questions about women employed at the docks and the possibility of any unauthorized
      person entering the docks, especially women. On hearing that the fire apparently started in the sail loft and
      that a number of women were employed there, he asked what class of women they were. Suffragettes were mentioned
      several times, but there was no conclusive evidence and so the verdict was simply that the two men had died of
      suffocation which, although undeniably true, shed no light on the cause of the fire.
    


    
      Everybody breathed a sigh of relief when the inquest ended without ascertaining anything about the fire which had
      resulted in two deaths and an enormous amount of damage. Even without the deaths of the sailors, arson in the
      Royal Dockyards was a capital offence under the Dockyards etc. Protection Act 1772. Nobody wished to see a woman
      face the gallows for what was probably just another hastily-started fire of the kind which had already disposed
      of many churches and grand houses.
    


    
      There is not the slightest doubt that by any standards, and certainly by the current definition, the WSPU was a
      terrorist group. The Terrorism Act 2000 says that terrorism is;
    


    
      The use of threat of action designed to influence the government … to intimidate the public or a section of
      the public, made for the purpose of advancing a political, religious, racial or ideological
      cause and involving serious violence against a person, serious damage to property, a threat to a person’s life,
      or a serious risk to the health or safety of the public.
    


    
      If we bear in mind the destruction by fire of various churches, the planting of bombs in public places and the
      attempted sabotage of the water supplies to cities, then it is hard to see how the suffragettes and their leaders
      could fail to be classified as terrorists, if they were operating today. In fact, modern terrorists owe a debt of
      gratitude to the suffragettes, who were pioneers in the field. The letter bomb, for instance, was invented by
      militants of the WSPU. The hunger strike, used by the IRA and other terrorists in prison, was devised by the
      suffragettes. The first person ever to use a hunger strike for political purposes was Marion Wallace-Dunlop. In
      June 1909, she stamped a quotation from the Bill of Rights onto the side of St Stephen’s Hall at the House of
      Commons and was arrested, taken to court and fined 10s (50p), which she refused to pay. When she was sent to
      prison, the 44-year-old Wallace-Dunlop refused to eat and was subsequently released before her health was harmed.
    


    
      The IRA in particular took their lead from the suffragettes. The arson campaign was copied after the end of the
      First World War, when Irish terrorists came to England and began burning down houses and setting fire to the same
      kind of targets which had been favoured a decade earlier by the suffragettes. During the 1970s, the bombing
      campaign in Northern Ireland was deliberately used as a means of waging economic war against the British.
      Commercial premises were relentlessly destroyed with explosives and incendiary devices, with the aim of ruining
      the insurance companies. This became such a problem that ultimately the British government had to guarantee funds
      to pay for claims due to terrorist activity. It may truthfully be said that the IRA modelled their terrorism upon
      that first used by the WSPU.
    


    
      The idea that the suffragettes took special care not to harm anybody is, as we have seen, quite false. They were,
      on the contrary, very careless about the welfare and lives of anybody who did not actively support their cause, following perhaps the Biblical precept of ‘Those who are not with us, are against us’.
      Their attacks appeared to be designed to strike not at the government or the rich and powerful, but rather at
      ordinary people, whom they hoped to bully or frighten into supporting them and pressing the government to grant
      the change in the law which they desired. All things considered, it is little short of a miracle that only two
      people died in the course of the hundreds of attacks carried out by the suffragettes. Things could easily have
      been a lot worse.
    


    
      That almost all the terrorism detailed above has been forgotten or so minimized that hardly anybody today
      realizes the gravity of the situation in 1913 and 1914 has led to a distortion of perception. Images of the time
      which now appear in books on the suffragettes, especially those aimed at children, often have captions which are,
      to say the least of it, misleading. It is suggested that photographs of angry, shouting men show that there was
      furious male opposition to the idea of giving the Parliamentary vote to women. These pictures almost invariably
      date from the later years of suffragette activity and usually have nothing at all to do with the franchise, odd
      though this might sound. The campaign to extend the franchise to women certainly provoked ridicule and
      incredulity among some men: some of them may even have been contemptuous about the idea of women having the vote.
      There was seldom any anger though and most men were simply indifferent. What is actually causing the expressions
      of anger in those photographs are the bombings and arson, and women were every bit as hostile about these actions
      on the part of the militants as their husbands were.
    


    
      Chancellor of the Exchequer Lloyd George summed up the case succinctly when he addressed a deputation from the
      moderate National Union of Women’s Suffrage Societies in October 1913. He told them that the militancy of the
      WSPU had transformed indifference into hostility. It was definitely the case that public suffragette meetings
      were now being greeted with angry shouts of ‘Fireraisers!’ and ‘Shop-breakers!’ Nor was the hostility limited to
      verbal expressions of anger and disgust at the terrorism. The dislike felt towards the WSPU can be compared to
      the feelings which many people had in England towards other terrorist groups later in the twentieth century, such
      as the IRA.
    


    
      On 7 June 1914, a meeting organized by the WSPU was surrounded by a threatening crowd and the
      police had to rescue a speaker who was being jeered at and jostled. At Hampstead, two suffragettes handing out
      leaflets were attacked by a mob, which tried to duck them in a nearby pond. Here too, the police were forced to
      intervene to save them. On the same day at Clapham Common, a public meeting turned into a near riot when one of
      the speakers from the WSPU made a light-hearted reference to bombs. Less than a week later, on Friday, 12 June,
      the WSPU tried to set up a stand at an agricultural show in Portsmouth. This was a little tactless, since
      suffragettes were still widely blamed for the fire at the dockyards six months earlier. Yet again, the police
      came to the rescue. That same day, two women began distributing leaflets at a music hall in the East end of
      London. They were roughly manhandled and thrown out of the theatre by infuriated patrons, both male and female.
      It was noted at the time that the women appeared to be even more incensed by the suffragettes than were the men.
    


    
      It is fascinating to see how the terrorist campaign carried out by Emmeline Pankhurst’s organization has largely
      been overlooked and pictures of people protesting about bombings and arson used to promote the standard narrative
      of a feminist struggle against angry and uncaring men. It is time now to look at one of the ugliest aspects of
      the suffragettes, which was the anti-Semitism which pervaded the movement from the Pankhurst family downward.
    

  


  
    Chapter 4


    Vivisection, Sweated Labour and the ‘Social Evil’


    
      In the preceding chapters we have followed the story of the WSPU and found three
      striking similarities between it and the fascist movements which appeared in Europe after the end of the First
      World War. These were autocratic leaders with whom the groups were wholly identified, a disdain for democracy and
      an alarming readiness to use violence and terrorism against those who opposed them or even merely failed to be
      sufficiently supportive. Another characteristic of fascism in the years between the two world wars was of course
      anti-Semitism. This took many forms, but was most commonly seen in the claim that Jews were essentially parasitic
      foreigners and did not really belong in the European countries in which they lived. This idea was taken to its
      ultimate and logical conclusion in Nazi Germany, where Jews were deprived firstly of their civil rights and
      eventually their lives.
    


    
      The suggestion that anti-Semitism was a deeply-rooted feature of the WSPU may seem unpalatable to modern readers
      and yet it is without doubt the case. Sometimes, this hostility to Jews on the part of the suffragettes was
      implicit and needed to be ‘decoded’, but on other occasions no bones were made about how influential figures in
      the WSPU, including Emmeline Pankhurst and all three of her daughters, felt about Jews, especially those whom
      they believed to be powerful or rich. As the years passed, the WSPU grew less concerned about the franchise for
      women merely for the sake of it and more specific about what changes would be wrought once middle-class women had
      the vote. Gaining the vote was not an end in itself, but a way of changing society by allowing women to get to
      grips with serious problems which were being ignored by men. These changes which were being sought related to
      social problems associated in the mind of the average person with Jews. This was connected
      with what was going on in England during the Edwardian period, a time when anti-Semitism was flourishing. To
      understand the anti-Semitism of the suffragettes, we must see why Jews were being eyed askance by many people at
      that time and how this affected the policies of the WSPU and influenced the attitudes of those who ran it.
    


    
      Anti-Semitism in Britain in the years between Queen Victoria’s death in 1901 and the beginning of the First World
      War in 1914 consisted of two separate and distinct, one might almost say contradictory, strands, both of which
      were embedded in the aims of the WSPU and also the personal opinions of its more prominent members. One
      anti-Semitic theme in Edwardian Britain, as in other countries of Western Europe, was that Jews worked their way
      up into important positions as wealthy businessmen or politicians, and then used their influence to help enrich
      their fellow Jews or allow them also to establish themselves in government or banking. In essence, the Jews were
      trying to take over first the country and ultimately the entire world for their own benefit and that of their
      fellow Jews. This idea is still going strong today in conspiracy theories such as the New World Order, where the
      Rothschilds supposedly play a crucial role by controlling the supply of money. The other idea was that the
      country was being overrun, as a consequence of insufficiently strict controls on immigration, by undesirable
      types, usually Jews, who were creating unemployment, bringing down wages and also encouraging prostitution.
      Dealing with the first of these popular notions, the idea that Jews were seeking economic and political power,
      this was seen by many people as almost axiomatic and it was a distorted perspective to which economists,
      political commentators and ordinary newspaper readers subscribed quite readily. The Boer War, for instance, was
      attributed by many progressive thinkers to the desire of what were euphemistically described as ‘international
      financiers’ to acquire the gold being mined in the Transvaal. Emmeline Pethick-Lawrence, a very important figure
      for the first 10 years or so of the WSPU, was one of those who blamed the Boer War on ‘international financiers’,
      which was code for Jews.
    


    
      The idea of the ‘international financier’ was becoming very popular by the end of the Boer
      War, appearing even in important and well-received books on economics. Just as today the word ‘Zionist’ is often
      used as being almost a synonym for ‘Jew’, so a century ago the phrase ‘international financier’ was popular for
      the same purpose. John Atkinson Hobson was the author of works which allow us to see clearly how this code was
      used. An economist with an interest in social science, Hobson covered the Second Boer War for the Manchester Guardian, which of course later changed its name and became the Guardian newspaper which we know today. For Hobson, it was obvious who was responsible for the
      Boer War, which was fought in South Africa between 1899 and 1902. It was the Jews. The Manchester Guardian at that time was as radical and progressive as the Guardian is today and yet there was no compunction about engaging as a journalist somebody like
      John Hobson, with his openly anti-Semitic views. It was quite acceptable in the aftermath of the Boer War for
      those on the left wing of British politics to attribute the war to the greed of Jewish bankers.
    


    
      John Hobson’s major work, Imperialism, was published in 1902, just after the Boer
      War, and is still consulted today for the insights which it supposedly provides into capitalism’s search for new
      markets. Jeremy Corbyn, whose leadership of the Labour Party has been dogged by allegations of being soft on
      anti-Semitism in the party, wrote a glowing introduction to the 2011 edition. In this book Hobson, a renowned
      economist, helpfully explains what is really meant, in the context of the Boer War, by ‘international
      financiers’: ‘International financiers, chiefly German in origin and Jewish in race, in a unique position to
      control the policy of nations.’ Hobson goes on to talk of the power of the Rothschilds and in an earlier book
      writes of, ‘a class of financial capitalists of which the foreign Jew must be taken as the leading type’. He says
      too that the financial system of the world is run by men
    


    
      united by the strongest bonds of organization, always in closest and quickest touch with one another, situated in
      the very heart of the business capital of every state, controlled, so far as Europe is concerned, by men of a
      single and peculiar race, who have behind them many centuries of financial experience, they
      are in a unique position to control the policy of nations.
    


    
      There are no prizes for guessing the ‘single and peculiar race’ to which these financial wizards supposedly
      belonged!
    


    
      The belief that Jews were somehow controlling the affairs of the world through individuals in key political and
      commercial posts was a common one at that time and even Sylvia Pankhurst, often regarded as the most sensible and
      well-balanced of the Pankhursts, thought that there was something suspect about Jews holding high office in
      government. In the book The Home Front, which she wrote about British life during the
      First World War, Pankhurst referred to Home Secretary Herbert Samuel as ‘the Jew-in-office’. The relevant passage
      may be seen in Illustration 13. This phrase requires a
      little explanation. A popular idea among anti-Semites at that time was that the Talmud, a collection of
      commentaries upon Jewish scripture, requires Jews who have decent posts to give jobs only to other Jews. This is
      mentioned in the notorious anti-Semitic tract, The Protocols of the Elders of Zion:
    


    
      It is a cardinal sin in a Jew not to favor a Jew at the expense of a non-Jew. Hence a Jew in office must appoint
      a Jew to every available post within his gift.
    


    
      That she used this expression so casually suggests strongly that Sylvia Pankhurst believed this to be true and
      that Jews always looked after each other to the detriment of those who did not happen also to be Jewish.
      Christabel Pankhurst too had a thing about ‘international financiers’ whom, like Hobson, she believed to be
      German in origin. In 1917 she made a speech in which she denounced international financiers, mentioning in
      passing that they were likely to be German in origin. She also believed, and said publicly, that there existed a
      Jewish secret society called the Unseen Hand, which controlled the finances, and even international affairs, of
      Britain. We shall look at this in detail in Chapters 5 and
      6.
    


    
      Hobson expressed the idea neatly of the Jew who cared only for his own ethnic group and who was concerned solely
      with the acquisition of money, when he wrote in the late nineteenth century that the Jew was
      ‘almost devoid of social morality’. He meant by this that Jews owed allegiance only to their own people, as
      opposed to society in general. He went on to say that, ‘The superior calculating intellect which is his national
      heritage, is used unsparingly to enable him to take advantage of every weakness, folly and vice of the society in
      which he lives.’ It is necessary to mention such awful and racist views for us to make sense of the background in
      which the Pankhursts moved. It will also enable us to understand why the aim of the WSPU changed so dramatically
      in later years, becoming more concerned with prostitution and working conditions than with the franchise as such.
    


    
      Mention the suffragettes and most people will be familiar with only the names of Emmeline Pankhurst and possibly
      Emily Davison. Anybody who has read about the subject though is likely to recognize at least one or two other
      names, such as Emmeline Pethick-Lawrence and Flora Drummond. Flora Drummond was one of the most well-known
      organizers of the WSPU. Her nickname was ‘the General’, which came about through her tactical skills at arranging
      marches and rallies. She led these while wearing a military uniform of her own devising. Because of the
      increasingly virulent anti-Semitism which was being seen in Britain in the years leading up to the First World
      War, Jews in Britain were understandably uneasy about the possibility of some demagogue stirring up hatred of
      them. It was bad enough that people like John Hobson were writing about the dangers of international Jewry, but
      when a well-known figure on the political scene began denouncing Jews in public speeches and hinting that
      powerful Jews were running the country, it was felt that it might be time to draw attention to the dangerous
      situation. In October 1912, the Jewish Chronicle published an article under the
      heading of ‘Remarkable Anti-Semitic Outburst’. The substance of Flora Drummond’s speech, which was
      enthusiastically received, was given as follows;
    


    
      The Jews were dominating the country in the persons of Sir Rufus Isaacs and Mr Herbert Samuel, and the women now
      emphatically protested against these dictators making their laws. If they were English it would not so much
      matter, but they were not. This was one of the principle reasons that women wanted the vote.
    


    
      Rufus Isaacs was at the time of the speech Attorney-General and Herbert Samuel was Postmaster-General. He later
      became Home Secretary and then leader of the Liberal Party. Both men were born in England. We saw above how
      disparagingly Sylvia Pankhurst referred to Herbert Samuel. Although on 18 October Votes for
      Women published a clarification of what had been said, it seemed very likely that Flora Drummond had
      actually been making anti-Semitic remarks of the worst kind and was furiously back-pedalling after her views
      reached a wider audience than she might have wished. The piece in the Jewish
      Chronicle certainly caused alarm among British Jews. Flora Drummond is shown in Illustration 14.
    


    
      The context of Flora Drummond’s anti-Semitic speech was that it was delivered at the height of what became known
      as the ‘Marconi Scandal’. The British government was about to make a very important deal with the Marconi company
      and some of those in the Cabinet saw a business opportunity. It was closely allied to what we would today call
      insider trading. The managing director of the British Marconi company was a man called Godfrey Isaacs and his
      brother happened to be Rufus Isaacs, the Attorney General. Both Rufus Isaacs, Postmaster-General Herbert Samuel
      and one or two others began speculating in the shares of the Marconi company and made a profit doing so. This
      affair was used as a way of indicating that Jews in commerce and government were only out for what they could
      get. Drummond would have known that she was endorsing this popular and anti-Semitic idea.
    


    
      Flora Drummond’s anti-Semitic outburst and the opinions which she subsequently expressed lead us quite naturally
      to a curious circumstance of which few modern readers are likely to be aware, which is that the aim of the WSPU,
      particularly during the later years of its existence, was not limited to acquiring the Parliamentary vote for
      some women. Indeed, if we are to take Flora Drummond’s words at face value, this was not even the main purpose of
      the WSPU and the suffragettes. In the same year that she made unfortunate remarks about Jews,
      Flora Drummond also asserted that the real aim of the WSPU was to bring an end to ‘sweated labour’ and the ‘White
      Slave Traffic’. Before examining the significance of these two expressions, we may say confidently that this was
      not some strange and unorthodox view of Drummond’s, but rather the official doctrine of the WSPU. We have seen
      how ruthlessly Emmeline Pankhurst rid the WSPU of anybody holding heterodox views and opinions on the
      organization’s policy, including even her own daughters. It is unthinkable that Flora Drummond should have made
      public speeches which deviated in the slightest degree from the official line which Mrs Pankhurst endorsed. We
      must remember too that Emmeline Pankhurst was especially close to Flora Drummond and that the pair worked
      tirelessly together during the First World War, touring industrial areas to discourage unpatriotic strikes. If
      Flora Drummond said that one of the chief aims of the WSPU was to fight against Jews holding high office in the
      country or to bring an end to the White Slave Trade, then we may be perfectly sure that that is what Mrs
      Pankhurst also believed. Two examples will confirm us in this belief. One is a very public speech by Emmeline
      Pankhurst and the other a book written by her daughter Christabel.
    


    
      Following the bombing of the house being built for Lloyd George in February 1913, Emmeline Pankhurst was arrested
      and charged with inciting violence. At her trial at London’s Central Criminal Court, more generally known as the
      Old Bailey, Mrs Pankhurst made an extraordinary speech, one which shows where her true interests lay. Here are a
      couple of extracts from the speech she made to the court, which give a flavour of the thing:
    


    
      Only this morning I have had information brought to me which could be supported by sworn affidavits, that there
      is in this country, in this very city of London of ours, a regulated traffic, not only in women of full age, but
      in little children, that they are being purchased, that they are being entrapped, and that they are being trained
      to minister to the vicious pleasures of persons who ought to know better in their positions of life …
    


    
      Talking of the suffragettes, Mrs Pankhurst said:
    


    
      They know that the very fount of life is being poisoned, they know that homes are being destroyed, that because
      of bad education, because of the unequal standard of morals, even the mothers and children are destroyed by one
      of the vilest and most horrible diseases that ravage humanity.
    


    
      Because she was conducting her own defence, the judge gave her a good deal of latitude, but when Emmeline
      Pankhurst began telling an irrelevant anecdote about a judge being found dead in a brothel, the judge at her
      trial interrupted and urged her to stick to the point. It was perhaps inevitable after all this that she should
      be found guilty and was sent to prison for three years.
    


    
      That at a moment when newspaper reporters were eagerly waiting to take down her words, Emmeline Pankhurst should
      rave on about dead judges in brothels and the corruption of little girls shows where her interests really lay.
      She and her daughter were convinced that the British nation was on the point of dying out because of what they
      coyly referred to as the ‘social evil’ and most of us call prostitution. She and her eldest daughter thought that
      this was a deadly and existential threat to Britain and gaining the vote was only a means to an end, that being
      the prevention of promiscuous and wicked men from rendering what the Pankhursts called ‘the race’ sterile through
      the transmission of gonorrhoea. In short, getting the Parliamentary vote was not an end in itself and nor would
      it be wise to let every woman have the vote. It was only educated and well-informed women like Emmeline Pankhurst
      and her followers who needed to be able to vote, using their votes as weapons to save Britain.
    


    
      If all this sounds quite mad and bears no relation to what we think we know today about the suffragettes, then we
      must once more congratulate them in retrospect on their skilled propaganda. Hardly anybody today understands the
      true motives and intentions of Mrs Pankhurst and her disciples.
    


    
      In the same year that Emmeline Pankhurst was denouncing what was known at that time as ‘white slavery’, her
      daughter Christabel had published in book form some of the articles which she had written for
      Votes for Women and The Suffragette, and very strange
      reading they made too, especially when all gathered together in a single volume. Reading The
      Great Scourge and How to End It is a disconcerting experience today, because it reveals what the
      suffragette movement was really about. The word ‘race’ occurs quite frequently, as in ‘The sexual diseases are
      the great cause of physical, mental, and moral degeneracy, and of race suicide’. On the following page, we find
      ‘… chastity for men is healthful for themselves and imperative in the interests of the race’. There is a good
      deal more in the same vein.
    


    
      What was being claimed by the Pankhursts and their followers was that organized prostitution, involving countless
      young girls being forced to sell their bodies, was spreading sexually-transmitted diseases to such a great extent
      that Britain could soon be depopulated. The ludicrous claim was made in The Great Scourge
      and How to End It that between 75 and 80 per cent of men in Britain were infected with gonorrhoea and that
      this meant that their wives would either be rendered sterile or give birth to dead or deformed babies.
    


    
      The relevance of this to anti-Semitism is that the trapping of girls into prostitution, which the suffragette
      leaders believed to be a major social problem threatening to destroy the country, was popularly supposed to be
      organized and run by Jews. It went hand-in-hand with another supposed racket, that of ‘white slavery’, which
      entailed tricking girls into going abroad, typically to South America, where they would be imprisoned in
      brothels. This too was commonly held to be a Jewish enterprise. The notion that Jews were at the back of
      prostitution throughout the world was quite a popular one among not only the suffragettes, but also feminists and
      those fighting for women’s rights generally. Former actress Florence Farr provides us with a perfect instance of
      this.
    


    
      Florence Farr was a contemporary of Emmeline Pankhurst, being born in 1860, just two years after Pankhurst. Farr
      was a friend of Aubrey Beardsley and W.B. Yeats, as well as George Bernard Shaw. The first woman to act in one of
      Ibsen’s plays staged in Britain, her progressive credentials were exemplary, and she was generally regarded as a
      champion for women’s liberation. In middle age she became involved with the Theosophical
      Society, to which Sylvia Pankhurst was later devoted. The struggle for women’s rights was a very important cause
      for Florence Farr and she was active in writing for the newspapers on the subject at the same time that the
      suffragettes were making so much of a nuisance of themselves. For Farr, there was a very simple explanation not
      only for the subjugation of women in Edwardian society, but also for the White Slave Trade and prostitution
      internationally. It was all the fault of the Jews.
    


    
      As well as writing many newspaper articles on the emancipation of women, Florence Farr wrote a book on the same
      subject, Modern Woman: Her Intentions, which was published in 1910. In it, she looked
      back into history and discovered when women first became oppressed. She wrote that;
    


    
      The degradation of women in the past originated in the region of the country around Mount Ararat. The lowering of
      their status occurred when the white races adopted the Assyrian Semitic scriptures.
    


    
      This all seems straightforward enough and we have the Jews and their Bible to blame for sexism. If only the
      ‘white races’ had not started following those ‘Semitic’ scriptures, the world, at least for women, would be a
      much better place. The clear racism of such a passage as this might strike us forcibly today, but a little over a
      century ago it had left-wing men and women nodding their heads in agreement. As for the procuring of women and
      girls for the purposes of prostitution, that too was attributed to the same racial group: ‘I am told that in
      nearly every city of ill-fame in the world the profits arising from the procuring of girls are collected by the
      Chosen Nation.’
    


    
      It must be borne in mind that here was a well-respected woman, the confidante of some of the most famous writers
      and artists of the day. She was expressing views which were so commonly held that remarks about the ‘Chosen
      Nation’ and ‘Semitic’ scriptures passed quite without censure or even remark. Just as the anti-Semitism of the
      suffragettes has faded from history, so too with Florence Farr’s appalling views. The Wikipedia page on her
      mentions nothing of it, although it prints in full a poem which Yeats wrote upon hearing of her death.
    


    
      The belief that Jews were at the back of most prostitution was widespread across the whole of
      Europe in the first half of the twentieth century and was exploited to great effect by the Nazis. Grotesque
      images of villainous Jews, luring innocent Aryan maidens into their clutches, formed a staple of Nazi propaganda
      during the 1930s. Hitler wrote quite a bit about this in Mein Kampf. Describing life
      in Vienna, when he was living there as a young man, he said;
    


    
      The relation of the Jews to prostitution and, even more, to the White Slave Trade, could be studied in Vienna as
      perhaps in no other city of Western Europe, with the possible exception of the southern French ports. If you
      walked at night through the streets and alleys of Leopoldstadt [the Jewish ghetto], at every step you watched
      proceedings which remained concealed from the majority of the German people.
    


    
      Reading Hitler’s views on the peril of prostitution and the dangers it represented to a nation, we find that they
      are indistinguishable from the opinions expressed by Christabel Pankhurst. Just like Pankhurst, Hitler thought
      that disease was spread by the practice of men visiting prostitutes. He wrote of ‘the terrible poisoning of the
      national body’. Like Christabel Pankhurst, he wrote too of the moral degeneracy brought by prostitution:
    


    
      Even if its results were not this frightful plague, it would nevertheless be profoundly injurious to man, since
      the moral devastations which accompany this degeneracy suffice to destroy a people slowly but surely.
    


    
      It is likely that some readers will be affronted or even shocked at seeing a book written by Christabel Pankhurst
      being compared to Mein Kampf. However, the obsessive preoccupations of both Hitler
      and Pankhurst with such topics as prostitution, sexually-transmitted diseases and race make such a comparison
      unavoidable. Even the very same expressions about ‘moral degeneracy’ are used by the two writers. The
      similarities are simply too glaring to overlook. Both believed that their nations or ‘races’
      were being poisoned and destroyed by diseases spread by widespread and organized prostitution. In both Germany
      and Britain, Jews were alleged to be behind the traffic in women and girls. To make the point, here is a brief
      quotation on the subject of prostitution and sexually-transmitted diseases. Readers are invited to try and guess
      whether it was written by Christabel Pankhurst or Hitler:
    


    
      The fight against syphilis demands a fight against prostitution, against prejudices, old habits, against previous
      conceptions, general views among them not least the false prudery of certain circles.
    


    
      The sentiments and style are certainly those of The Great Scourge and How to End It,
      but this particular sentence is actually from Chapter 10 of Volume 1 of Mein Kampf.
    


    
      Christabel Pankhurst’s book The Great Scourge was really the Bible of the
      suffragettes. It contained material which had appeared regularly in publications by the WSPU. It enables us to
      grasp what the motives were of the WSPU militants in the two years before the start of the First World War. The
      attacks on racetracks, golf courses, tennis clubs and football changing rooms, all of which were being burned
      down by the suffragettes or having bombs planted in and around them, were pretty pointless and irrational, unless
      you understood the thesis being advanced in The Great Scourge. Why on earth would
      anybody blow up the changing rooms at Cambridge University’s football ground, for instance, as the suffragettes
      did on 10 May 1913? What could be the motive for burning down the cricket pavilion at Bishop’s Park in the London
      district of Fulham or planting a bomb at the Oxted Badminton and Lawn Tennis Club, as was done on 7 May and 12
      May 1913 respectively? Why damage golf courses with sulphuric acid? Why burn down the stands at Hurst Park
      Racecourse on 9 June 1913? The reason for targeting so many sporting venues was absurdly simple. When men were
      not destroying the race by consorting with prostitutes or infecting their wives with syphilis and gonorrhoea,
      they liked nothing better than to relax on the golf course or cricket pitch or perhaps to enjoy watching racing
      or football. By attacking such places, the women of the WSPU were striking directly at men and warning them that they had better mend their ways. The destruction of sporting facilities, which looks
      at first sight mad, now makes perfect sense. This was nothing to do directly with gaining the franchise; it was
      an attack on men and their lifestyle.
    


    
      To understand what Flora Drummond claimed was the other purpose of the WSPU, the fight against ‘sweated labour’,
      we have to be aware that a common perception among British anti-Semites at the time that she made her claim was
      that the country was being flooded with poor and powerless Jews. This, incidentally, provides a perfect example
      of the essential irrationality of anti-Semitism. On the one hand, the rich and powerful Jews were seeking to
      manipulate the country and even dictate with whom the British went to war, but on the other hand, trouble was
      being caused by a flood of poor Jews as well.
    


    
      The late nineteenth century and early years of the twentieth century saw an astonishingly large number of
      asylum-seekers enter Britain, the great majority of them Jews fleeing persecution in the Russian Empire. The
      scale of immigration at that time dwarfed anything seen in recent years. In 1905 the Aliens Act was passed in an
      effort to stem the tide of Eastern Europeans who were flocking to Britain, but it did little good. On 8 February
      1911, Home Secretary Winston Churchill was asked in the House of Commons how many foreigners had entered the
      country in the preceding year. His answer was that in 1910, 600,000 people had entered the United Kingdom, over
      half a million in just one year.
    


    
      Not unnaturally, an influx of so many people, many of them unable to speak English, created problems for
      Edwardian Britain. It was understandable that newcomers should wish to live near people who spoke the same
      language and followed the same religion and this led to parts of London and other big cities becoming ghettoes.
      Local newspapers were quite open about not wanting foreigners and Jews (the two categories were for many people
      interchangeable), moving into their districts. Two examples will illustrate this point.
    


    
      In January 1911 the East London Observer reported that in the Whitechapel district of
      London;
    


    
      It is doubtful if there is more than a score of English families living within a radius of 500 yards of Sidney
      Street. Certainly, there is not a single English tradesman there; the public houses are
      tenanted by Jews and foreigners, and foreign drinks are almost solely consumed.
    


    
      That same month, the editorial writer for the South-Western Star, which covered the
      part of London which contained Clapham Common, was annoyed that a Russian-born Jew had been murdered in the area.
      Clearly worrying that this meant that the neighbourhood was going downhill, he wrote:
    


    
      Why should people who have murders to do invade a select neighbourhood like Clapham? Above all, why should alien
      Jews come here? We sincerely hope that neither Clapham nor Battersea is about to be overrun with undesirables as
      other parts of London have been.
    


    
      When the newspapers which they read felt free to make comments like this about foreigners and Jews, it is perhaps
      not surprising that their readers were emboldened to express their own concerns. Crime and unemployment were two
      undesirable phenomena which were popularly supposed to rise when immigrants moved into an area. An abundance of
      unskilled labour is bound to have some effect upon job prospects and the level of wages, and anxiety about this
      was combined with the widely-held perception at which we looked earlier, that Jews tended to give jobs only to
      other Jews. This meant that many people identified Jews as being inextricably linked to the ‘sweated’ system of
      labour, a term which requires a little explanation.
    


    
      When we read today about sweatshops, usually in some hot country which is a long way from Europe, we have only
      the haziest idea what is meant. Factories? Piece-work at home? We only know that the implication is that there
      are likely to be crowded and insanitary conditions and very low wages. In Edwardian Britain, sweating and sweated
      labour had very precise meanings. Before the Industrial Revolution, most articles, from tables and chairs to
      shoes and socks, were produced by skilled artisans who then sold their produce directly to the consumer. Tailors,
      blacksmiths, potters, carpenters and weavers made things and people then bought them. In the
      late eighteenth century, all that changed when it was found to be cheaper to manufacture things in special
      manufactories, a word which was later abbreviated to factories. Instead of one person making the textiles, shoes
      or chairs, the process was mechanized and streamlined, with each worker being a small cog in a gigantic machine,
      rather than a skilled craftsman working alone. In this way, goods could be produced a lot more cheaply than by
      one man or woman working alone, which resulted in shops buying from the owners of factories, rather than from the
      tailor or cobbler. These shops increasingly dealt with middlemen, rather than the person who actually made the
      goods, and capitalism had arrived. This was grim, but it was not the worst of it.
    


    
      Workers in factories were at least paid a regular wage and knew how long they would be expected to work and what
      sum they would be paid for those hours. Conditions might have been undesirable, but there was a certain security.
      To establish a factory or mill, that is to say to build one, equip it with machinery and hire workers, took a
      large outlay of money or capital. This, of course, is why we call the very system capitalism. There was, however,
      another way of ordering the process.
    


    
      Instead of going to the trouble of building a special factory and then fitting it out with a lot of machinery,
      one could just employ very poor people who were desperate for food and shelter and then install them in cheap
      cellars and garrets, using their labour to achieve the same ends as the factories. Each unskilled worker would
      undertake one simple task and only be paid according to the amount of work actually undertaken. If the people are
      poor enough, then you can cram ten of them into a room and this also becomes the place where they live as well as
      work. Pay them little enough and you will be able to undercut what the large factories are producing.
    


    
      There are shades here of modern slavery and now that there is once again a steady supply of cheap labour in the
      form of migrants who have nowhere to live and no work, we are seeing the same kind of rackets emerge once more in
      Britain. Often, the exploiters are of the same nationality as those whom they are exploiting. Pakistanis recruit
      Pakistani workers and Poles persuade other Poles to work for them. Today, we talk of ‘gangmasters’, but a century
      ago there were ‘garretmasters’, people who owned ramshackle old buildings and crammed them
      with new immigrants who would work for them. These wretched men and women slept many to a room and were obliged
      to pay some of their wages for this accommodation. They worked in the same rooms in which they slept. The money
      they earned was dependent upon how fast they worked and how much was actually produced, which accounts for the
      expression ‘sweated’ labour.
    


    
      The worst of the sweated labour was centred around areas with high concentrations of new immigrants, most of whom
      were Jewish. Whitechapel and its garment industry was a notorious example. For this reason, sweated labour became
      linked in the minds of many people with Jews and it was alleged that those profiting most from the business were
      wealthy and unscrupulous Jews. When somebody like Flora Drummond talked of ‘sweated labour’, her audience would
      know at once, especially when she mentioned prostitution in the same breath, that they were being told about the
      iniquities of the Jews.
    


    
      It there is any doubt about the underlying anti-Semitism of the suffragette movement at that time, with the
      references to ‘sweated labour’, the White Slave Trade and power of Jewish politicians, we need only move forward
      20 years or so and see what Sir Oswald Mosley and his avowedly and unashamedly anti-Semitic fascists were saying.
      In 1935 Mosley addressed an open-air meeting in East London and proclaimed that ‘The big Jew finances and
      controls the old parties, both Conservative and socialists; the little Jew sweats you in the sweatshop.’ Here is
      a statement which could equally well have been made by Flora Drummond! The obsessions of Emmeline Pankhurst, her
      daughter Christabel and other leading suffragettes such as Drummond and Norah Dacre Fox, that is to say
      prostitution, sexual immorality and so on, all reappeared in Britain throughout the 1930s. In her book,
      Feminine Fascism: Women in Britain’s Fascist Movement 1923-1945, Julie Gottlieb
      mentions that:
    


    
      The BUF women’s policy did highlight certain areas of anti-Semitic discourse, and particularly rampant were
      stereotypes of the predatory Jew exploiting women workers in the sweatshops, perpetrating sex crimes, and
      disseminating indecent literature.
    


    
      The image of the Jew as powerful politician, sweatshop owner, international financier and
      organizer of prostitution and white slavery runs through the first half of twentieth-century Britain and is a
      continuous thread through both the WSPU and the BUF.
    


    
      Because of the simmering discontent and rising anti-Semitism in Britain, any well-known public speaker using
      images of white slavers and sweatshops, to say nothing of describing Jewish politicians as not being English, was
      bound to exacerbate an already tense situation, which was why the Jewish Chronicle
      drew attention to what was being said. Concerns about Jewish immigration and things such as the Marconi Scandal,
      which involved two prominent Jewish members of the government, made any speeches about Jews likely to provoke
      trouble. Things really were very dangerous for Jews at that time, as we can see from incidents which took place
      in a part of Britain which hardly had any Jews at all, but was suffering greatly from labour problems.
    


    
      The anger felt against Jews was so fierce at this time that in Wales it resulted in the first pogroms seen in the
      British Isles since the Middle Ages. Industrial action on the railways of South Wales had led to serious rioting
      in the summer of 1911, with the army being called in to restore order. Two men were shot dead by troops and
      another four killed in an explosion after they had torched a railway wagon. Tension was high, because people were
      worried about their jobs and feared that cheap labour coming into the country from abroad would depress wages.
      The few Jews living in that part of Wales provided a handy focus for their anxieties and on the night of
      Saturday, 19 August 1911 crowds consisting of thousands of men and women attacked the homes and premises of Jews
      living in Tredegar and Ebbw Vale. There was widespread looting and while Jews barricaded themselves in attics and
      cellars, their shops and homes were systematically looted and virtually destroyed. Even floorboards and light
      fittings were removed.
    


    
      The police were quite unable to cope with the orgy of destruction, which continued the following day. On Monday,
      two magistrates from Ebbw Vale read the Riot Act and when the rioters refused to disperse, appealed to the army
      for help in suppressing the disorder. The Somerset Light Infantry and men from the Royal Warwickshire Regiment
      made bayonet charges through the streets of Tredegar and when that was not sufficient,
      cavalry were mobilized to clear the streets. It was a shocking episode and demonstrated vividly what a potent
      force anti-Semitism was at that time.
    


    
      We have looked at one or two pointers towards anti-Semitism in the WSPU and we shall look further at this in a
      while, but before leaving the subject and seeing how the suffragettes campaign came to an abrupt end in the
      summer of 1914, it is interesting to turn to another subject which seems to crop up among anti-Semites in the
      twentieth century and see how this too provides a theme which runs through the suffragette movement, and also the
      fascist parties in Germany and Britain. This is animal welfare in general and vivisection in particular.
    


    
      Vivisection is surgery carried out on living creatures, usually vertebrates, for experimentation or research,
      rather than for the benefit of the animals themselves. In Britain, it is permitted, but strictly controlled, but
      there are those who argue that animals and humans alike have rights, one of which is not to be cut open and used
      as laboratory preparations. This way of thinking may be superficially plausible, but it can, as we shall see,
      lead to alarming and unlooked-for consequences. But what on earth can a deep concern for the suffering of
      innocent animals like this possibly have to do with anti-Semitism or fascism, and how could this in turn be
      connected with the suffragette movement? Let us turn to a book about British fascism, written by Stephen Dorril,
      an expert on intelligence matters. In Blackshirt: Sir Oswald Mosley and British
      Fascism, Dorril mentions quite casually, on page 468, that ‘Mosley had transferred funds to Mrs Norah
      Elam, a former suffragette who ran the London and Provincial Anti-Vivisection Society, a BU front organization’.
      The BU is of course the BUF. Norah Elam, the former suffragette, was, before the First World War, Norah Dacre Fox
      and for over a year, from April 1913 until the summer of 1914, she was the General Secretary of the WSPU. Norah
      Dacre Fox helped found the London and Provincial Anti-Vivisection Society in 1900. She was also a rabid
      anti-Semite who, in the 1930s, sent her son to Germany so that he could join the Hitler Youth and experience the
      Nazi regime at first hand. She was interned in 1940 as somebody whose pro-Nazi views made her a threat to
      national security. Flora Drummond, whose anti-Semitic views were reported in the Jewish
      Chronicle, and Norah Dacre Fox, were, apart from the Pankhursts themselves, the most
      important leaders of the WSPU. Their activities were often reported in the newspapers before the First World War.
      On 16 May 1914, for instance, a headline in the Leeds Mercury read, ‘LADIES IN COURT:
      SUFFRAGETTE LEADER’S RUDE BEHAVIOUR’. The article began, ‘Mrs Drummond and Mrs Dacre Fox who were arrested on
      Thursday … ’ They were household names at that time. Neither of the women were at all keen on Jews.
    


    
      Another anti-vivisection society, the London and Southern Counties Anti-Vivisection Society, was also regarded by
      the Special Branch in the 1930s as a front for the BUF. This too was associated with a woman who fought for
      female suffrage. After the start of the Second World War in 1939, Oswald Mosley and the BUF held a series of
      meetings at 48 Ladbroke Grove, the home of Anabel Huth Jackson and also the headquarters of the London and
      Southern Counties Anti-Vivisection Society. These meetings, which continued until both Mosley and Norah Elam had
      been arrested and imprisoned under the defence regulations as possible traitors, were infiltrated by an agent of
      the Special Branch, who reported that the BUF was meeting with other right-wing groups at the address and that
      the aim was to make preparations for a coup d’état.
    


    
      It was no coincidence that the premises of anti-vivisection societies should have been used by fascists as
      meeting places. Opposition to vivisection, along with vegetarianism, are strong threads which run not only
      through the suffragette movement and the BUF, but also, intriguingly, the German Nazi Party. To see why this
      might have been, and the implications for how other human beings might be regarded by the members of these, on
      the face of it, very different organizations, it will be necessary to look back a little, to a time before there
      were suffragettes, Blackshirts or Nazis.
    


    
      We begin with what has been a perennial topic for many years among animal rights activists, anti-Semites and,
      more recently, those opposed to immigration; the religious slaughter of animals. The killing of captive animals
      is never a pleasant business. Sometimes they are strangled or choked to death with carbon monoxide. Chickens are
      often half-electrocuted before having their throats cut, and larger animals can be struck on
      the head with a hammer to stun them before they are killed. Sometimes, the throat is cut with a surgically-sharp
      blade, which causes the blood to the brain to be cut off, leading to almost instantaneous loss of consciousness
      before death. None of these methods are attractive, but one has been uniquely singled out for criticism: the
      kosher or halal slaughtering technique, which simultaneously kills the animal and also drains it of blood.
    


    
      For almost a thousand years in Europe, the so-called ‘Blood Libel’ was perpetrated against the Jewish people, the
      idea that they customarily kidnapped and murdered Christian children to obtain their blood for ritual purposes.
      This peculiar and wholly unfounded story lingers on to this day, most notably in Russia. It became entangled in
      the minds of many people with the unusual requirements of Jewish methods of slaughter, which stipulate that the
      blood be drained from an animal before its consumption by humans. This led in nineteenth-century Europe to calls
      for the practice of kosher slaughter to be banned, on the grounds that it was needlessly cruel and inhumane. Such
      agitation was almost invariably mixed up with anti-Semitic attitudes; the demand for an end to kosher slaughter
      was a way of indirectly attacking Jews. It was hinted that the desire to see a lot of blood splashing about
      motivated both the kosher slaughter of animals and also the supposed practice of draining the blood from
      Christian children.
    


    
      In reality, the traditional Jewish way of killing animals for food is no less humane than most methods and
      probably more so than some. There is no kind way of killing cows, sheep and chickens. Be that as it may, by the
      beginning of the twentieth century when Norah Dacre Fox helped set up the London and Provincial Anti-Vivisection
      Society, the genuine concern for the welfare of helpless animals often became bound up in this way with a dislike
      and mistrust of Jews. This was happening in other countries besides Britain. In Germany, anxiety about the
      welfare of animals generally, and the practice of kosher slaughter in particular, were features of right-wing and
      anti-Semitic groups at the end of the nineteenth century. Such views found favour with the nascent National
      Socialist Party in the 1920s. Hitler was famously a vegetarian and great lover of animals and one of the first
      things which the Nazis did on coming to power in 1933 was to ban kosher slaughter and outlaw vivisection. This was done on 21 April 1933, just a month after Hitler had persuaded the Reichstag to
      pass the Enabling Act which granted him dictatorial powers. That action should be taken so swiftly on this
      matter, at a time of national crisis when Hitler was still consolidating his grip on the country, shows how
      deeply embedded was the idea of animal welfare for the Nazis. Other measures taken at the same time included
      banning the shoeing of horses and a prohibition on the boiling alive of lobsters and crabs for food. Hunting was
      also subjected to strict controls.
    


    
      It is curious to note that precisely the same concern about the suffering of animals during slaughter is now
      being voiced by members of right-wing fringe groups in Britain, who are vehemently opposed to immigration. Every
      so often, a report will appear in some newspaper to the effect that halal meat is being served by this or that
      restaurant chain or school and that some people object because of the cruelty entailed in the Muslim method of
      slaughtering animals. At the back of such concerns generally lies not the welfare of animals, but the desire to
      find a convenient stick with which to belabour an ethnic minority whom some people dislike.
    


    
      Returning now to Britain in the late nineteenth century, we observe that Frances Power Cobbe, an early campaigner
      for women’s suffrage, although not actually a suffragette, established not one but two organizations to fight
      against vivisection. In addition to being a member of the executive council of the National Society for Women’s
      Suffrage, she set up, in 1875, the National Anti-Vivisection Society and then in 1898, the British Union for the
      Abolition of Vivisection. We shall return in a later chapter to the role which anti-vivisection societies run by
      former suffragettes played in providing safe spaces for British fascists, particularly after the beginning of the
      Second World War, but for now we turn to another aspect of animal welfare which was also dear to the heart of
      many prominent suffragettes; the adoption of a vegetarian diet.
    


    
      In April 1907 the journal of the Vegetarian Society had this to say: ‘It is interesting to see how vegetarianism
      becomes related to progressive movements. Quite a number of the leaders in the women’s suffragist movement are
      vegetarians.’ The following year, the suffragette Maud Joachim, who had been sent to prison as a result of her
      activities in the WSPU, remarked that, ‘It is a strange fact that the ranks of the militant
      suffragettes are mostly recruited from the mild vegetarians.’ Marion Wallace-Dunlop, the woman who invented the
      prison hunger strike, was a vegetarian, as was Grace Roe, a very well-known suffragette who was for a time the
      General Secretary of the WSPU. Another vegetarian suffragette was Edith Rigby, whom we saw in the last chapter,
      planting a bomb at the Liverpool Cotton Exchange.
    


    
      From the 1890s onward, there was a distinct link for some women between feminism and animal rights. Apart from
      the concern for animals, there was a more practical angle, in that the average woman spent an awful lot of her
      time cooking. By changing to a diet of fruit, nuts and grain, a lot of time would be freed up for other and
      perhaps more important activities. The primary motive though was a desire not to harm animals by killing or
      vivisecting them. Some suffragettes even went so far as to eschew the use of leather and fur, which has a very
      modern flavour about it.
    


    
      So far, this aspect of suffragism might seem to some readers a little pointless. So what if a lot of suffragettes
      were concerned with the rights of dumb animals? Whatever the motive, this is surely a praiseworthy and good
      thing. The difficulty is that when animals are accorded as much or more consideration as humans, the distinction
      between the two classes can become blurred and the consequences of this are sometimes horrible in the extreme.
      Grace Roe may well have had ethical reasons for abstaining from meat, but when the police raided the offices of
      the WSPU in 1914, she was arrested in possession of explosives. Edith Rigby was a vegetarian, but that did not
      prevent her from detonating a bomb in a very public place, with all the attendant dangers to human life and limb.
      Norah Dacre Fox was passionately opposed to the vivisection of animals, but was also an anti-Semite who was
      imprisoned in Britain during the Second World War for her pro-Nazi loyalties.
    


    
      The danger of blurring that line which most people recognize, of the difference between the rights of humans and
      those of animals, can lead to people becoming careless of the well-being and lives of their fellow human beings,
      while at the same time being excessively concerned about the health and welfare of animals. In a mild form, this
      can be seen when suffragettes were happy to risk human life by planting bombs, but refrained
      from eating meat because of the desire not to inflict harm on animals. More recently, we have seen the activities
      of a group like the Animal Liberation Front. These are men and women who are excessively worried about the
      suffering of animals, but do not scruple to plant bombs and beat people up with pickaxe handles while spraying
      them with CS gas.
    


    
      What happens is that by elevating animals just a little, so that they enjoy some of the same rights as humans, a
      counterbalancing movement takes place whereby some human beings are dropped a couple of notches in estimation, so
      that their lives are regarded as less valuable than those of animals. Those fighting against the hunting of foxes
      are very concerned that these creatures should not suffer any harm. Sometimes campaigns on the Internet glory
      though in the harm which has come to hunters, even exulting in the death of a human who has been hunting foxes.
      To such people, the welfare and lives of the animals are more important than some humans’ welfare and lives.
      There is good reason to suppose that this is what happened among at least some militant activists of the WSPU.
    


    
      We saw in the last chapter that some of the suffragette bombers and arson squads were very careless about causing
      injury or even death to humans. They set fire to houses where people were sleeping and detonated bombs where the
      flying debris could easily hit not only adults, but even sleeping children. Some of them seemed to have no
      consideration at all for human life. Many of them were, in stark contrast, very worried about the idea of animals
      being hurt by their actions. We recall Mary Leigh, who is often quoted today by those hoping to prove how gentle
      and non-violent the suffragettes were. Mary Leigh said, long after the end of the militant activity, that ‘Mrs
      Pankhurst gave us strict orders … there was not a cat or a canary to be killed: no life.’ This is the same woman
      who was in Dublin in July 1912. British Prime Minister Herbert Asquith was visiting the city and was driven
      through the streets in a ceremonial carriage, accompanied by his wife, the Lord Mayor of Dublin and an MP called
      John Redmond. Mary Leigh ran up to the carriage and hurled a hatchet through the open window, presumably at the
      Prime Minister’s head. It missed Asquith, but struck John Redmond’s face, cutting open his ear, which bled
      profusely. Later that day, Leigh helped to start two fires in the Theatre Royal, which was
      packed with people at the time. She and her fellow terrorists then set off a bomb.
    


    
      Most readers will have great difficulty perhaps in squaring such sensitivity to the idea of a canary being
      killed, with somebody who is prepared to throw an axe at people’s heads and try and burn down or blow up a
      theatre full of people. Would Mary Leigh have thrown a hatchet at a cat? One feels instinctively that she would
      not. To her, the life of a cat was of more value than that of men and women.
    


    
      Mary Sophia Allen, who later went on to meet Hitler and other Nazi leaders and to become a close and trusted
      confidante of Sir Oswald Mosley, was another suffragette who was eager to emphasize how careful the terrorists
      were about animals. Allen stood in for Annie Kenney when Kenney was in prison and was the first suffragette
      hunger striker to be awarded a specially-struck medal by Emmeline Pankhurst herself. Years after the end of the
      suffragette campaign, Mary Allen wrote of the arson and bombing attacks which were carried out that it was ‘An
      absolute condition that everything must be so planned that no one – not even an animal – could be hurt by what we
      did’.
    


    
      Just as with Mary Leigh, we see the mention of harm to animals as symbolizing the worst possible thing which
      could result from suffragette attacks: ‘not a cat or canary’. One might add perhaps, especially not a cat or canary. It is hard to imagine that any suffragette, even the most
      dedicated and ruthless, would splash sulphuric acid about where a kitten or puppy might be burned by it, although
      such precautions were frequently not, as we saw in the last chapter, taken where possible injury to people was
      concerned. Similarly, setting fire to houses containing people was quite acceptable, but one cannot think that
      any of these women would have tried to burn down a stable or barn containing animals. It seems that to many of
      the fiercer suffragettes, people were of less account than animals. The ultimate embodiment of this inverted view
      of the relative values of people and animals was of course seen in Nazi Germany.
    


    
      Adolf Hitler’s devotion to his dog, Blondi, was legendary. He appeared to prefer the animal’s company to that of
      most humans. Goebbels, the Nazi propaganda chief who ended up murdering all his children
      before committing suicide himself, was explicit about his own feelings saying, ‘The only real friend one has in
      the end is the dog’. It was noted of many Nazis that they seemed to prefer and value animals more than they did
      people. They loathed the idea of hunting animals to kill them, but were instrumental in organizing the hunting
      down and killing of humans without a second thought. Perhaps the most extreme case of this raising of an animal
      to the status of a human, while demonstrating that some people are seen as animals, may be seen in the person of
      one of the commandants of Treblinka extermination camp in Poland.
    


    
      Kurt Franz was first deputy-commandant and later commandant at Treblinka, a camp where a million people were
      gassed. His favourite companion was his dog, an enormous St Bernard called Barry. This creature was the size of a
      calf and had been trained to attack prisoners by tearing at their genitals. Franz would give the command, ‘Man,
      grab that dog!’ Here is the ultimate blurring of the line which separates humans and animals; the dog is referred
      to as a man and the man is called a dog. Of course, an even more telling example of this hideously distorted way
      of thinking about animals and humans may be seen in the means used to transport victims to the Nazi extermination
      camps. Kurt Franz raised his dog to the status of a person, but the Jews sent to Auschwitz and Treblinka were
      packed into cattle-trucks, neatly reducing them to the level of animals destined for the slaughterhouse.
    


    
      We remember that although the vivisection of animals was so distasteful to Hitler and his henchmen that one of
      their first acts when they gained power was to ban it, that less than a decade later human vivisection would be
      practised in the concentration camps which the Nazis set up in Poland. The details of some of these experiments
      are too ghastly to describe, but it is enough to say that Jews and prisoners of war were subjected to mutilation
      and pain at least as bad as anything endured by rats in a scientific laboratory. Before leaving this particular
      topic, we must realize that there is no reason to suppose that Oswald Mosley’s use of two anti-vivisection
      societies for meetings of his fascists was a wholly cynical exercise. There is every reason for thinking that he
      too, like Hitler and Goebbels, was inordinately fond of his pet animals. After his death, Mosley’s widow related
      that when Sir Oswald’s ginger cat, called Goldie, died, his grief was inconsolable. According
      to Lady Mosley, Goldie was the love of his life and after the cat’s death, he sat in the kitchen and wept. Nor
      was this the only indication that he valued animals at least as much as he did human beings.
    


    
      Oswald Mosley was interned for three years during the Second World War, because it was feared that he and the
      BUF, of which he was the leader, might form a treacherous fifth column and aid the Germans. After he was released
      from imprisonment in 1943, Mosley went home and busied himself with, among other things, raising pigs. This led
      to an extraordinary and revealing scene in 1945, after the war had ended. We must remember that by the end of the
      Second World War, there was no doubt in anybody’s mind about the horrors of the Holocaust and murder of millions
      of Jews. Those, like Mosley, who had whipped up anti-Semitic sentiments and shown themselves to be supporters of
      Hitler, might be expected to feel a little remorse and even express their contrition. Sir Oswald did nothing of
      the sort. Instead, he launched a series of complaints to the Home Office and Lord Chancellor about the scandalous
      persecution to which he had himself been subjected. This involved, of all unlikely things, his pigs.
    


    
      An allegation had been made that Mosley’s pigs were overcrowded and underfed and he was charged with cruelty to
      these animals. When he appeared before the magistrates at Kingsclere in Hampshire, they thought the evidence so
      weak that they threw out the case. However, the Chair of the magistrates, Colonel Kingsmill, remarked before
      doing so that:
    


    
      The bench do not consider the prosecution has proved its case. We do, however, consider you should have been
      fully aware of the state in which the pigs were, and should have taken earlier steps to see they were properly
      cared for and better housed.
    


    
      Mosley, whose defence was that the animals were suffering from worms, flew into a rage, marched up to the colonel
      and shouted, ‘Am I to be subject to stricture because of your observations, against which I have no right of
      appeal?’ So angry was the former fascist leader that he began a campaign of letter-writing to various officials
      in an attempt to clear his name of the slur that he had neglected his pigs. Mosley was pretty
      generally hated in Britain at that time, but of all the things he stood accused of, the one which really rankled
      with him was the suggestion that he had neglected to feed some animals.
    


    
      It may seem far-fetched to draw comparisons between a handful of Edwardian women who chose a vegetarian diet or
      who were concerned about cruelty to animals and Nazis who ran concentration camps, but the principles motivating
      both are similar. It explains why a leading suffragette like Norah Elam should have had no problem with both
      being both a supporter of Hitler and also using the premises of the anti-vivisection society she founded for
      meetings of fascists and Nazi sympathizers and also to conceal the funds of the BUF. In a broader sense, it sheds
      light on the mentality of people who could be so tenderhearted that they did not wish to wear leather or fur, but
      were at the same time quite happy to pour sulphuric acid into post boxes, where it would inevitably harm the man
      who picked up the letters. The same thing can be seen when we recollect some of the arson attacks at which we
      have looked. As we know, even today it is claimed that the suffragettes only ever set fire to ‘empty’ or
      ‘unoccupied’ houses. This does not mean that nobody was in those properties which they torched, of course: here
      too we see humans placed in higher or lower categories. Those starting fires like that at Aberuchill Castle in
      Scotland in February 1914 would have known well enough that there were likely to be caretakers or domestic staff
      on the premises. What they meant by ‘unoccupied’ was not devoid of people, but rather that no people of a high
      status were likely to be present. This is of course an essential first step in dehumanizing some classes of
      people.
    


    
      The movement of some suffragettes along the path which led ultimately to their being considered so pro-Nazi that
      they represented a threat to the country’s security was not a sudden leap, but part of a continuous process. We
      are able in retrospect to see other ideas popular with fascists and Nazis which the Pankhursts and their
      supporters were already keen on decades earlier. Emmeline Pankhurst and her three daughters were all infected by
      what we now regard as extremely dangerous and unscientific ideas about such things as race, for instance. Ideas
      which found favour with the leadership of Nazi Germany, such as the importance of racial
      purity and an interest in eugenics, were enthusiastically espoused by Emmeline Pankhurst and her daughters. Adela
      Pankhurst of course became so enamoured of the Nazis that she too, like Norah Elam, was imprisoned during the
      Second World War as a suspected fifth columnist.
    


    
      Sylvia Pankhurst is often regarded as the most sensible and least extreme of the Pankhurst family. A dedicated
      socialist, she was sidelined by her mother and more forceful sister Christabel and ejected from the suffragette
      movement for having too keen an adherence to the idea of democracy. Those commenting today often appear to see
      Sylvia Pankhurst as both the most left-wing and also the most normal of the Pankhursts. She too though had some
      very odd ideas which today would cause the raising of eyebrows among most of us. We have seen that she thought
      nothing of writing disparagingly about an English politician, simply because he happened to be Jewish.
    


    
      The concept of eugenics, improving the human race through selective breeding and the elimination of the unfit or
      defective, is today viewed very much askance. Theories of eugenics reached their logical and awful climax in Nazi
      Germany, with the sterilization of the mentally ill and gassing of not only those with learning difficulties but
      also supposedly inferior racial types such as Gypsies and Jews. Today, we regard such views with abhorrence. In
      1927 Sylvia Pankhurst, who was still unmarried at the age of 45, gave birth to a baby boy, the son of Silvio
      Corio, an Italian anarchist. She told a newspaper reporter that the child was a ‘eugenic’ baby, who had been born
      to ‘two intelligent adults free from hereditary disease’. It is true that such an attitude was more easily
      understood in the context of the era, but it remains the case that it was precisely these kind of views which led
      the Nazis to murder inferior specimens of humanity; those who had not been born to ‘intelligent adults’, that is,
      or who were not free from the taint of ‘hereditary disease’.
    


    
      Emmeline Pankhurst and Christabel were both obsessed with what they described as ‘race suicide’. The word ‘race’
      occurs frequently in speeches and newspaper articles by the Pankhursts and their supporters. Even when Emmeline
      Pankhurst was launching what amounted to a terrorist campaign, she could not help bringing race into it, saying
      that, ‘If any woman refrains from militant protest against the injury done by the Government
      and the House of Commons against women and to the race, she will share responsibility for the crime’. The
      government was, according to Mrs Pankhurst, guilty of a crime against the race; a truly bizarre notion by modern
      standards. Emmeline Pankhurst and her daughters believed that what they thought of as the English ‘race’ was
      being poisoned and harmed by venereal disease and that this posed a mortal hazard to the British nation. A
      side-effect of some sexually-transmitted diseases is sterility and the Pankhursts thought that the English ‘race’
      faced extinction unless this serious threat was addressed. In her book on this subject, The
      Great Scourge and How to End It, Christabel Pankhurst claimed that the birth rate was falling and that
      this was caused by an epidemic of gonorrhoea. She wrote that there was ‘No disease of the adult male population
      which approaches gonorrhoea in its prevalence – from 75 to 80 per cent of men (and some say more than this) being
      infected by it before marriage’.
    


    
      The falling birth rate was one way that the race was being destroyed, but there was another danger and that was
      the babies which were being born might, by reason of infection contracted by the
      mother, either be born dead or deformed. As an ‘expert’ in the field, quoted by Christabel Pankhurst in her book,
      claimed, this resulted in, ‘Mental deficiency, dwarfism, every kind of physical deformity, even the birth of
      beings hardly human …’.
    


    
      The Great Scourge and How to End It was published in 1913, but with its talk of
      ‘beings hardly human’, ‘mental deficiency’ and ‘dwarfism’, its language would not sound out of place in Nazi
      Germany in the late 1930s, when plans were being laid to eliminate what the Nazis called ‘useless eaters’ by
      means of euthanasia. Mention of dwarfism as a product of infection by syphilis or gonorrhoea reminds us that the
      notorious Dr Josef Mengele of Auschwitz concentration camp had a special interest in dwarfs, whom he supposed to
      be more common among Jews, because of their debauched and degenerate lifestyle. When an entire family of Jewish
      dwarfs arrived at Auschwitz from Romania on 19 May 1944, Mengele at once saved them from the gas chambers, so
      that he could experiment upon them and prove his own bizarre theories about racial
      degeneration. One of the first things which he did was to take blood samples to test them for syphilis.
    


    
      In this chapter we have examined some ideas and stereotypes which were used as weapons by anti-Semites in the
      Edwardian period, among them the rich and powerful Jew who cares only about his own race, the ruthless sweatshop
      owner and the white slaver. All these stock images were hugely influential in Nazi Germany, providing putative
      justification for mass murder. We have seen too that concern for animal welfare can sometimes lead to a distorted
      view of the relative values of humans and animals. Ideas like this were closely bound up with the aims and
      objectives of Emmeline Pankhurst’s movement, to such an extent that it is at times hard to distinguish the
      writing and speeches of the Pankhursts from those of Adolf Hitler.
    


    
      We have sketched the history of the WSPU from its origin in 1903, up to the bombings and arson of 1913 and 1914.
      The suffragettes were in a cul-de-sac and it was difficult to see how they would be able to escape from this.
      Compared with the more moderate suffrage societies, the WSPU was shrinking and declining in influence. The
      government’s position had hardened and there seemed no prospect of the vote being granted, nor of a cessation of
      violent attacks. Fortunately for both sides, trouble in Europe came to the rescue. Not only did this result in
      some women being granted the vote, it marked the beginning of the transformation of Emmeline Pankhurst from
      troublesome harridan to national treasure.
    

  


  
    Chapter 5


    1914: The Suffragettes Tackle the Enemy Within


    
      We have looked at some of the features of true fascism, as opposed to vague modern
      ideas of its nature, and come now to something else which all fascist movements have in common, especially those
      in the years leading up to the Second World War. This is an aggressive nationalism, based upon an exaggerated
      patriotic regard for one’s own country. Both German and Italian fascists in the 1930s believed in an almost
      mystical way that their own countries were superior to others and that an empire founded by their nation would be
      a glorious thing. These imperial ambitions were expressed in various ways. The Germans, for example, talked not
      of empire-building but of acquiring lebensraum or ‘living space’. The Italians under
      Mussolini were more open about the nature of their desires. Even the symbol of the regime, the bundle of rods
      known as fasces from which we derive the word ‘fascism’, was taken from the glorious days of the Roman Republic,
      when Rome ruled much of Europe, North Africa and the Middle East. In Ethiopia and Libya, fascist Italy began to
      stake its own claim to an empire which, it was hoped, might eventually rival that of any other great power.
      Britain, of course, already had an empire, the most extensive the world had ever seen. Fascism in Britain, when
      it appeared in the 1920s and 1930s, was based on the presumption of British superiority, both racial and
      cultural. It was to this same idea that Emmeline Pankhurst suddenly appealed in the year that the members of her
      WSPU were undertaking their most audacious terrorist attacks.
    


    
      The transformation of Mrs Pankhurst from rebellious agitator to stalwart defender of British imperialism took
      place so swiftly that it is impossible to believe that it was really a change of heart at all. Almost certainly,
      the bellicose patriotism which she displayed from the summer of 1914 onward was no
      newly-acquired belief, but rather something which had always been dear to her. That so many of the important
      figures in the WSPU, as well as a lot of the rank and file, joined her in this new crusade requires a little
      explanation though. That they were so blindly prepared to follow the one whom they called the ‘Leader’ along a
      path which had for years led in precisely the opposite direction of the one which they all been following, is at
      first a little puzzling. Overnight, these women abandoned all interest in gaining the vote and instead devoted
      themselves to helping Britain fight a prolonged and bloody war. For over a decade, it had been asserted by the
      WSPU that once women obtained the franchise, they would put a stop to wars and all the other silly things of
      which men were seemingly so fond. Now, they threw themselves into supporting this men’s war and urging their
      fathers, brothers and husbands to go off to the killing fields of the Western Front. Such an abrupt volte-face is
      not initially easy to understand.
    


    
      It is of course something of a cliché to compare sudden and dramatic changes of view which have been instigated
      by an autocratic leader with the events in the novel Nineteen Eighty-Four. There, it
      will be remembered, the world was divided into three blocs; Oceania, Eurasia and Eastasia. These three powers
      were constantly at war, although also regularly changing their alliance. One day, Oceania would be at war with
      Eurasia, but then without any warning, the enemy being fought was Eastasia instead. Because the population
      adhered slavishly to the leadership of Big Brother, who could never be wrong, it meant that as soon as the
      strategic situation changed, everybody had to pretend at once that they had always been at war with the same
      enemy;
    


    
      At this moment, for example, in 1984 (if this was 1984), Oceania was at war with Eurasia and in alliance with
      Eastasia. In no public or private utterance was it ever admitted that the three powers had at any time been
      grouped along different lines. Actually, as Winston well knew, it was only four years since Oceania had been at
      war with Eastasia and in alliance with Eurasia.
    


    
      This is almost exactly what happened in 1914 with the members of the WSPU. For over 10 years
      they had been told that women of the world must unite and that a new world of peaceful cooperation was about to
      dawn and that everything depended upon their getting the vote. Now, Mrs Pankhurst announced that this was not at
      all the case and that they must fight on behalf of the very system which had before been portrayed as being
      irredeemably corrupt and in dire need of being reformed, root and branch. To understand how such mental
      gymnastics could be performed is not as difficult as it might seem at first sight.
    


    
      We begin by considering generally the nature of fanaticism and the way in which it grips some people and leaves
      them inaccessible to reasoned argument. It is perhaps no exaggeration to describe the suffragettes as fanatics.
      This is not a pejorative term; many devoutly religious men and women could be described as fanatics, as too might
      those belonging to certain political parties or campaigning for various causes. Fanatics are often those who get
      things done and even change the world. The one defining characteristic of a fanatic though is that it is
      impossible to change his or her mind by rational argument and debate. They are in general impervious to reason,
      dedicated with single-minded zeal to their chosen belief system. This is true of evangelical Christians,
      enthusiastic communists, many fascists, racists, animal rights campaigners and a host of other people of all
      shades of the political and religious spectrum. It is always futile and sometimes dangerous to try and point out
      any flaws in their beliefs.
    


    
      This does not mean that fanatics never change their minds. What it does mean is that such a change is not brought
      about by means of reasoned discussion, but seems to happen overnight. Eric Hoffer, the American philosopher,
      summed this up neatly by saying that fanatics cannot be convinced, only converted. In other words, they might
      switch to another movement or point of view, even one which is vehemently opposed to whatever they are currently
      zealous about, but this is as a result of some internal process and has nothing to do with any argument to which
      they have been exposed. This is an intriguing idea, which might best be explored by means of one or two examples.
      This phenomenon is not of course something seen only in the suffragettes and nor is it at all gendered. It is
      displayed in equal measure by both men and women. Looking at specific cases, one of which
      relates to the anti-vivisection movement, will make this counter-intuitive idea easier to understand.
    


    
      The classic instance of somebody undergoing a swift and radical conversion is of course Saul of Tarsus, an
      orthodox, devout and intelligent Jew from what is now modern Turkey. Saul’s change of heart was so sudden and
      complete that we still, 2,000 years later, talk of a ‘Road to Damascus’ moment. Saul was a great one for
      persecuting the new and, to him, heretical sect of Jews who followed an obscure prophet called Jesus. He
      travelled across the Middle East, hunting down such people and encouraging the authorities to take action against
      them and was instrumental in the stoning to death of Stephen, the first Christian martyr.
    


    
      One day, while en route to Damascus to catch a group of Christians active there, Saul’s whole outlook changed and
      from being a ruthless persecutor of Christianity he became its most dedicated advocate and supporter. This
      happened as a result, according to Paul in later life, of an encounter with the risen Jesus. After changing his
      name, he devoted his energies not to suppressing the new religion, but rather in spreading it throughout the
      Roman world. St. Paul, as he later became known, provides us with an archetype of the person who is not
      accessible to reason, but may under the right circumstances switch sides, quite literally overnight.
    


    
      Some readers might be growing a little restless, seeing St. Paul dragged in like this, and so we turn now to a
      more recent case, one which neatly connects suffragettes, fascism and the anti-vivisection movement. The life of
      a man called Wilfred Risdon makes clear the thesis being advanced here.
    


    
      In 1896 Wilfred Risdon was born into a devoutly Christian family in the English city of Bath. To say that the
      family were devout is understating the case: they were Plymouth Brethren and as a young man, Risdon was zealous
      in the faith. He carried a Bible around with him at all times and was in the habit of quoting from it whenever
      any kind of debate started. This was Risdon’s earliest enthusiasm. At some point in his youth, Christianity was
      dropped in favour of socialism. Just as he had once been a fervent Christian, Wilfred Risdon now became an evangelical socialist, preaching on the streets as keenly as he had once spread the word of
      God. In this capacity, he became a local organizer for the Labour Party in the years following the end of the
      First World War.
    


    
      Wilfred Risdon was to undergo two more conversions. In the 1930s he met Sir Oswald Mosley and soon realized that
      socialism was not the correct path at all. He became a founder member of the BUF and was appointed the first
      Director of Propaganda for the newly-formed political party, a post later held by William Joyce, the notorious
      ‘Lord Haw-Haw’. He met former suffragette leader Norah Dacre Fox, then calling herself Norah Elam, at fascist
      meetings and became interested in the crusade against vivisection. This caused his interest in fascism to wane,
      but before he had broken off contact with Mosley, the Second World War began and in May 1940 he was arrested and
      interned as a possible fifth columnist, together with Mosley and Norah Elam, who was at that time running the
      London and Provincial Anti-Vivisection Society. After only three months in prison, Risdon was released, the
      authorities having decided that he posed no threat to the country’s stability. He soon began running the London
      and Provincial Anti-Vivisection Society full-time and revitalized the group. He spent the rest of his life
      fighting vivisection, which was the last of his great causes.
    


    
      In Wilfred Risdon’s life we see a number of features which we find time and again among the more militant and
      enthusiastic suffragettes. A strong devotion to religion, especially Christianity, occurred often among such
      women, both before and after they became suffragettes. Christabel Pankhurst became a convinced and evangelical
      Adventist, while her sister Sylvia embraced Theosophy. Annie Kenney and her sister Jesse both adopted
      Rosicrucianism and some of the most militant, such as Mary Sophia Allen, who organized Emily Davison’s funeral,
      were received into the Roman Catholic Church. Mary Allen came from a very religious family; one of her sisters
      was a Benedictine nun and two others were very devout Christians.
    


    
      Before seeing what happened in the summer of 1914, let us return to the terrorist campaign which was in full
      swing in the spring of that year. We have so far charted the growth of the WSPU from a single-issue political
      pressure group, formed to demand that women had equality of franchise with men, to a movement
      whose aim was to tackle what was seen by two of the Pankhursts and their lieutenants as the greatest evil of
      society; prostitution and the consequent spreading by men of venereal disease. The WSPU had essentially undergone
      a transformation from political campaign to moral crusade. Some members had been lost as the emphasis of the
      group changed, but those who remained were more dedicated than ever. At their leader’s instigation they had
      undertaken acid attacks, arson and bombings. By the summer of 1914, there was no sign of any decline in terrorist
      activity, although the government was working hard to suppress the WSPU by various means, including police raids
      and the prosecution of the company printing The Suffragette. If anything, the bombs
      were becoming larger and more likely than ever to cause serious casualties. They were also being planted in
      places which showed clearly that the aim was to cause massacres, rather than just inflict symbolic damage to
      property.
    


    
      Two suffragette bombs in May 1914 could have had catastrophic consequences had they exploded as planned and
      showed that the terrorists of the WSPU were now operating like a guerrilla army, intent on inflicting as much
      damage on their opponents, that is to say the ordinary men and women in the streets, as was humanly possible.
      Near the Yorkshire town of Penistone stood the Upper Windleden Reservoir, which held almost 140 million gallons
      of water. Below it was another, smaller reservoir. On Sunday, 3 May 1914, a workman checking the valve house,
      which controlled the flow of water from the reservoirs, found a large iron pipe, which was filled with
      explosives. A wax taper had been attached to this and lit, to act as a fuse, but the wind had blown it out. This
      was extremely fortunate, because as the Manchester Guardian reported;
    


    
      Had the bomb exploded and seriously damaged the valve tower, the rush of water would probably have displaced the
      surrounding masonry, and the whole 138 million gallons of water on the reservoir would have swept down the valley
      into the smaller Lower Windleden Reservoir. The banks at the lower end of this might then have given way under
      the pressure, and had this occurred the whole of the contents of the two reservoirs would
      have been released into the valley below.
    


    
      According to an engineer from the Dewsbury and Heckmondwike Water Board, whoever had planted the bomb knew
      precisely where the maximum amount of damage might be caused with the minimum of force. This was no haphazard
      attack; it had been planned with the intention of flooding an entire valley, with all the consequent damage and
      loss of life.
    


    
      An even more deadly attack was attempted less than three weeks later. Because of the continuing threat of
      terrorism, which was now affecting the whole of the United Kingdom, patrols were being organized in various
      places to check railway lines and other possible targets at which the bombers might strike. On 22 May, one such
      patrol near Glasgow, which was guarding the aqueduct from Loch Katrine, came across two bombs, the fuses of which
      had been lit but gone out. They had been planted at the base of one of the pillars carrying the aqueduct to
      Glasgow. This one source supplied half the water to the second largest city in the country and it is hard to
      imagine what would have happened if the supply of water to a great city had been suddenly interrupted, which was
      evidently the intention of the terrorists. Near the unexploded bombs were found a woman’s handbag and the latest
      copy of The Suffragette.
    


    
      While the suffragettes were continuing their violent campaign to save the race by putting an end to prostitution
      and suppressing the spread of gonorrhoea, events were taking place in Europe which would soon provide them with a
      new cause, namely the defence of the British Empire. On 11 June, a bomb planted by a member of the WSPU exploded
      in Westminster Abbey and three days later there was an explosion at St George’s Church in Hanover Square. A
      fortnight later Serbian nationalists assassinated Archduke Franz Ferdinand while he was visiting Sarajevo, thus
      initiating a chain of events which would culminate in the outbreak of First World War.
    


    
      In July, there were other bombings and attempted bombings by the WSPU, including one of the most bizarre
      terrorist attacks ever seen in Britain. On 8 July a niece of Lord Kitchener, whose imposing
      portrait was shortly to become so famous on recruiting posters, tried to blow up the cottage where Robert Burns
      was born. Four days later, the railway station at the Midlands’ town of Blaby was burned down and then the
      following day a bomb exploded at Rosslyn Chapel in Scotland, the small church made famous by the book
      The Da Vinci Code. Ten days after this bomb attack, Austria-Hungary sent an ultimatum
      to Serbia, which they blamed for the assassination of Franz Ferdinand, heir to the throne of the Austro-Hungarian
      Empire. When this ultimatum was disregarded, war was declared and as a direct result, Russia then mobilized her
      army in support of Serbia. On 1 August 1914, two things happened, one of international significance and the other
      of purely domestic interest in Britain. Germany declared war on Russia and the first terrorist bomb of the
      twentieth century was detonated in the Irish province of Ulster.
    


    
      We sometimes forget that terrorism in what is today Northern Ireland was started not by the IRA but by the WSPU.
      On the morning of Saturday, 1 August, a charge of dynamite exploded outside Christ Church Cathedral in Lisburn,
      leaving a crater 4ft deep, damaging stonework and destroying a 300-year-old stained-glass window. A well-known
      local suffragette was arrested and charged with the bombing, but was, in the event, to face no penalty for her
      actions. The day following the explosion in Lisburn, Germany invaded and occupied Luxembourg and then, on Monday,
      3 August, declared war on France. At 7.00pm the next day, Britain declared war on Germany and the First World War
      had begun.
    


    
      Emmeline Pankhurst, who had been granted temporary release from prison after embarking on another hunger strike,
      was in France, visiting Christabel. Her daughter, it will be remembered, was in permanent exile abroad, from
      where she had been directing the terrorist campaign which had now been going on with increasing ferocity for a
      year and a half. On hearing that war had begun, Emmeline Pankhurst returned at once to England and announced that
      the WSPU would now forget all about agitating for the franchise and instead throw its energy into helping the
      government to win the war. She never again showed any interest at all in the suffrage movement. She had a new set
      of enemies to contend with, chief among whom were the pacifists and socialists who were
      opposed to the war.
    


    
      The proclamation issued by Emmeline Pankhurst about the war is an absolute masterclass in how to change one’s
      direction through 180 degrees, while maintaining to others that one’s views have not changed in the slightest.
      The open letter, dated 13 August 1914, begins by reiterating the position held for years, that once women are
      allowed to vote, there will be peace on earth and no more silly wars, which are in any case started by men;
    


    
      As regards the war, the view the W.S.P.U. expresses is this: we believe that under the joint rule of enfranchised
      women and men the nations of the world will, owing to women’s influence and authority, find a way of reconciling
      the claims of peace and honour and of regulating international relations without bloodshed …
    


    
      All this is the standard line pushed by Mrs Pankhurst and her suffragettes for years, ‘regulating international
      relations without bloodshed’. She continues;
    


    
      We nevertheless believe also that matters having come to the present pass it was inevitable that Great Britain
      should take part in the war and with that patriotism which has nerved women to endure torture in prison cells for
      the national good, we ardently desire that our country shall be victorious – this because we hold that the
      existence of all small nationalities is at stake and that the status of France and Great Britain is involved.
    


    
      In plain language, Mrs Pankhurst is saying that when women have the vote, there will be no more wars, because of
      the good influence which they will exert on the political scene, but before that happens, it will be necessary to
      fight the greatest war in human history. The wonder of it is not that some members of the WSPU left her
      organization, but that the great majority remained and accepted what they were told by the Leader without
      complaint.
    


    
      The WSPU was started with the simple and unambiguous aim of obtaining the vote for
      middle-class women. A decade later, the object was to abolish prostitution and rid the country of the menace of
      venereal disease. Now, it was to be placed at the service of the British government as part of the war effort, a
      role which it faithfully undertook for the next three years, until it was dissolved in 1917. Part of this work
      was to consist in fighting against strikers and anybody who refused wholeheartedly to support the defeat of
      Germany.
    


    
      It need hardly be said that Prime Minister Asquith could not believe his luck and ten days after Britain had
      declared war, he granted amnesty to all suffragettes currently in prison or facing criminal charges. At this
      point, it would be quite understandable if the suffragettes of the WSPU decided that they should simply put their
      campaign on hold for a while and not sabotage the war effort. Doing so would, however, have left a gaping hole in
      the lives of many of them. The camaraderie, the plotting and intrigue, the adventure of planning and carrying out
      audacious acts of arson and bombing, the sheer excitement and, perhaps not least, the need to have a commanding
      figure in their lives, someone who would tell them what to do and what to think – all these things would be lost
      if they simply adopted a passive course of giving up the struggle for the franchise and letting the war be
      conducted without their involvement. There was a choice between leaving behind the thrill of being part of a
      movement led by Emmeline Pankhurst and her daughter or following her and continuing to do as she instructed. Some
      fell away; many did not.
    


    
      Emmeline Pankhurst thought that the men should join the army and go off to fight the Germans in France. Her job,
      and that of the women who followed her, was to fight against the enemies whom she had identified working in
      Britain itself, trying to prevent victory from inside the country. There were three such enemies. Most obviously,
      there were the German agents; not only spies, but also those with German or Jewish ancestry who wished to see
      Germany triumphant. We will deal with this part of the WSPU’s crusade in the next chapter. The other two dangers
      that Emmeline Pankhurst saw were pacifists and left-wing workers. The pacifists were dismissed in the pages of
      The Suffragette as ‘disloyal cranks’ and the only place for them was prison. The contempt that Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst felt for conscientious objectors was
      picked up by their followers and manifested itself in the handing-out of white feathers, the traditional sign of
      cowardice, to able-bodied young men who were apparently shirking their duty and had not yet volunteered for the
      army. Mrs Pankhurst was one of the first to call for conscription. The fight against what she saw as unpatriotic
      and disaffected workers was the main strand to which she devoted her energies though, travelling the world to
      warn against the dangers of socialism, which she saw now as a danger comparable to prostitution and venereal
      disease.
    


    
      With so many men away at war, factories were running short of workers who would be able to produce the armaments
      needed to prosecute the war in Europe, the artillery pieces and shells, rifles and hand grenades, aeroplanes and
      ships. The obvious solution for Emmeline Pankhurst was that while the men served in the armed forces, women could
      serve in factories and every woman who took up such a job would be freeing another man to join the army. The
      government was very keen on this idea, which had already occurred to some in the Cabinet. The problem had been
      how to persuade women that they should come and work in the arms factories. The answer was that they would not
      need to try and persuade them at all: Emmeline Pankhurst would undertake the job for them. There was another
      difficulty, in that trade unions were opposed to the very idea of having women take jobs in the munitions
      factories. They were afraid that the effect would be to lower wages generally. Emmeline Pankhurst had no time at
      all for such self-serving views, which she saw as a deliberate attempt to sabotage the war effort.
    


    
      Emmeline Pankhurst had a problem of her own after the outbreak of war, which was that she could no longer rely
      upon wealthy women to subsidise her and allow her to live a comfortable life, attended by servants, without
      having to worry about getting a job. Once she stopped agitating for votes for women, the money dried up. If
      something did not turn up, she would soon be in financial difficulties. She and her daughter might even have to
      work for a living like everybody else. Fortunately, something, or rather somebody, did turn up.
    


    
      On 24 June 1915, Emmeline Pankhurst gave a speech at the London Polytechnic. She begged the
      government to allow women to work in munitions factories and other fields, saying;
    


    
      We here and now this afternoon offer our services to the government, to recruit and enlist the women of the
      country for war service, whether that war service is the making of munitions, or whether that war service is the
      replacing of skilled men who have been called up, so that the business of the country may go on.
    


    
      This speech was reported in The Times the following day and a few days later, on 28
      June, a letter was sent from Buckingham Palace to Lloyd George, who was now Minister for Munitions. After the
      usual courtesies, it read: ‘His Majesty the King was wondering if it would be possible or advisable for you to
      make use of Mrs Pankhurst.’
    


    
      Her old enemy, the man whose house she had encouraged others to blow up, was prepared to forgive and forget the
      past. More, he was ready and willing to arrange things so that his former adversary would not have to worry about
      paying her servants’ wages. He sent for Emmeline Pankhurst and offered to bankroll the WSPU with funds from the
      Treasury, if she would agree to start a campaign to get women working in munitions factories. This was the answer
      to her prayers and Mrs Pankhurst did not need to be asked twice. Using all her contacts she soon organized a
      large demonstration in London of women who were begging to be allowed to make the weapons of war or, as the
      banners which the thousands of women carried had it, ‘We Demand the Right to Serve’.
    


    
      The entire march, which took place through London on 17 July 1915, was one enormous recruiting drive. Almost a
      hundred bands played patriotic tunes and women were signed up then and there on the spot to work in factories.
      The march ended at the Ministry of Munitions, where Lloyd George came out to meet the women, beaming with
      pleasure.
    


    
      In total, the government paid something like £4,000 to Emmeline Pankhurst and the WSPU. As we have already
      remarked, no accounts were produced to show how the income of the group was spent; it was
      entirely up to Mrs Pankhurst. What is certain is that she was now once more provided for and the danger of her
      having to work for a living receded. Things got even better, because the British government soon saw another
      capacity in which she might be usefully employed.
    


    
      There may have been a strong business-end to Emmeline Pankhurst’s work on behalf of the state, but there is no
      reason to suppose that her patriotism was not genuine. One thing which was angering her was that not everybody
      was ready to make what she felt to be necessary sacrifices at a time of grave crisis for Britain and the British
      Empire. Some workers, for instance, were beginning to grow a little weary of being expected to work longer and
      longer hours for a war about which some of them were a little dubious. Many socialists and other left-wing
      workers felt that they had more in common with the working classes in other countries than they did with the rich
      and powerful people who owned the factories, mines and railways in which they worked. Not only that, there was
      also a marked reluctance in such areas to sign up for the army. Before conscription was introduced in 1916, the
      army had to rely upon volunteers and it was felt that some men needed to be reminded of their duty. Being spoken
      to on the subject by women was thought likely to shame some men into falling into line.
    


    
      Mrs Pankhurst was not the only suffragette leader to ‘take the King’s shilling’, as it were. With her to Wales
      went the former General Secretary of the WSPU, Norah Dacre Fox, who at the time was almost as well known as the
      Pankhursts themselves. As the Cambridge Independent Press reported on 1 October 1915:
    


    
      Mrs Pankhurst, Mrs Dacre Fox and other suffragettes now engaged in a recruiting drive in South Wales, on Monday
      descended one of the Glamorgan Coal Company’s pits at Llwynypia, going to the coalface and cutting coal.
    


    
      The official newspaper of the WSPU, The Suffragette, had been renamed Britannia and their coverage of the campaign to discourage men from striking and get them instead
      to join the army so that they could be sent to the Western Front was extensive. Some other familiar names cropped up as well. The 22 October 1915 edition of Britannia
      reported enthusiastically that Mrs Pankhurst, Flora Drummond and Norah Dacre Fox were all in South Wales, where
      they were working hand-in-glove with the authorities to get men to join the army;
    


    
      Mrs Pankhurst will be going to Swansea shortly, in which district Mrs Drummond has been holding most successful
      meetings at the invitation of the recruiting authorities.
    


    
      Not only men were being targeted;
    


    
      An interesting feature of the Pontypool meeting was the eagerness shown by women to join in the scheme for making
      munitions of war. A number volunteered on the spot while others walked five or even ten miles over the hills to
      give in their names to serve in this way.
    


    
      On the same page that all this was covered was an advertisement for a meeting in London at which Emmeline
      Pankhurst was to appear with the same intention in mind, that is to say acting as a kind of recruiting-sergeant.
      Annie Kenney was also to be speaking that night.
    


    
      There is no doubt that most of the main characters among the suffragette leadership were now throwing themselves
      with unbridled enthusiasm into the war against Germany. For them, the enemies were firstly the Germans and their
      Jewish allies in Britain, and secondly the pacifists and left-wingers who opposed the war. For at least one
      high-ranking suffragette, Mrs Pankhurst’s call to arms gave her the opportunity to indulge in her love of
      uniforms.
    


    
      The WSPU was very fond of both uniforms and the idea of being an army. Indeed, Emmeline Pankhurst herself was
      fond of martial metaphors, describing the suffragettes as an ‘army in the field’ and talking of those who
      ‘followed the general’, which is to say herself. There was also a love of uniforms. As we have seen, the
      suffragettes had what amounted to a uniform of their own, which they were encouraged to wear as much as possible.
      Flora Drummond, who was Emmeline Pankhurst’s devoted companion in the fight against shirkers
      and strikers, had as a suffragette leader devised a uniform of her own, one in keeping with her nickname of ‘the
      General’. This gave her the appearance of somebody from a comic opera and may be seen in Illustration 14. Mary Leigh, who tried to burn down and blow up
      a theatre in Dublin, used to trick herself out as a drum-major, so that she could lead parades during WSPU
      marches and rallies. Illustration 20 shows her in this
      outfit. Another suffragette who, like her Leader, was keen to do her bit in the war, went a step further during
      the First World War and drafted other women into uniform as well.
    


    
      Mary Sophia Allen was 36 when the First World War began. She was very close in Emmeline Pankhurst’s counsels and
      used by her as a troubleshooter in the WSPU. She had been imprisoned on more than one occasion and had been
      responsible for quite a few arson attacks. She was also in charge of Emily Davison’s funeral, which gives some
      indication of how important she was to the suffragettes. Emmeline Pankhurst and the WSPU wanted to milk Davison’s
      death for all it was worth. She was after all their first martyr, and so it was considered vital that somebody
      reliable was handing the arrangements. We know about Mary Allen’s role because the police wrote to her about
      every detail of the funeral, treating her as the person in command. She was the Chief Marshal and responsible for
      the whole event.
    


    
      Shortly after the start of the war, Mary Allen was introduced to a woman called Margaret Damer Dawson, who was a
      few years older than her. Dawson was a friend of the Commissioner of Police for the Metropolis, Sir Edward Henry,
      and she was trying to set up Britain’s first uniformed female police force. Curiously, this woman had another
      interest, one at which we have already looked. She was obsessed with vivisection and slaughterhouses. She
      travelled all over Britain and Europe, visiting slaughterhouses and shared her home for a while with two of the
      most famous animal rights campaigners of the day.
    


    
      It is strange how the motif of animal welfare and a love of animals seems to crop up time and again when we are
      examining the history of suffragette activists. Mary Allen herself was exceedingly fond of and knowledgeable
      about dogs. She was such an expert on the subject that in later years she became a judge at the Crufts annual dog
      show.
    


    
      Soon after Mary Allen met Dawson, the two women became lovers and launched the Women Police
      Volunteers. A smart uniform was designed and for the rest of her life, Mary Allen was hardly ever seen in
      civilian clothing. She later adopted the rank of Commandant, by which she was known to everybody, even many years
      later. From the beginning, the Women Police Volunteers, or WPV, had many connections with the suffragettes.
      Isobel Frances Goldingham, for instance, had been a hunger striker before the war and now became a close
      associate of Mary Allen. Olive Walton was another former suffragette who had also been to prison for her
      activities. Both joined Mary Allen in planning the new project. Illustration 19 is of Mary Allen in uniform with two of her volunteers.
    


    
      The concern of Mary Allen and her women police officers was less criminal than it was moral. Following on quite
      naturally from the subjects which had been so dear to the hearts of the suffragettes, such things as
      prostitution, sexually-transmitted diseases and the White Slave Trade, the WPV focused their attentions on the
      girls who were now working in munitions factories and had freedom, and money, that they had never had before. It
      was to prevent these young women from getting into trouble that the WPV devoted their time and energy. Lloyd
      George, who had been quick to make peace with Emmeline Pankhurst and the others, saw an opportunity to make use
      of another of his old suffragette enemies and obtained official recognition of the new force.
    


    
      At the end of the war Mary Allen was awarded an OBE and it was assumed that she would then sink into obscurity.
      She did not and, after working with Emmeline Pankhurst to try and break the General Strike in 1926, which we
      shall learn about in a later chapter, Allen became one of Oswald Mosley’s closest colleagues, travelling to and
      from Nazi Germany, most likely carrying messages from Hitler to the British fascists in the years immediately
      before the outbreak of war in 1939.
    


    
      Strikers were a worry to the Pankhursts and their fellow WSPU members, but there was another serious problem and
      that was pacifism. Today, most of us view with admiration the young men who resisted the war fever which gripped
      the nation and refused to join the army, even after conscription was introduced in 1916. For the Pankhursts
      though, these men were little better than traitors, who were dodging the column and declining
      to do their part in protecting the country. Christabel Pankhurst was scathing about such types and used the pages
      of The Suffragette to denounce them in no uncertain terms. When the magazine changed
      its name to Britannia, she became even more unrestrained in her condemnation of them.
    


    
      Not only did pacifists lack loyalty, many of them were also socialists, dedicated to hampering the British war
      effort by means of industrial action. They were all part of the same general conspiracy, which was of course
      orchestrated by the Germans. Here is Flora Drummond writing in Britannia on 7
      September 1917;
    


    
      For some time past the WSPU have been carrying a very active ‘Win-the-War’ campaign in industrial centres.
      Meetings have been held on the Clyde, and in Newcastle, Barrow-in-Furness, Sheffield, Woolwich, as well as in the
      mining districts of Northumberland and Durham, and in other parts of the country.
    


    
      Not everybody was pleased to see Flora Drummond, Emmeline Pankhurst, Norah Dacre Fox and the others turning up in
      their towns. Ordinary people, at least according to Drummond, flocked to hear their message, but there were
      dangerous subversives at work, men determined to sabotage the heroic work of the WSPU. She went on to explain
      that the opposition to her and the other suffragettes was being coordinated by a dangerous group of men. It was
      none other than the pacifists;
    


    
      A most important fact which has been borne in upon us in the course of our industrial campaign is that pacifists
      have made a strong effort to capture the trade unions. Go where you will, you are constantly coming up against
      Pacifist officials in trade unions, Pacifist officials in co-operative societies, Pacifist this, that and the
      other – and the W.S.P.U is making a special point of getting trade unionists to understand this very real danger.
    


    
      After the Bolshevik revolution in Russia in October 1917, it was communists who were blamed
      more for fomenting unrest in industry, but when Flora Drummond was writing in September 1917, the pacifists were
      the people responsible for much of what was wrong in the country. Here is what Britannia had to say about pacifists and conscientious objectors a year after the war had
      started. On 27 August 1915, the magazine carried a piece under the headline, ‘Prison for Disloyal Cranks’. This
      dealt with the activities of organizations which opposed the war with Germany, such as the Union for Democratic
      Control, which had as a member Bertrand Russell. The author of the article, which appeared, we must remember, in
      the official publication of the WSPU, did not mince her words;
    


    
      Prison is a safer place and a more comfortable place for these disloyal and misguided persons than are the
      trenches … While the best among British manhood are suffering unimaginable horrors at the hands of the Germans it
      would be ludicrous to waste a thought on the disloyal cranks whose own cranky disloyalty had brought them into
      British prisons … perhaps they expect that the invading Germans would treat them with leniency or even bestow the
      Iron Cross upon them for their services to the German cause!
    


    
      One final passage will make the point, before we look at what the actual result was for those condemned so
      harshly by the British press, including Britannia. Here is what Emmeline Pankhurst
      had to say about conscientious objectors, according to the Manchester Evening
      Chronicle, in April 1918. Under the heading, ‘Convenient Consciences’, Mrs Pankhurst was quoted as saying;
    


    
      ‘I have nothing but contempt for these young fellows who, although in a minority, are the noisiest section, and
      for the young fellows who want the war to go on in order that they can stop at home earning big wages, who when
      called upon to take their share of the fighting and of the sacrifice, call for an armistice, as was the case at
      Glasgow.
    


    
      ‘And some of these young fellows call themselves conscientious objectors,’ declared Mrs
      Pankhurst, scornfully, ‘They took good care that their conscience did not stop them earning money.’
    


    
      There is something horribly distasteful at the sight of Emmeline Pankhurst, so long herself the subject of scorn
      and derision, speaking with such disdain of others whose principles led them to risk prison and worse. It was,
      after all, only five years since she had herself been imprisoned for standing up for what she fervently believed
      in. There is more to this than meets the eye though, because conscientious objectors risked more than prison for
      their sake of their consciences, as Emmeline Pankhurst almost certainly knew.
    


    
      Before conscription was brought in in 1916, the only pressure on men to join the army was that brought by social
      disapproval. Some men in civilian clothes would be handed white feathers and loud remarks were made in their
      presence about ‘slackers’ and ‘shirkers’. All this changed on Thursday, 2 March 1916, when the Military Service
      Act became law. On that day, every man living in Britain who was unmarried and aged between 18 and 41 was
      automatically enlisted into the armed services and therefore subject to military law. The great majority of men
      accepted this state of affairs, but a few thousand did not and refused to acknowledge that they were now
      soldiers. Provision was made for those men who had a ‘conscientious objection to the undertaking of combatant
      service’ and it was up to the newly-established Military Service Tribunals to determine who had a genuine
      religious or moral objection to serving in the army and who might just be afraid of getting killed.
    


    
      Some of the conscientious objectors, who were colloquially known as ‘conchies’ or COs, were prepared to wear
      uniform and be in the army if they were not expected to kill anybody. Such men served as stretcher bearers and so
      on. Others would undertake work of national importance, always provided that they were not under the jurisdiction
      of the army. The final category were those who refused to do anything at all which might aid the war effort. If
      lucky, these men would be issued with an exemption certificate, otherwise they were informed that they were now in the army and that any refusal to obey orders would result in a court martial.
    


    
      The whole practical aim of the process for dealing with pacifists and conscientious objectors was to make their
      lives so unpleasant that they would eventually give in and follow orders like other soldiers. Some gave in,
      others did not. In that case, their refusal to pick up rifles and undertake drill was treated as it would be in
      any other soldier refusing to follow orders. They were court-martialled and sent to civilian prisons to serve
      their sentences. These were the lucky ones. The army had their own ways of making life difficult for men who
      would not do as they were told and it wasn’t always necessary to resort to the blunt instrument of the
      court-martial. R. Palme Dutt was a classical scholar from Oxford and committed pacifist. When he showed signs of
      being rebellious, he was detained in Hut 16a of the Royal Herbert Hospital in Woolwich, with soldiers suffering
      from venereal disease. The sanitary conditions were primitive, which mean that he was very likely to contract
      diseases while being held there.
    


    
      In an attempt to make an example of some of the more awkward conscientious objectors who had been refused
      certificates of exemption and were therefore technically in the army, over 100 of them were transported to France
      and warned that as they were now in the presence of the enemy, any refusal to obey orders would be a capital
      crime. When some of the men still refused to do as they were told, they were court-martialled and thirty-four of
      them were paraded in public and learned that they had been sentenced to death. All the sentences were commuted to
      10 years’ imprisonment, but the shock of hearing themselves being sentenced to be shot at dawn was an appalling
      one for the men. Even they were luckier than some. At Winchester, a conscientious objector, enlisted unwillingly
      into the army, was similarly sentenced to death and put up against a wall, blindfolded and the order to fire
      given, before he was informed of his reprieve.
    


    
      Most of those who had been condemned to death in France eventually ended up in the Home Office work camp at Dyce,
      which was set up near a quarry on the outskirts of the Scottish city of Aberdeen. Conditions here were extremely
      grim, with accommodation in draughty tents, which had first seen service during the Boer War, and straw mattresses placed directly onto the often-wet ground. The men at the Dyce camp were expected to work
      for 10 hours a day, breaking rocks in the quarry. Many became ill and on 8 September 1916 a 20-year-old man
      called Walter Roberts died of pneumonia.
    


    
      This then was the reality for the pacifists about whom Emmeline Pankhurst, her daughter and the other leaders of
      the WSPU spoke so contemptuously. Their contempt and dislike was shared by other people giving speeches and
      writing in newspapers and although the Pankhursts cannot be wholly blamed for what happened to people who did not
      wish to join the army, they must at least share responsibility for helping to whip up public opinion into a
      feverish hatred of men who were not in uniform. Mobs were incited both by these sentiments and also by the
      often-repeated wish of the Pankhursts and others in the WSPU, and later the Women’s Party, to see all Germans,
      even those who had become naturalized British citizens, arrested and expelled from the country.
    


    
      Attacks on German shops and business premises, which were common in Britain during the First World War, sometimes
      segued seamlessly into vandalism and looting against Jews. One foreign-sounding name was as good, or as bad, as
      another as far as rampaging crowds were concerned. This meant that anti-German riots could easily be mistaken
      sometimes for anti-Semitic riots. From time to time though, the targets for hostility were Jews themselves,
      especially if they were seen as evading military service. Foreign Jews dodging the column, of course, made the
      best targets of all. Disturbances of this kind were also egged on by people like the Pankhursts denouncing
      ‘shirkers’ who would not do their bit for the country.
    


    
      There were many thousands of Russian and Polish Jews living in London, Manchester and other large cities during
      the First World War. Most had sought asylum in Britain because they had been persecuted in their own countries
      and had escaped ahead of pogroms. Due to the pressure of people like Christabel Pankhurst complaining about men
      avoiding conscription, to say nothing of Emmeline Pankhurst’s visit to Russia to urge the government there not to
      flag in their prosecution of the war against Germany, the British government decided that all Russian Jews who
      had come to live in Britain would have to either join the British Army or be deported to the
      country from which they had fled, so that they could be conscripted into the Russian one. This was a horrifying
      prospect for many of the asylum seekers and resulted both in individual tragedies and large-scale disturbances on
      the streets. Some Russian Jews killed themselves, rather than be sent back to Russia.
    


    
      On Tuesday, 25 September 1917, the Daily Mirror ran an article under the headline
      ‘RIOT IN THE EAST END’. On the previous Saturday night, there had been a fight in the East London district of
      Bethnal Green between two soldiers and a few Russian Jews. The following day a crowd numbering between 2,000 and
      3,000 gathered in Blyth Street and Teesdale Street and began moving towards the Jewish area. When they started
      throwing stones and smashing the windows of Jewish homes, the police intervened. This sort of incident was
      directly provoked by the sentiments expressed by people like Emmeline Pankhurst and Flora Drummond, who were
      inveighing against pacifists. The crowd’s fury had been aroused because the Russian Jews who were their targets
      were not in uniform.
    


    
      Unedifying as the sight of the Pankhursts and their followers denouncing pacifists might be, it is not the worst
      thing which they did in the course of the First World War. Most people are aware that conscientious objectors
      during that war had a pretty harsh time of it and we can hardly lay the blame for this entirely at the door of
      the WSPU. It is time now to look at an aspect of the Great War which scarcely anybody today has ever heard of and
      that is the establishment of concentration camps in Britain and the ethnic cleansing which went hand-in-hand with
      them. In this business, the WSPU were very heavily involved; they were among the prime movers of the enterprise.
    

  


  
    Chapter 6


    Concentration Camps and Ethnic Cleansing


    
      Illustration 15 shows a strange and alarming thing; a concentration camp operating
      in England over a century ago. This is one of the camps in which German and Austrian civilians, some of whom had
      been born in Britain and lived there all their lives, were held for years. Most people in this country are now
      quite unaware that one result of the campaign against Germans and Austrians living peacefully in Britain in 1914
      was the establishment of concentration camps across the whole of the country, including several in London, and
      the systematic ethnic cleansing of those who, to quote a leading suffragette, had ‘enemy blood’.
    


    
      Since the end of the Second World War, the expression ‘concentration camp’ has acquired an extremely sinister and
      unsavoury association, which is perhaps not to be wondered at in the aftermath of the Holocaust. We try and
      forget that Britain pioneered the use of concentration camps, and indeed were the first to use the very phrase,
      during the Boer War, and then, a few years later, in Britain itself. In those days, there was no squeamishness
      about calling the things by their correct name and so people living in London were quite aware of the existence
      of Alexandra Palace Concentration Camp and Stratford Concentration Camp. These were not of course extermination
      camps like Auschwitz and Treblinka, merely places where one could gather together any foreigners or other
      undesirable civilians whom one wished to keep under lock and key.
    


    
      Before going any further, it might be a good idea to explain what concentration camps are, as there seems to be a
      lot of confusion in many people’s minds. Concentration camps are merely places where civilians are held
      indefinitely without trial, not for what they have done but for
      who they are. They are gathered together and detained without trial because of their
      nationality, ethnicity, religion or political beliefs. For instance, you might wish, as the Nazis did, to remove
      communists, Jews and Jehovah’s Witnesses from circulation. In Britain, between 1914 and 1918, it was people of
      German or Austrian origin or parentage who were sent to such camps. They were ordinary people, living quietly and
      running shops or working in hotels.
    


    
      Most people have heard of Kristallnacht, the night of 9 November 1938, when many
      Jewish shops and homes in Germany were attacked and thousands of innocent people marched off to concentration
      camps. It was a pogrom in all but name. Hardly anybody today though is aware that a precisely similar event took
      place in the English city of Liverpool, over 20 years earlier. Even those who have vaguely heard of this dreadful
      episode are most unlikely to know about Christabel Pankhurst’s role in affairs of this kind.
    


    
      On 10 May 1915 rioting mobs took control of the streets of Liverpool. There was widespread anger after a
      passenger liner called the Lusitania had been sunk near Ireland by a German
      submarine, with the loss of over 1,000 lives. There were also disturbances in other English cities, including
      London, but Liverpool saw the fiercest of the mobs which went on the rampage, unhindered by the police. Their
      target was German shops and homes. After smashing windows and breaking down doors, any premises entered by the
      angry crowds were completely wrecked and, in some cases, set on fire. The reaction of the authorities to these
      shocking actions was, by modern standards, incredible. They arrested not the perpetrators of the attacks, but
      their victims. Men who had been living in England for over 50 years and had sons serving in the British Army were
      taken into ‘protective custody’ by soldiers and marched out of the cities where they had been living. They were
      then taken to concentration camps. This was of course exactly what happened on Kristallnacht, when people whose shops had been looted and burned were taken, into ‘protective
      custody’ and sent to the concentration camp at Dachau. The Manchester Guardian of
      Tuesday, 11 May 1915, forerunner of the modern-day Guardian
      newspaper, described what had happened;
    


    
      The rage and grief occasioned in Liverpool by the destruction of the Lusitania led to
      serious rioting in that city on Saturday, Sunday and yesterday. The premises of German tradesmen were attacked by
      large and angry crowds of men, women and children and the police had the greatest difficulty in coping with the
      outbreak. Indeed, in several instances, they were quite unable to disperse the crowds until serious damage had
      been done. A great many Germans and Austrians in the city who have hitherto been allowed their liberty are now,
      it is stated, to be interned so that they may be preserved from mob violence.
    


    
      There had been anti-German riots before, but not on the scale of those seen in 1915. Some Germans living in
      Britain when the war began had already been interned, but these had been young men of military age. The demand
      now was that all men who were either born in Germany or born in Britain of German parents should be locked away
      in concentration camps. Leading the demands for such drastic measures was none other than Christabel Pankhurst,
      and her medium for urging this step was The Suffragette, the official organ of the
      WSPU.
    


    
      Both before and after the riots in May 1915, The Suffragette had been warning of what
      they called the ‘German Peril’. This referred not to the threat of German soldiers on the battlefield of the
      Western Front in France, but of the waiters and pork-butchers living in London and other big cities. There were
      many such men before 1914 and in some cities they had established themselves in particular areas. Stratford in
      East London, for instance, was popularly known as ‘Little Germany’. It was because of the presence of so many
      Germans that the Stratford Concentration Camp had been set up.
    


    
      What sort of things was The Suffragette saying in 1915? Here is an example from 27
      August. Under the ominous headline, ‘What are the Germans doing Here?’, the view was expressed that any and all
      Germans, even those who were naturalized citizens or had even been born in Britain to German parents, should be
      locked up. There had been German espionage in America and it was suggested that all people of
      ‘enemy blood’ posed a threat to Britain.
    


    
      But in our own country there is still far too much scope allowed to Germans of the various categories mentioned
      above. Indeed, we fear that German manoeuvres in Great Britain may be of a character even more dangerous, because
      more specious, more subtle, than they are in Russia and the United States.
    


    
      In short, Austrians and Germans living in Britain might appear harmless and loyal, but that was simply another
      mark of their treacherous cunning!
    


    
      Or consider this, published in The Suffragette on 21 May, less than a fortnight after
      the riots in Liverpool, under the headline, ‘Germans in this Country’: ‘The decision to intern Germans and
      Austrians eligible for military service and repatriate the rest, has not been made too soon …’
    


    
      Throughout the whole of the war The Suffragette, which later changed its name to the
      more patriotic-sounding Britannia, was under Christabel Pankhurst’s control and we
      may assume that the views it contained reflected accurately those of her and her mother. Dismissing any
      naturalized Germans from the civil service, sending all Germans and Austrians to concentration camps and
      deporting the rest and dumping them in neutral countries such as Holland, were all recurring themes. Some people
      believed that The Suffragette was actually to blame in part for inciting riots.
    


    
      Conditions in the concentration camps to which The Suffragette wanted all those of
      German ancestry to be sent were grim and prisoners were sometimes massacred if they failed to obey orders. Some
      of the first to be arrested in 1914 were sent to the Douglas Alien Concentration Camp on the Isle of Man.
      Conditions there were primitive, with scanty food of poor quality and only tents to sleep in. November that year
      was cold and some of the prisoners refused to stay in tents, so the commandant eventually allowed them to sleep
      in the brick-built dining room. There was, however, no improvement in the food provided and this led on 19
      November 1914 to a rowdy protest during a mealtime, in which crockery was smashed and chairs
      broken. Troops guarding the camp took exception to the behaviour of the prisoners and entering the dining room,
      opened fire with their rifles at the unarmed protesters. Nobody present could later remember who had given the
      order to shoot, but it was obvious that the intention had been to kill and injure as many men as possible. A
      total of thirty-four bullets were fired into the mass of men armed with nothing more lethal than china plates.
      Five men were killed outright during the shooting and another died later from his wounds. Many more were injured.
      Two of those killed had, until a few weeks earlier, been waiters in hotels on the south coast of England. The
      inquest, held the following month, brought in a verdict of justifiable homicide. The men shot dead at Douglas
      were not the only victims of trigger-happy guards. A week earlier, another prisoner had been shot dead at
      Camberly Concentration Camp in Surrey.
    


    
      The campaign run by Christabel Pankhurst through The Suffragette to expel Germans
      from Britain or, failing that, to put them into concentration camps, had a distinctly anti-Semitic flavour at
      times, because of course many of the Germans who had settled in Britain during the nineteenth century also
      happened to be Jewish. This was hinted at when The Suffragette inveighed against
      ‘international finance’, which, as we saw in a previous chapter, was invariably a coded reference to Jews.
    


    
      In Chapter 4, reference was made to John Hobson’s famous, and
      notably anti-Semitic, work Imperialism. In it, he expounded the view that many wars
      are engineered by Jewish financiers for their own ends. He was referring of course to the Boer War, the book
      first being published in 1902, but Hobson explained that in a more general sense, wars only took place when they
      were in the interest of the Jews who, he suggested, controlled the financial world. In this context, he mentioned
      by name the Rothschilds, asking rhetorically if anybody seriously supposed that a great war could be undertaken
      by any European state if the house of Rothschild was against it. This conspiracy theory, that the Rothschilds
      secretly control the world via the monetary system, is still a popular one today on the internet.
    


    
      The Rothschilds of course are German in origin and according to The Suffragette,
      people of German descent never changed, even if they became naturalized citizens of another country. Like Hobson,
      Christabel Pankhurst and her mother conflated Germans and Jews, so that the two categories
      became more or less interchangeable. Both mother and daughter were determined that anybody with German ancestors
      should never be trusted and when they founded the organization which would replace the WSPU in 1917, the Women’s
      Party, this mistrust of those with ‘enemy blood’ was a specific and important plank of the new party’s policy.
    


    
      On 10 July 1917, Christabel Pankhurst gave a speech which was reported in great detail in the 13 July edition of
      Britannia. In it, she outlined her view that German Jews controlled the course of
      world history and that through ‘international finance’, German-Jewish bankers were able to attack British
      interests. A few quotations should be sufficient to give a flavour of the thing. She began by telling the
      audience at the Aeolian Hall in London that Britain faced two enemies. One was the alliance of avowedly enemy
      nations, consisting of Germany, Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey. The second was ‘International Finance’.
      What was meant by this phrase? Pankhurst was quite specific;
    


    
      International Finance is really German finance and the International Financiers concerned are Germans and German
      Jews. Thus International German Finance is working for Germany.
    


    
      We remember that Hobson said exactly the same thing, 15 years earlier, when he referred to, ‘International
      financiers, chiefly German in origin and Jewish in race’. We note the words, ‘German in origin’. This is just
      what the Pankhursts and their associates in the WSPU and later the Women’s Party also believed, that even the
      children and grandchildren of German Jews could never really be accepted as British. This is why Flora Drummond,
      a few years earlier, had claimed that Herbert Samuel and Rufus Isaacs were not English, despite having been born
      in the country. This is sheer, open and unadulterated anti-Semitism. Christabel Pankhurst’s speech about German
      Jews, by which she really meant people like the Rothschilds who had lived in Britain for over a century, would
      fit in perfectly with some of the ravings of modern movements such as those who subscribe to the idea of the New
      World Order, where Jews of German origin, the Rothschilds, control the fate of nations
      through their shady machinations.
    


    
      In her speech in July 1917, Christabel Pankhurst continued;
    


    
      How does the ‘Unseen Hand’, in other words German International Finance, achieve its purpose of hampering
      Britain’s prosecution of the war? The British must be told the truth about this matter … When we know of the
      number of International Financiers in London, and when we think of the way our own British finance is undermined
      and entangled by German ‘International’ finance …
    


    
      The ‘International Financiers’ in London were of course British Jews whose families had come to this country from
      Germany in the nineteenth century. Their actions though were in opposition to ‘British’ finance; in other words,
      English Christian financiers and bankers. It is quite extraordinary that this aspect of the Pankhursts and the
      suffragette movement has been forgotten or airbrushed from history over the last century. There is something far
      more sinister about this speech than at first meets the eye, because it ties in perfectly with one of the most
      notorious incidents of anti-Semitism to be seen during the First World War.
    


    
      Noel Pemberton-Billing was the MP for East Hertfordshire and in 1916 he started a magazine called The Imperialist. He used this to spread various conspiracy theories to explain why Britain was
      unable to beat Germany swiftly and decisively. The main reason was that a secret society existed, called the
      ‘Unseen Hand’. We note that Christabel’s article in The Suffragette, quotations from
      which appear above, was headed ‘What is the Unseen Hand?’. In other words, Pankhurst was explicitly acknowledging
      that she believed in the existence of this secret society, dedicated to the interests of Germany rather than
      Britain. There was no doubt who was thought to be behind the Unseen Hand; Pemberton-Billing was perfectly open
      about this. It was of course Jews, both in Britain and abroad. The reason that Christabel Pankhurst fell so
      readily for this nonsense was that Noel Pemberton-Billing also held the same ideas as her on the subject of
      prostitution and sexually-transmitted diseases, both of which had of course been earlier
      obsessions of hers. In The Imperialist it was claimed that Jews and Germans were
      hoping to harm the British race by infecting young men with gonorrhoea, something which Emmeline and Christabel
      Pankhurst had been warning of for years. This is what Pemberton-Billing had to say on the matter;
    


    
      The German, through his efficient and clever agent, the Ashkenazim, has complete control of the White Slave
      Traffic. Germany has found that diseased women cause more casualties than bullets. Controlled by their
      Jew-agents, Germany maintains in Britain a self-supporting - even profit-making - army of prostitutes which put
      more men out of action than does their army of soldiers.
    


    
      The Ashkenazim are European Jews. Again, we see the idea that it is the Jews who are behind the White Slave
      Trade. No wonder that the Pankhursts were so keen to collaborate with men like this. All their ideas about the
      White Slave Trade, sexual diseases, prostitution and Jews were parcelled up neatly and tied in with their current
      obsession, the desire to win the war against Germany.
    


    
      Of course, Emmeline Pankhurst too was a firm believer in the danger of German Jews being too comfortable in
      Britain and when the Women’s Party was started, this was an integral part of its programme. It is fascinating to
      see what Britannia, which was of course the official voice of the Pankhursts, had to
      say about this. Here, for example, from the 9 November 1917 edition, is part of their programme for the country
      after the war had been won. This was the policy of the Women’s Party, which Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst,
      together with others like Flora Drummond and Norah Dacre Fox, were setting up to replace the WSPU. We would
      certainly raise our eyebrows today at the headline, ‘Britain for the British’, but we will let that pass and see
      what was actually being planned;
    


    
      The British Empire and its component parts drawn into closer co-operation for defence and development.
    


    
      The natural resources, the essential industries, and the transport system of the British
      Isles and of the Empire in general to be under strictly British ownership and control.
    


    
      The British public service to be manned exclusively by officials of long British descent and wholly British
      connection.
    


    
      In short, no foreigners to be employed in the civil service, nor anybody whose parents or even grandparents were
      not born in Britain. This is what is meant by ‘long British descent’ and although it is directed mainly against
      Germans and German Jews, one can imagine the effect that such a prohibition would have today. It would prevent
      anybody but white people being employed by the government. Few people would dispute that this constitutes racism
      of the worst kind. ‘Wholly British connection’ meant that nobody with foreign relatives would be able to work in
      any government post, including the civil service.
    


    
      We pause for a moment at this point and remind ourselves that in 1933, soon after they came to power in Germany,
      the Nazis passed a law which was intended to have exactly this effect. The Gesetz zur
      Wiederherstellung des Berufsbeamtentums, sometimes known as the Civil Service Law, made provision for
      sacking all civil servants who did not have pure Aryan, which really meant German, ancestry going back two
      generations. It is a little disconcerting to see that 15 years before this dreadful law was promulgated, Emmeline
      Pankhurst was proposing an identical system for the British civil service.
    


    
      The above changes were envisaged for peacetime, after the war with Germany had been brought to a successful
      conclusion. One immediate measure to be enacted even before the end of the war was for ‘Efficient and loyal
      public service to be guaranteed by ridding all government departments of officials having enemy blood or
      connections’. Judging by Christabel Pankhurst’s views on ‘International Financiers’ and so on, this move would
      almost certainly have entailed sacking Jews from the civil service, just as the Nazis were to do, because of
      their dubious loyalty to Britain.
    


    
      Of course, a lot of the above views were expressed by Christabel, rather than Emmeline, Pankhurst and it might be
      objected that perhaps the younger woman was more vociferous and extreme in her opinions and
      that it might be the case that her mother held a more moderate set of beliefs regarding the baleful influence of
      Jews on the country. This is unlikely, because when the Women’s Party was ready to put candidates forward for the
      election which took place in 1918, Emmeline Pankhurst modestly declined to stand. In a speech delivered on 19
      November 1918 and reported in Britannia on 22 November, she had this to say about her
      daughter, ‘She is the woman of the hour and our best representative.’ Emmeline Pankhurst went on to claim that,
      ‘I am her most ardent disciple’. There is certainly no indication here that the mother had even the slightest
      reservations about the ideology espoused by her daughter.
    


    
      Throughout the First World War the WSPU had been urging the government to send to concentration camps anybody of
      German ‘origin’ and this might be a good point at which to consider the situation in those camps. Of course, the
      more men who were arrested and detained, the more crowded became the concentration camps and the poorer the food
      and more spartan the accommodation. Conditions deteriorated greatly towards the end of the war, just when the
      Pankhursts and their supporters were becoming even more vociferous about the need to detain all Germans and even
      those born in this country of German parents.
    


    
      The camps always varied greatly in severity. The one at Stratford, in East London, was generally regarded as
      being particularly brutal. Writing in his autobiography, after the end of the war, Rudolf Rocker said of the
      place; ‘The Stratford Camp and its Commandant had a dreadful reputation among the internees. News had spread of
      terrible things happening there.’ Other concentration camps, Alexandra Palace for example, had a better
      reputation, but as they became more and more crowded, with demands being made to intern all Germans and
      Austrians, of whatever age, conditions there grew grim. In 1915, there had been just 1,286 Germans and another
      100 or so Austrians in the camp, but by 1918, over 3,000 men were held there, sleeping on camp beds in the Great
      Hall. The overcrowding was directly caused by people like the Pankhursts demanding that everybody of German
      origin should be arrested and imprisoned.
    


    
      Food at the Alexandra Palace Camp was reasonable enough in 1915, when officials from the American embassy
      visited, but as rationing was introduced across the whole of the United Kingdom, this had an
      inevitable effect upon the diet of the men held in the concentration camps. One detail, enough to put anybody off
      their food, was that the same buckets which were used for mopping the floors were also used to serve soup in!
      There were constant complaints about this. As beef was replaced by horsemeat, so too the amount of food provided
      each day decreased. By 1918, the calorific intake for each prisoner at the camp was estimated to be just 1,489
      calories a day. The average man requires 2,500 calories each day, simply to maintain his weight and health. There
      is little doubt that prisoners at Alexandra Palace were being maintained on a starvation diet.
    


    
      What sort of people were being held in these awful conditions? The campaign by, among others, former suffragettes
      to detain more and more people with any German or Austrian connections led directly to the overcrowding and poor
      diet in the camps. It also resulted in some cases in even people actually born and brought up in Britain being
      locked up for years in concentration camps. Take for instance Rudolf Sauter.
    


    
      In 1889, a quarter of a century before the First World War began, a 23-year-old Bavarian artist called Georg
      Sauter came to London. He was visiting the National Gallery one day and happened to meet Lilian Galsworthy,
      sister of John Galsworthy, the Nobel Prizewinning author of the Forsythe books.
      Sauter and Lilian Galsworthy fell in love, married and in the course of time had a son, whom they named Rudolf.
    


    
      The Sauter family lived happily in London and although he sometimes talked of doing so, Georg Sauter never quite
      got around to acquiring British nationality by naturalization. He was nearly 50 when the First World War began,
      too old for military service. Because of the constant demands being made to make a ‘clean sweep’ of all enemy
      aliens in the country, both Georg and Rudolf Sauter were arrested and sent to the Alexandra Palace Aliens’
      Concentration Camp. It was an especially cruel injustice for 20-year-old Rudolf, who had been born in Britain and
      only ever visited Germany for holidays. It was though the case that having been born of a German national, Rudolf
      was himself considered German.
    


    
      Earlier in this chapter, mention was made of ethnic cleansing in connection with the
      Pankhursts and their followers. It is possible that some readers will have regarded this as some sort of gross
      exaggeration. It is not. Of course, neither Emmeline Pankhurst or her daughter ever used the actual expression
      ‘ethnic cleansing’, whose first attested appearance was during the Second World War, but both the Pankhursts and
      people who were highly placed in the WSPU advocated the practice as we understand it today.
    


    
      Ethnic cleansing has been defined as the systematic and forced removal of ethnic, racial or religious groups from
      a territory by a more powerful ethnic group. This is often part of an attempt to make a country or area more
      ethnically homogenous. Christabel Pankhurst certainly said in speeches and articles in The
      Suffragette and Britannia that she wished to see all Germans and those with
      what she called ‘enemy blood’ removed from Britain. It was the hope of the party which she and her mother formed
      in 1917 that Britain was to be for the British, that is to say ethnically homogenous. Both mother and daughter
      denied that it was possible for anybody to become a naturalized British subject. Christabel wanted to see
      naturalization certificates revoked. Another organizer of the WSPU who felt even more strongly on this subject
      was Norah Dacre Fox, who had for the year preceding the outbreak of war in the summer of 1914 been the General
      Secretary of the WSPU. In July 1918 Norah Dacre Fox spoke at a rally in Trafalgar Square which was attended by
      20,000 people who wished to see all Germans deported from Britain.
    


    
      On 13 July 1918 Trafalgar Square was the location for a huge meeting of people who felt very strongly about both
      so-called ‘enemy aliens’ and also Jews. The references made to Germans and Austrians were straight and direct,
      those to Jews were a little more oblique, but easily understood by the audience. The Daily
      Telegraph reported on 15 July what was said in some of the speeches. This was no fringe group. The Bishop
      of Birmingham gave his support, as did a number of mayors, including the mayor of Canterbury. Author Rudyard
      Kipling and music hall star Harry Lauder both sent messages of encouragement, which were read out to great
      applause. The Mayor of Bury St Edmunds urged those present to ‘Bring all forces to bear upon the authorities to
      drive out of this realm of England the cursed, insidious and dangerous enemy aliens,
      naturalised and unnaturalised.’
    


    
      This really does sound like a call for the systematic and forced removal from a territory of one particular
      ethnic group; the very essence of ethnic cleansing. Another speaker, a Mr Cathery, said that he ‘hoped that every
      German would be routed out of this country, not only for the period of the war, but for ever and ever’. This
      statement was followed by cheers. Once again, it is hard to know what this could be called, other than a demand
      for the ethnic cleansing of Britain. As Emmeline Pankhurst and Christabel put it so succinctly, ‘Britain for the
      British’.
    


    
      And here too is the former General Secretary of the WSPU. According to the Daily
      Telegraph;
    


    
      Mrs Dacre Fox read a number of letters from prominent men throughout the country and members of parliament
      expressing support. The Bishop of Birmingham wrote, ‘I am with you heart and soul.’ Mr Harry Lauder, in a letter,
      said, ‘Let us get close together and bind our resolution together as firm as the Rock of Ages. The alien is our
      enemy. Don’t believe that he is naturalised.’
    


    
      The leaders of the suffragettes seemed to be in agreement on this matter. First, this minority must be placed in
      concentration camps and then deported wholesale from our territory. Present too at the meeting in Trafalgar
      Square was Noel Pemberton-Billing, the man who had warned that ‘Jew-agents’ were trying to spread diseases in the
      British Army by their control of the White Slave Trade and prostitution. One of the other speakers talked of the
      ‘hidden hand’, a reference to Pemberton-Billing’s idea of a secret society composed of Jews and Germans.
    


    
      Perhaps though all this was merely bluster and brag and there was no actual ethnic cleansing? Maybe after the end
      of the war, things went back to normal. The statistics tell another story.
    


    
      As a direct consequence of the meeting in Trafalgar Square, the government bowed to public demand and established
      the Enemy Aliens Advisory Committee. This committee began revoking the naturalization of some
      people and reassessing those who had not yet been interned, because of infirmity or advanced age. They also
      stepped up deportations. Hundreds of men a week were now being taken across the English Channel and dumped in
      Holland, penniless and with only the clothes they stood up in.
    


    
      How many people in total were removed from Britain in an effort to fulfil the Pankhursts’ ambition of ‘Britain
      for the British’? In the 1911 census, 31,254 people in the County of London, that is to say the whole of the city
      other than the outer suburbs, were recorded as having been born in Germany. Another 8.869 had been born in
      Austria. When the next census was conducted in 1921, these figures had fallen to 9,083 and 1,552. In other words,
      three-quarters of those born in Germany and Austria had left the County of London.
    


    
      Returning for a moment to that meeting in Trafalgar Square, it was clear from the language used during the
      speeches that it was not only Germans who were the target of animosity. We saw Christabel Pankhurst’s speech,
      when she spoke of the ‘unseen hand’ which manipulated the affairs of the world, the sinister ‘International
      Financiers’ who were usually Jews of German origin. The same bogey was conjured up at the meeting at which Norah
      Dacre Fox took part. The Mayor of Canterbury said that;
    


    
      If it was a great danger for Germans to hold shares in English companies it was a still greater danger for
      British statesmen to hold shares in German companies. That was where the hidden hand was – it was in the pocket.
    


    
      The ‘unseen hand’ and the ‘hidden hand’ were both of course ways to hint at the power of Jewish money and its
      hold over business.
    


    
      We have in this chapter seen that Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst and their close associate Norah Dacre Fox
      were all actively trying to have Germans sent to concentration camps or deported from the country. This is,
      incidentally, amusingly ironic, for Mrs Dacre Fox went on to become a great admirer of Hitler and the German
      people in general. She was so keen on Germans in later life that she sent her 12 year-old son
      to school in Germany, because she wanted him to learn German and join the Hitler Youth. We shall see more of her
      in subsequent chapters, because she became one of Sir Oswald Mosley’s most devoted followers.
    


    
      Not only that did the suffragette leaders want all Germans driven out, but they wanted anybody who had ‘enemy
      blood’ to be similarly treated. This talk of ‘enemy blood’ puts us in mind of the obsession which the Pankhursts
      had with ‘race’. The notion of ‘enemy blood’ reminds us too that it was tied up in the anti-Semitic notion that
      Jews were controlling the wealth of the world and using it to encourage wars from which they and their fellow
      Jews would benefit. The Pankhursts believed implicitly in some of the most vicious anti-Semitic ideas. It is time
      now to see what happened to the former members of the WSPU after the war ended. Some former suffragettes,
      Christabel Pankhurst was one, lost interest in politics entirely. Others, such as Norah Dacre Fox, followed a new
      and surprising direction. What is very curious though is that after 1918, none of them showed the slightest
      interest any more in the question of female enfranchisement. The stated aim of the WSPU, equal franchise on the
      same terms as that granted to men, had not been achieved in 1918 when the law was changed to allow some women the
      vote. Neither had the universal franchise arrived. Women over 30 who fulfilled certain criteria would be granted
      the vote. These criteria were that the women had to be either university graduates, householders, the wives of
      householders or renting property of a certain value. In contrast, all men, other than conscientious objectors who
      had refused to serve in the armed forces, were given the Parliamentary vote in 1918.
    


    
      It might have been thought that for Emmeline Pankhurst especially, this would have been seen as a terrible
      betrayal of all that she had struggled for, but she hardly seemed to care. Her interest in suffrage for women had
      ended in 1914 and she never again showed any desire even to discuss the matter. Possibly, this was because she
      now had a new passion; the struggle against communism.
    

  


  
    Chapter 7


    After the War


    
      It may have been a coincidence, although it was probably not, that after the First
      World War ended Emmeline Pankhurst, and those who had been closely associated with her for many years, drifted or
      were drawn in a new political direction, one connected in many people’s minds with yet another Jewish conspiracy
      theory. Over the course of the last decade the fears of the suffragettes’ leaders had changed direction from the
      peril of prostitution and white slavery to concerns about Jews holding positions in the British government and
      the exploitation of women in sweatshops. When the war began, their anxieties shifted to the danger to the nation
      which Germans, Jews of German origin and ‘international financiers’ posed to Britain. With the signing of the
      Armistice in 1918, some of them began to worry instead about the threat of what has sometimes been called
      Judeo-Bolshevism. This was the idea that the revolution in Russia, along with various short-lived revolutionary
      regimes in Germany and Hungary, had been organized and led by Jews and that a sinister plot was under way,
      whereby the Jews would take over the world and impose left-wing and atheist governments on Europe and America.
    


    
      Put so bluntly, the whole concept of Judeo-Bolshevism sounds completely mad, the kind of thing which one might
      come across today on the Internet, on a par with claims that the British Royal Family are really shape-shifting
      lizards from the Planet Zog. Of course, this is all utterly bizarre, but that did not stop this new anti-Semitic
      canard from gaining many adherents, including Winston Churchill and other prominent politicians. For Emmeline
      Pankhurst, Flora Drummond, Norah Dacre Fox and other women who had been battling for years against all sorts of
      things, Judeo-Bolshevism was a godsend, giving them a new cause, just when the end of the First World War had
      seemed about to consign them to humdrum and unexciting lives.
    


    
      The coming of the war had caused a sea change in the way that the Pankhursts and their
      disciples had viewed the world. From fighting for the franchise, they had turned to fighting for Britain and her
      empire. When the First World War ended in 1918, both Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst, along with their more
      dedicated followers, felt bereft. They no longer had a cause. None of them felt inclined to go back to the
      struggle for the equal franchise for women, which the change in the law had of course not delivered. The Germans
      were defeated and so that cause too was abandoned. Some of them took to religion to fill the gaping hole in their
      lives, but a number felt that they had, since 1917, seen another dragon which needed to be slain. This was the
      fight against Bolshevism and, by happy coincidence, it was possible to combine this with a previously-popular
      pastime of the suffragette movement, because world communism was now portrayed in many places as another Jewish
      plot. Not only were those cunning Jews trying to rule the world via the machinery of capitalism, banks and big
      corporations, now they had a new trick and it was to exploit socialism and communism for the same end, to allow
      them to run the world for the benefit of the Jewish people.
    


    
      After having toured the industrial areas of Britain at the government’s expense, to warn men against striking and
      encourage them to join the army instead, Emmeline Pankhurst had been sent to Russia to warn the people there
      about the same dangers – left-wing trouble-makers and pacifism. Her advice had not been as well received in
      Russia as it had been in South Wales and no sooner had she left than the Bolsheviks, the Russian Marxists, took
      over Moscow, St Petersburg and a large part of the surrounding country. This appeared to Mrs Pankhurst to
      represent a terrible threat to the whole world and she went to America and publicly urged the Japanese, of all
      people, to invade Siberia and put a stop to Lenin and his revolution. She also wanted the British army to fight
      on in Russia and crush the Bolsheviks. In the summer of 1918, at a time when most of the world was heartily sick
      of fighting, after four years of the bloodiest slaughter ever seen in history, Emmeline Pankhurst was very keen
      that the British Army continued to fight not only the Germans, but also to expand the war and attack Russia as
      well. The German menace might have been almost defeated, but a worse enemy had emerged. This was Bolshevism.
    


    
      Less than four months before the armistice with Germany in November 1918, Emmeline Pankhurst
      was in America, explaining that now was the right time to invade Russia and overthrow the regime headed by Lenin.
      Her daughter Christabel’s newspaper Britannia reported on 26 July 1918 what Mrs
      Pankhurst had in mind. It makes chilling reading and shows how far the former pacifist and internationalist had
      moved since the death of her husband 20 years earlier;
    


    
      All sections of the Russian people, who love Russia and are faithful to the allied cause, implore us to come to
      their assistance with armed force … Let us act and act promptly. Soon it will be too late.
    


    
      When asked by an America journalist what sort of things she had been up to in Britain lately, Mrs Pankhurst
      replied:
    


    
      We explain the war to our workers. We fight the pacifists. We do our best to prevent strikes … You can’t afford
      to have strikes in your vital war industries. Nothing in the world matters right now except to win the war.
    


    
      Emmeline Pankhurst was now bitterly opposed to industrial action, a point of view which she maintained throughout
      the 1920s, right up to her death. She felt that communism was a deadly germ which was causing unrest among
      workers and that Russia was the chief source of the trouble. For this reason, she approved wholeheartedly when in
      1918 the British and American armies landed in the north of Russia and tried to overthrow Lenin and the
      Bolsheviks. After fighting for a variety of different causes, Emmeline Pankhurst had settled upon the one which
      she would embrace for the rest of her life, the struggle against socialism. Whether by accident or design, it so
      happened that at the time that she adopted this position, it had become, just as the fight against sweatshops,
      prostitution and the White Slave Trade had been, a cause which was beloved of anti-Semites. For in 1918 the first
      English translation of The Protocols of the Elders of Zion was published and to many
      people in Britain and America, Bolshevism was now seen as being in some way a Jewish ideology
      and the latest scheme by those crafty Jews to take control of the world.
    


    
      In the early years of the twentieth century, certainly no later than 1903, a strange book began circulating in
      Russia. It purported to be the minutes of a meeting of powerful Jews who outlined their master plan for world
      domination. It was to be achieved by sapping the morals of the gentiles and also gaining economic control of
      businesses and banks. This nonsense was called The Protocols of the Elders of Zion
      and it was hugely popular with anti-Semites, of whom there were not a few in Tsarist Russia. After the Russian
      Revolution, copies of the book were brought out of Russia by defeated ‘Whites’, those who had been fighting
      against the Bolshevik takeover of the country. It was at this point that something strange happened.
    


    
      The Protocols of the Elders of Zion is a mishmash of material from dozens of sources,
      including the writings of Machiavelli, all cobbled together to make a barely coherent whole. Once it appeared
      outside Russia, the White exiles and refugees represented it as being the blueprint for the Bolshevik revolution.
      In short, the revolution was portrayed as a Jewish plot, one which would spread to the rest of the world. Having
      seized Russia, the Jews would now try the same trick in America and Britain. It was known at that time in some
      quarters as the ‘Red Bible’. There were attempts to set up communist regimes in Germany and Hungary in 1919 and
      so the idea of Bolshevism spreading west from Russia was not in itself farfetched.
    


    
      The emergence in an English translation of The Protocols of the Elders of Zion
      coincided with, and is linked to, what is known as the ‘First Red Scare’ in America. Between 1917 and 1920 there
      was a panic about communists and anarchists who, it was supposed, were causing all sorts of problems in the
      United States, up to and including planning a revolution there. The Protocols tied in
      very neatly with these fears and helped to launch the idea of Bolshevism as a Jewish movement and part of a wider
      plot which threatened the stability of the entire world.
    


    
      Anti-Semitism is of course a wholly irrational prejudice and it is fascinating to see how it can be readily
      adapted to any new development in history. We have already seen the Jew as rich and powerful banker who
      manipulated governments into doing his bidding. This image coexisted during the Edwardian era
      alongside that of the poor Jew, the person who was causing unemployment by flooding into Britain and taking jobs
      from native Britons. Now we see the Jew as revolutionary and enemy of capitalism. It is strange that so many
      people failed to see the essential contradiction here, of the Jew as the banker taking over the world, and of the
      Jew as communist, fighting against the banker, but also intent upon taking over the world: but there it is.
      Racists are not generally noted for either the sharpness of their intellects or their perspicacity.
    


    
      Communism as a Jewish ideology with world conquest as its aim seemed quite logical and altogether rational to a
      lot of people by 1920. It all tied in. Karl Marx was a Jew, of course, and so was Leon Trotsky, one of the
      architects of the Russian Revolution in 1917. There had been an attempt to set up a soviet republic in Berlin in
      1919. Who had been behind this? Why, the most famous of those involved was Rosa Luxemburg: another Jew! In
      Hungary, Bela Kun, also Jewish, tried to establish a Marxist government. Many of the revolutionary movements in
      Europe seemed to contain Jews and that was enough for some people to conclude that this was the latest scheme by
      the Jews to conquer the world. It all became jumbled up, at least in the minds of those prone to such
      foolishness, with The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, until every strike which took
      place was yet another part of the machinations of the international Jewish conspiracy. Winston Churchill was a
      firm believer in this mad idea and on 8 February 1920, he set out his views on the matter in the Illustrated Sunday Herald, a British newspaper.
    


    
      The sub-headings alone of the piece which Churchill wrote for the Illustrated Sunday
      Herald are enough to today to cause us to shake our heads; ‘Good and Bad Jews’, ‘Terrorist Jews’,
      ‘International Jews’, and ‘Duty of Loyal Jews’, for example. Nor are the opening words encouraging, ‘Some people
      like Jews and some do not’. The thesis which he sets out is appalling and provides a perfect introduction to the
      theory of Judeo-Bolshevism as it was accepted by many people at that time in Europe and America;
    


    
      This movement among the Jews is not new. From the days of Spartacus-Weishaupt to those of Karl Marx, and down to
      Trotsky (Russia), Bela Kun (Hungary), Rosa Luxembourg [sic]
      (Germany), and Emma Goldman (United States), this worldwide conspiracy for the overthrow of civilization and for
      the reconstitution of society on the basis of arrested development, of envious malevolence, and impossible
      equality, has been steadily growing.
    


    
      The Russian revolution had of course been orchestrated by Jews and Trotsky’s aim was said to be, ‘schemes of a
      world-wide communistic State under Jewish domination’. Churchill went on to discuss the ‘International Jew’, who
      was a positive menace to the stability of the world and sought the overthrow of civilization. A new bogeyman
      emerged. Most people in Britain were familiar with the Jew as the crafty seducer of young maidens and mastermind
      of the White Slave Trade. The image of the grasping and avaricious Jew as banker and capitalist was also well
      known. To these stock characters was now added the Jew as bearded revolutionary, fomenting discord and unrest in
      Western Europe and the United States. Obviously, the only way to counter this new menace was to fight against
      socialism in all its manifestations, whether through industrial unrest or the efforts of the Labour Party to win
      elections.
    


    
      The WSPU had of course been dissolved shortly before the end of the war and reconstituted as the Women’s Party,
      which was to field seventeen candidates in the general election planned to be held as soon as the war ended. This
      was the first Parliamentary election in which women could vote and so the prospect for at least one candidate of
      the Women’s Party being elected seemed bright. They had, after all, the support and endorsement not only of the
      Liberals, but also the Conservative Party. Lloyd George remarked to the leader of the Conservatives, Andrew Bonar
      Law, in 1918, ‘The Women’s Party has been extremely useful … they have fought the Bolshevik and pacifist element
      with great skill, tenacity and courage.’ Bonar Law evidently agreed, because when Christabel Pankhurst stood in
      the Smethwick constituency, he had the Conservative candidate withdraw, leaving Pankhurst to face only Labour.
    


    
      Even while standing as a candidate for the Women’s Party in the 1918 election, and failing to
      win the seat, Christabel Pankhurst was in the process of undergoing yet another conversion, this time of a
      religious nature. Rather than worrying about the affairs of the world, whether German and Jewish influence in
      Britain or the injustice of women being denied the vote, she now became absorbed with the second coming of Christ
      and began devoting her considerable energies to working for the Second Adventist Church. This was the last of her
      enthusiasms and continued until her death.
    


    
      Christabel Pankhurst was not the only former suffragette to turn to religion when the excitement of the war
      ended. Annie Kenney became a Rosicrucian, as did one or two others. Sylvia Pankhurst took up Theosophy and there
      were also conversions to Roman Catholicism. Politics though still had a hold over a lot of suffragettes and even
      when the war was over, they wished to fight not so much for the franchise to be extended on equal terms to all
      women, but against what they saw as the dangers of communism.
    


    
      In the years immediately following the end of the First World War, it seemed as though politics in Europe was
      becoming polarized along a left-right axis. On the one hand there was the example of the Bolshevik takeover of
      Russia under Lenin, which gave some working-class people the hope that a similar move in their own countries
      would see them empowered and the mine-owners, bankers, tycoons and rich businessmen cast down from the positions
      which they had so long occupied. Then again, the idea of a new world through fascism was also emerging. In
      October 1922 Mussolini forced the King of Italy to appoint him Prime Minister, the youngest Italy had ever seen,
      at just 39 years of age. Mussolini, just like Lenin, promised to change the lot of ordinary working men and women
      for the better.
    


    
      Britain saw widespread disturbances in 1919, rioting so severe that the army had to be called in to suppress it.
      For a while, it appeared that a communist government might take over there as well, but eventually common sense
      prevailed. Discontent however, simmered away in the background, resulting seven years later in the most serious
      industrial action seen in twentieth-century Britain, the General Strike of 1926. Former
      suffragette leaders were involved in this, but only on the side of the government.
    


    
      We last saw Flora Drummond speaking in Wales, alongside Emmeline Pankhurst and Norah Dacre Fox, about the threat
      of pacifism and left-wing militancy. In 1922 she and Mrs Dacre Fox, together with Elsie Bowerman, another former
      suffragette who had been Christabel Pankhurst’s election agent during the 1918 election, decided that a new
      patriotic movement was needed for women. They wanted something which would alert women to the dangers of
      communism and encourage them to value the British Empire. They called their group the Women’s Guild of Empire and
      it was intended quite openly as a counterbalance to the trade union movement. The three suffragettes who started
      it hoped that they would be able to help workers see that the trade unions were not really in their interests and
      that it would make life better for everybody if they were to be abolished entirely.
    


    
      The main aim of the Women’s Guild of Empire was to fight against strikes and persuade working men that striking
      at a time of economic uncertainty was tantamount to an attack on their own country. At its height, the Guild
      claimed to have 40,000 members, but there is no evidence to back up this assertion by Flora Drummond. They were
      able to muster 20,000 women for a rally in London on 17 April 1926, just before the General Strike took place.
      The Workers’ Weekly, a communist publication, dismissed these women as ‘shopkeepers,
      parsons’ wives, squires’ daughters and colliery managers’ women folk’.
    


    
      Nearly a century after it took place, the General Strike still holds a special place in the memory of trade
      unionists in Britain and those whose political views tend towards the left. Although it lasted only a very short
      time, just nine days in May 1926, the ill-feeling engendered by it lingers on to this day. So too does the image
      of Winston Churchill, often thought of as the man who saved the country during the Second World War, fighting
      against the strike and helping to break it. He was instrumental in setting up and arranging for the distribution
      of a government propaganda sheet called the British Gazette, the aim of which was to
      turn popular opinion against the strikers.
    


    
      One aspect of the General Strike which seems to have been completely forgotten though is the enthusiasm with
      which the former major organizers and leaders of the suffragettes worked to the same end as
      Churchill in trying to suppress an action which they felt was being engineered by the stooges of Moscow.
    


    
      Despite Flora Drummond’s ‘Great Prosperity March’ on 17 April 1926, which, she had hoped, would persuade working
      people that striking only made them poorer and did no good to anybody, it was obvious by the end of April 1926
      that a General Strike was soon going to take place. It began on 3 May. Flora Drummond mobilized her Women’s Guild
      of Empire and offered their services to the government. The woman who had been chief steward at Emily Davison’s
      funeral, Mary Allen, was also busy. Having already been awarded the OBE by a grateful government for organizing
      her women’s volunteer police force during the war, Mary Allen, who was always known as the Commandant, was now
      running the Women’s Auxiliary Service, which, like Flora Drummond’s group, was dedicated to defeating communism
      and breaking strikes. She received an offer of help from an unexpected source. Answering the telephone one day,
      she heard:
    


    
      The voice of Mrs Emmeline Pankhurst, my own former suffragette leader, putting her services entirely at my
      disposal. During the strike she organized meetings and concerts in slum areas where the wives and children of
      strikers, open as they were to subversive propaganda and likely to feel the pinch of hunger, provided a dangerous
      explosive material ready for the first agitator match.
    


    
      In fact, Emmeline Pankhurst had been hawking her services about all over the place before the strike had even
      begun, hoping to be given the chance to do her bit against the forces of Bolshevism. She had already been in
      touch with the Conservative MP Lady Astor, asking what she could do to help the government against the strikers.
      It was felt that relief work with women and children provided the best use of her talents.
    


    
      It seems odd to think of the firebrand rebel asking for the opportunity to help the British government deal with
      a series of strikes, but Emmeline Pankhurst had changed completely in the course of the previous decade or so. At one point in the 1920s, her help was solicited in pushing for a further
      change in the law which would bring the female franchise in line with that of men, something for which Pankhurst
      had fought so very hard for many years. She declined to become involved, saying that she thought that women now
      had enough voting power if they used it correctly and that she did not believe anyway that with the world in such
      a perilous state, that this was the right time to reopen the question of votes for women!
    


    
      She may not have had the time or inclination to become mixed up again in agitating for the equal franchise, but
      Emmeline Pankhurst had not given up entirely on politics, unlike Christabel, whose only interest by now was in
      the second coming of the Messiah. In 1927, the year after the General Strike, Mrs Pankhurst was offered the
      chance to stand for the Conservatives in the next election. She was to be the candidate for Whitechapel.
      Unfortunately, her health was deteriorating and she was not a young woman. This did not stop her from hitting the
      campaign trail and on 14 December 1927, she gave a speech in Hastings, which was reported in the Saturday, 17
      December edition of the Hastings and St Leonard’s Observer. The word ‘international’
      was frequently used at that time to suggest Jewish involvement. We have seen that ‘International Financiers’ were
      understood to be Jews and Winston Churchill wrote about the peril of the ‘International Jews’ and their schemes.
      It will come as no surprise to learn that Mrs Pankhurst fell into the same way of speaking.
    


    
      We are faced no more with questions of tariffs, land reform, temperance etc. – they are only minor things. It is
      a question of whether we are to keep the British Empire together. There is an International Party working
      throughout the world to destroy those great principles on which the Empire stands.
    


    
      The ‘International Party’ was of course the Jewish Bolsheviks. There is no telling if the people of Whitechapel,
      which at that time had a very high concentration of Jews living in the area, would have voted for Emmeline
      Pankhurst. She died at the age of 69 in 1928, before the election took place.
    


    
      Quite a few of the more militant former suffragettes seemed to take a similar path to
      Emmeline Pankhurst. In Chapter 5 we read about the burning down
      of the railway station at Blaby on 12 July 1914. Blaby was a small town between Leicester and Nuneaton and a
      squad of suffragettes turned up in the middle of the night with cans of petrol, splashed it all over the station
      and set fire to it. The whole building was destroyed. One of those responsible for the arson was a young woman
      called Elizabeth Rowley Frisby. During the First World War, which started a few weeks after the attack at Blaby,
      Elizabeth Frisby devoted herself to working for the Young Men’s Christian Association, the YMCA. She was awarded
      the MBE for this work in 1918. After the war, she joined the Conservative Party and in 1927 was elected to
      Leicester City Council. She was appointed a Justice of the Peace that same year. In 1941, she became the Lord
      Mayor of Leicester, the first woman ever to hold the post.
    


    
      Norah Dacre Fox also joined the Conservative Party in the 1920s. She moved in with Dudley Elam, who was Chair of
      the Conservative Party in Chichester, and adopted his name by deed poll. By the end of the decade, they realized
      that the Conservatives were a little too left-wing for them and were casting around for a group which would
      better suit their mutual antipathy to communists and Jews.
    


    
      Of course, many people, as they grow older, tend to become more conservative with a small ‘c’ and even
      Conservative with a capital letter. The older men and women grow, the more do they have a tendency to become
      reactionary in their views and we should not really be all that surprised to see one or two suffragettes who
      became Lord Mayors or Conservative candidates for Parliament. What is a little
      surprising is the extreme change in the direction of political allegiance of many of those who had once been in
      the WSPU, to the extent that they ended up as leading members of a fascist party. Part of the explanation lies in
      the ideology of the WSPU, which always had a distinct slant towards authoritarianism and anti-Semitic conspiracy
      theories, and it was perhaps this which drew Emmeline Pankhurst, Flora Drummond, Norah Dacre Fox and Mary Allen
      into being so strongly opposed to communism, rather than the natural tendency of older people to forsake radical
      and left-wing views and opinions as the years advance.
    


    
      We have seen that those running the WSPU, that is to say Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst
      and people like Flora Drummond, thought that the struggle against organized prostitution, white slavery and the
      exploitation of female workers in sweatshops were all at least as important as the fight to obtain the franchise.
      Indeed, it looked by 1913 as though these subjects were more important than getting
      the vote and that this aim was only a means to tackle urgent matters such as the ‘social evil’. We know too that
      activities such as running sweatshops and brothels were to some people a predominantly Jewish business. Flora
      Drummond was caught out by the Jewish Chronicle for being quite explicit about this
      and it is likely that the Pankhursts shared her views on the subject. It will be remembered too that between 1914
      and 1918, Christabel Pankhurst, with the support of her mother, denounced Jewish businessmen for being the
      ‘unseen hand’ which was controlling commerce and industry for the benefit of Jews, rather than in the best
      interests of the British nation.
    


    
      In the early 1930s a new political party sprang up in Britain, one which was to take a tougher line on Jewish
      influence than the Conservatives. It was started by an ambitious young politician who had already been both a
      Conservative and Labour MP and now thought that he would try his hand at being the leader of a party of his own,
      one which he hoped would be swept to power and grant him the powers of a dictator. His name was Oswald Mosley and
      his British Union of Fascists was more open than any other party in Britain at that time about the danger to the
      country of ‘international’ financiers and Bolsheviks. Oswald Mosley and some of his female followers may be seen
      in Illustration 16.
    

  


  
    Chapter 8


    The Blackshirts as Natural Successors to the Suffragettes


    
      On the evening of Tuesday, 9 October 1934, a rowdy event took place in Worthing, a
      seaside town on the south coast of England. Four months earlier, a mass rally of the BUF, held at the Olympia
      stadium in London, had erupted into violence, with hecklers and protesters beaten by black-shirted followers of
      Sir Oswald Mosley. This had been something of a watershed for the party and caused some influential backers, most
      notably the newspaper magnate Lord Rothermere, to withdraw support. Nothing daunted, the would-be fascist
      dictator had chosen a rather cosier venue for his latest meeting. It was the Pier Pavilion at Worthing, which was
      more used to end-of-the-pier variety shows and aging music hall performers than it was to fascist rallies where
      eager followers cried ‘Hail Mosley!’
    


    
      The meeting at Worthing was destined also to end in violence and disorder, although on this occasion the fascists
      got the worst of it, being practically chased out of the town. Sir Oswald had chosen two of his most trusted
      lieutenants to appear on the stage with him that evening. Sitting on one side of him was William Joyce, the
      Director of Propaganda for the BUF, who was to attain notoriety during the Second World War for the broadcasts
      which he made for the Nazis. He became famous as ‘Lord Haw Haw’ and was hanged for treason in 1946. Seated on the
      other side of Mosley was Norah Dacre Fox, now calling herself Norah Elam, as that was the name of the fellow
      fascist with whom she was living. She was one of Mosley’s most faithful companions and he put such trust in her
      that at one point he placed the funds of the BUF in her name, in case he was assassinated.
    


    
      At first sight, fascism might appear to be quite incompatible with the struggle for extending the franchise.
      After all, fascism is surely the very antithesis of democracy? What connection could there be between the two aims? The similarities between the BUF and the WSPU will be seen with far greater clarity if
      we ignore the words and slogans and propaganda used by fascists and suffragettes and focus instead upon their
      essential nature.
    


    
      Fascism has definitely fallen from favour since the end of the Second World War, to the extent that the very word
      is seen now as pejorative. We call people ‘fascists’ if we wish to express our disapprobation. Yet fascism was
      enormously popular at one time in Europe and many ordinary people were happy to live under fascist regimes,
      seeing great advantages to this system of government. Not only did this way of ordering society seem to a lot of
      people in the 1930s sensible and wise, they also found it enjoyable. In the aftermath of the Holocaust, we tend
      to be embarrassed by this simple and undeniable fact.
    


    
      What was the attraction of fascism? Perhaps it was popular in part because it offered much the same experiences
      that people enjoy today and indeed go out of their way to seek, the sort of feelings which are obtained at
      mosques, churches, football matches, climate-change protests and music festivals such as Glastonbury. All these
      activities offer a chance to feel at one with others, to surrender one’s individuality quite voluntarily and
      become part of something bigger and more important than the trivial and inconsequential life usually led by the
      participants from day to day. There is too, in addition to what might be called the spiritual feeling of being at
      one with other like-minded souls, the stimulation of the senses. One hears songs and chants, sees colour and
      spectacle, even feels the press of bodies nearby. It is possible to lose one’s identity entirely when singing
      hymns in a church, chanting at a football match or swaying back and forth to some moving song at a festival,
      while simultaneously feeling exulted and raised to a new mode of consciousness. These are precisely the same
      sensations that were felt by somebody at one of the Nuremberg rallies in Nazi Germany or by a woman taking part
      in a suffragette parade before the First World War.
    


    
      In addition to the same general feelings and emotions which are common to religious services, sporting events,
      certain political demonstrations and pop concerts, both fascist rallies and suffragette gatherings offered
      something more, something which for a certain kind of individual is tremendously alluring. This is the feeling
      that one is no longer responsible for one’s personal actions. A wise and strong leader makes
      decisions and by obeying those orders, there is no longer any right or wrong, other than what the Leader
      commands. Sometimes the ‘Leader’ might be a pop star, who offers advice on all sorts of things which resonate
      with his followers. John Lennon was a case of such a personality. At other times, the Leader might be a
      politician, prophet or founder of a cult. Such a feeling of being a follower of a great person can be very
      liberating, meaning as it does that the usual demands of conscience can be ignored. Responsibility for all
      actions is transferred to the Leader and you, as an individual, are freed from either blame or censure. This
      surrender of the will to a higher authority figure can give the illusion of being very liberating, although of
      course looked at objectively, it is the very opposite; it is enslavement, rather than true freedom. A rally of
      British fascists, at Earls Court in London, is shown in Illustration 17.
    


    
      These days, most people in the Western World are only able to enjoy these sensations from time to time, on
      special occasions. Under some circumstances though, such a peculiar set of feelings, particularly the abandonment
      of the self to a Leader and the party which he or she embodies, can become a way of life. Being a devoted
      follower of Hitler, all day and every day, allowed some people to feel exalted and raised above the everyday
      world permanently and not just on the odd special occasion. The same thing happened with followers of the
      Pankhursts.
    


    
      All the above considerations have no bearing upon political doctrine and the very terms right-wing or left-wing
      become irrelevant. The worship of Lenin and Stalin become indistinguishable from the adulation accorded to
      Hitler, because both are really identical. Looked at from this perspective, it is not hard to see that a woman
      dressed in a brightly-coloured uniform, striding behind a band and singing March of the
      Women, as she goes to a rally to hear what the Leader next requires of her, is really indistinguishable
      from the uniformed Nazi, singing the Horst-Wessel-Liede at a Nuremberg rally and
      waiting to hear what the Führer expects him to do next. This is especially so if she
      then leaves the rally and engages in lawless activity which demonstrates her complete obedience to the beloved
      Leader.
    


    
      If we combine these considerations with the with militarization and the implicit mistrust and
      dislike of Jews, pacifists, socialists and foreigners, which those suffragettes who stuck with the Pankhursts
      after 1914 experienced, it is not very hard to see how suffragettes could see the same attractions for a fascist
      movement in later years that they once felt for the WSPU.
    


    
      There is one more common trait shared by fascist movements, at least in their early days, and the militant
      activities of the suffragettes. This is the excitement of being at war with almost everybody else and running the
      constant risk of arrest or physical violence. There can be something addictive about these feelings and the
      phenomenon has certainly be seen in groups such as the IRA in recent years, where the end of the armed struggle
      left many former terrorists feeling empty and bereft of purpose. We know that some of the more militant and
      aggressive suffragettes felt this way about violence and Christabel Pankhurst was quite eloquent about the sense
      of anticlimax which was felt when the fighting and terrorism of her own paramilitary force came to an end. On 29
      May 1914 she wrote in The Suffragette:
    


    
      The militants will rejoice when victory comes in the shape of the vote, and yet, mixed with their joy will be the
      regret that the most glorious chapter in women’s history is closed and the militant fight over – over, while so
      many have not yet known the exultation, the rapture of battle.
    


    
      There is a distinct sense here that Christabel Pankhurst was sorry that the terrorism was likely soon to come to
      an end. The idea that one might feel ‘exultation’ or ‘rapture’ at burning down a church or planting a bomb near a
      railway line really makes all comment superfluous. Only a fanatically committed terrorist leader could possibly
      have written these words.
    


    
      Emmeline Pethick-Lawrence, with whom Christabel lived for years, knew that it was the fighting and terrorism
      which actually attracted her, rather than the prospect of being able in the future to vote. She wrote:
    


    
      Christabel cared less for the political vote itself than for the dignity of her sex, and she denounced the false
      dignity earned by submission and extolled the true dignity accorded by revolt. She never made
      any secret of the fact that to her the means were even more important than the end.
    


    
      ‘The means were even more important than the end.’ In this case, the means were bombs, sabotage and arson. That
      one of the Pankhursts leading the campaign could make such an admission is revealing. Combined with her talk of
      the ‘rapture of battle’ and ‘exultation’ she felt, one cannot help but suppose that Christabel Pankhurst was
      enjoying the activity of directing terrorism and guerrilla warfare and that it was this to which she was devoted,
      rather than the goal of acquiring the Parliamentary franchise.
    


    
      Some readers might perhaps have been surprised, or even offended, to see Nazi rallies being compared to services
      at a mosque or church and yet the common features of both are plain and unmistakable. This explains why so many
      suffragettes either came from religious backgrounds or headed in that direction once the militant campaign came
      to an end in 1914. Jenny Baines, whom we saw in Chapter 3 setting
      off a bomb at the side of a railway line with a reckless disregard for the lives of others, was, before becoming
      a suffragette, an enthusiastic member of the Salvation Army. The uniforms and joyful singing meant everything to
      her, before she found her next cause. Christabel Pankhurst, of course, found ‘rapture’ and ‘exultation’ in the
      Adventist Church, to which she devoted 40 years of her life. One of her sisters later turned to Theosophy and the
      other to Catholicism. Mary Allen, the woman who arranged Emily Davison’s funeral procession, came from a deeply
      religious family and in later life converted to Roman Catholicism. Needless to say, this switching back and forth
      between political and religious causes is not limited to women. Wilfred Risdon, the former member of the BUF who
      took over the London and Provincial Anti-Vivisection Society while Norah Elam was in prison, started life as a
      devout member of the Plymouth Brethren and became first a socialist and then a fascist.
    


    
      The economies of Europe were all greatly affected by the First World War. In some countries, Germany for example,
      the aftermath of the war was catastrophic, with hyper-inflation and all the ills that accompanied it. Still, things limped along through the 1920s and everybody expected that the economic situation
      would eventually improve, given time. Britain witnessed an increase in unemployment, until by the end of the
      decade it was becoming a serious problem. It was a very different picture in the United States, where the decade
      following the end of the war saw a record-breaking boom. There seemed no limit to the amount of money which could
      be made by speculating on the stock exchange and even ordinary workers played the market, often borrowing money
      to do so.
    


    
      In London there was a stock market crash in September 1929 and the following month came what we now know as the
      Wall Street Crash. The American stock market tumbled and many millions were wiped off the nominal value of
      companies, rendering shares in them practically worthless. It has been said that when America sneezes, the rest
      of the world catches cold, and the effects of the stock market crash in the United States had a devastating
      effect upon Europe, leading to the Great Depression, which lasted until the beginning of the Second World War ten
      years later.
    


    
      To an awful lot of people, it looked as though the old political and economic systems were no longer ‘fit for
      purpose’, as we would say today. The turmoil of the First World War had caused huge changes in society across the
      whole of Europe and the revolution in Russia had, to some, been a portent of things to come. If the old ways had
      proved unable to provide long-term stability and prosperity for the man and woman in the street, then might it
      not be the case that communism was the answer? Certainly, there were many people in Germany, Spain, Britain and
      other European countries who thought that this was the way forward. Perhaps democracy itself was ailing and
      unable to provide the radical solutions which were needed. Communism provided one possible means of salvation,
      but there was another way of saving society from the chaos which must inevitably accompany the collapse of
      democracy. Italy appeared to be flourishing under the leadership of the dictator known as Il
      Duce: the Leader. In Portugal and Poland too, dictatorships appeared to be able to solve some of the
      problems common to most European countries. A strong man, unhampered by parliament or pettifogging rules, could
      take charge and get things done by overriding opposition either from big business or
      intransigent trade unions. It was this attitude of course which led in 1933 to Germany becoming a dictatorship
      under Adolf Hitler and also General Franco’s seizing control of Spain by armed force.
    


    
      There had already been a fascist movement in Britain as early as 1923, although hardly anybody had noticed.
      Curiously enough, it had been led by a woman. Rotha Linton-Orman modelled her group on Mussolini’s party. The
      British Fascisti, as they called themselves, were successful in attracting quite a few high-ranking army officers
      and members of the aristocracy, although total membership never numbered more than a few thousand. The aim of the
      party was to prepare for an expected Bolshevik uprising and come to the aid of the government when this occurred.
      The roll-call of members of the British Fascisti is impressive; Rear Admiral John Armstrong, General Sir Ormande
      Winter, Colonel Sir Charles Rosdew, the Marquess of Ailesbury, Lord Glasgow and Baron de Clifford, to name but a
      few. The British Fascisti never really made an impact, despite having so many high-profile members. They had no
      real ideology, other than being resolutely opposed to communism and prepared to fight it if it showed any signs
      of gaining ground in Britain.
    


    
      The name most people associate with fascism in Britain is of course Sir Oswald Mosley. His BUF looked for a while
      in the 1930s as though it was to be a significant development in British politics. It was not, ending in prison,
      disgrace and even execution for some of the members, but while it flourished it proved to be a great attraction
      for a lot of women, including some of the suffragettes at whom we have been looking.
    


    
      Oswald Mosley, the oldest son of an obscure Staffordshire baronet, was born in 1896. The only notable thing about
      his family was that his grandfather bore a remarkable resemblance to John Bull, the personification of Britain.
      Oswald Mosley served in the First World War and in the 1918 general election stood as a Conservative for the
      constituency of Harrow. He was elected and took his seat in the House of Commons at the age of 22, one of the
      youngest Members of Parliament in twentieth-century Britain. Two years later he married Lord Curzon’s daughter
      Cynthia, a move which her father and other people thought might be a calculated move to move
      to advance himself in the Conservative Party. The wedding was the attended by King George V and widely regarded
      as the social event of the year.
    


    
      It soon became apparent that Oswald Mosley (he did not become Sir Oswald until the death of his father, the 5th
      baronet, in 1928), was very much on the make and eager to rise fast politically. Falling out with the
      Conservatives, he then sat as an independent, before changing colours entirely and becoming a left-wing member of
      the Labour Party. In 1926 he was elected as the Labour MP for the Midlands constituency of Smethwick and soon
      regarded as very much an up-and-coming man in the party. He was close to Ramsay MacDonald, the leader of the
      Labour Party, and when Labour formed a minority government in 1929, Mosley confidently expected to be appointed
      to one of the great offices of state. He had his eye on being Foreign Secretary, even though he was only in his
      mid-thirties.
    


    
      There was nothing unrealistic about Sir Oswald, as he now was, hoping to be an important figure in government at
      his age. After all Winston Churchill had also crossed the floor, changing from Liberal to Conservative, and he
      had been Home Secretary when he was only 35. Despite frantic intriguing and manoeuvring, combined with attempts
      to bully the new Prime Minister, Ramsay MacDonald, into giving him the Cabinet post which he so desired, in the
      end Mosley’s efforts came to nothing. He was appointed Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, which left him as a
      minister without portfolio, without even a seat in the Cabinet. He was bitterly disappointed.
    


    
      Mosley’s new position, although not nearly as important as Foreign Secretary, still gave him scope for the
      exercise of his talents. He was a junior minister with special responsibility for employment and at once set to
      work to make his mark as the only man in government capable of solving what was becoming a very pressing
      difficulty; that of creating work for over a million unemployed men. In search of a solution, Mosley met up with
      a man called Keynes and rapidly became a convert to his radical new ideas on the role of government in keeping
      the economy healthy.
    


    
      The economist John Maynard Keynes was to have an enormous influence over attitudes to government finances in
      Britain, particularly in the second half of the twentieth century. Until his ideas took hold,
      the aim of Chancellors of the Exchequer had always been to balance the books and allow the economy to be
      self-correcting. This meant regarding slumps and depressions as a fact of life which would alternate with booms.
      That was simply how things were and there was nothing to be done about it. Keynes suggested that when a
      depression was in the offing, which meant rising unemployment and reduced consumption of goods, the government
      should actively intervene. This could be done by spending money on public works, employing people to build roads
      and so on. The wages that these workers received would then be spent and the economy stimulated. They would buy
      things and create a demand for goods, which would mean that factories would have to produce more, which would
      reduce unemployment there as well. If the government had no money to pay those carrying out the road-building,
      quarrying or erection of new buildings, then they should borrow it.
    


    
      Keynes’ ideas appeared at first shocking to many orthodox thinkers, but Oswald Mosley seized upon them with
      enthusiasm and produced a blueprint which he believed could stave off the depression which was looming in the
      country. This entailed the nationalization of some industries, a programme of public works and high tariffs on
      goods imported into Britain. Although on the face of it, this was an extremely left-wing plan, the seeds of
      fascism and what was to be known as the ‘Corporate State’ could already be discerned. The government would, under
      the ideas set out in the so-called ‘Mosley Memorandum’, have greatly increased powers of coercion in all sorts of
      areas. It was an academic point, because his scheme was rejected and Sir Oswald Mosley resigned his ministerial
      position and retreated to the back benches.
    


    
      In February 1931 Oswald Mosley did exactly what a group of Labour MPs did more recently in 2019. He formed his
      own party, the New Party, and, taking half a dozen Labour MPs with him, remained a Member of Parliament, although
      no longer under the Labour Whip. Later that year there was a general election, in the course of which Mosley and
      all those who, like him, stood for the New Party, were defeated. The following year the New Party joined with
      various small right-wing groups and became the British Union of Fascists.
    


    
      The new fascist party proved very popular with women, Oswald Mosley attracting the same kind
      of person as Emmeline Pankhurst and the WSPU had done 20 years earlier. Indeed, some of the women drawn to Mosley
      were the same ones who had, a couple of decades earlier, been suffragettes. At first sight, as we remarked
      earlier, this seems peculiar and counter-intuitive, but on reflection we saw that the BUF was offering the same
      kind of things as the WSPU. The similarities between the two groups was positively uncanny on a number of levels.
    


    
      First, there was the charismatic figure to whom personal allegiance could be unconditionally promised. There is
      no doubt that the hard core of the WSPU, those who stayed with the group through thick and thin, owed a loyalty
      to Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst which was more important than any policy which the mother and daughter were
      promoting. These were the women who first joined a left-wing organization fighting for women to gain the vote and
      stayed on as it changed first into a moral crusade against prostitution and pre-marital sex, before reinventing
      itself again as a vehicle for recruiting men to fight Germany and trying to discourage industrial militancy.
      Those who remained in the WSPU through such changes of identity were certainly doing so because of their
      adulation of the Pankhursts, rather than because they were capable of following a coherent train of thought or
      adhering to one political idea.
    


    
      Another thing which the BUF had in common with the WSPU was their love of spectacle and desire to make an
      exhibition of themselves. This was combined with the desire to wear uniforms to show that they were following the
      ‘Leader’. In 1908 the ‘Women’s Sunday’ was organized by the suffragettes, a ‘monster meeting’ in Hyde Park. Over
      700 banners were prepared for the rally and columns of marchers converged on the park. Most were dressed in the
      suffragette colours. Other marchers were led by Flora Drummond, riding on a horse and dressed in her special
      general’s costume. Bands played, songs were sung and everybody wore the uniform and waited in excitement to hear
      the Leader speak. The fascist marches and rallies held in London in the 1930s were not all that different from
      those of the WSPU in the Edwardian period. The fascists too were keen on uniforms, they too had banners, like the suffragettes they had bands and singing. And of course, they too waited eagerly
      to hear their Leader address them.
    


    
      Many suffragettes had revelled in the fact that their activities and political beliefs were unacceptable to many
      people. They enjoyed the feeling that they were rebels, people breaking though society’s usual boundaries. This
      is quite understandable for Edwardian women; it was a liberating experience for them. Instead of sitting quietly
      at home, embroidering handkerchiefs, entertaining neighbours to tea or running a household, they were smashing
      windows, fighting the police or racing round in motor cars and planting bombs or setting buildings on fire. It is
      very likely that the young women who gravitated to the BUF were motivated by identical feelings. The fascists
      were viewed askance by most people and joining them was in itself an act of rebellion against ordinary life.
      There was fighting, trouble with the police and on top of that the belief that all these exciting activities were
      justified, because members of the group were following an important new idea which would revolutionize the
      society in which they lived. They were able to transgress against societal norms in the name of idealism. It is
      easy to see how the young woman who, had she been in her twenties before the First World War, rather than the
      second, might have hung out with the suffragettes, would now, on the eve of the Second World War, instead be
      joining the fascists. Sometimes, the two movements showed almost eerie similarities.
    


    
      In May 1909 the WSPU organized a ‘Women’s Exhibition’. They found just the place to hold it, a former skating
      rink in Kensington which they took over for the day. It was a colourful and spectacular occasion. The front of
      the building was hung with purple, white and green bunting and flags. Inside were plenty of activities likely to
      be of interest to the suffragettes who attended. Because of the frequent clashes in the streets with the police,
      it was felt that the young women might benefit from being able to defend themselves and so there were
      demonstrations of ju-jitsu, a method of unarmed combat. The women attending the exhibition were thrilled at the
      idea of street fighting and learning ju-jitsu became quite the thing for suffragettes. A number of cartoons made
      fun of this trend.
    


    
      Bands played to entertain those attending the exhibition, including the world’s first
      all-female fife and drum marching band. Even odder than the idea of those Edwardian women training in ju-jitsu
      was the fact that other women at the Kensington skating rink were being drilled like soldiers. Drill instructors,
      former soldiers, had been engaged for the day and the women marched up and down and learned to stand properly to
      attention. There were many stalls selling souvenirs, including dolls dressed as suffragettes in the colours of
      the WSPU.
    


    
      Fast-forward 25 years and the kind of activities which were seen at the ‘Women’s Exhibition’ were once again on
      display, although this time in a very different context. Women were being trained in jujitsu, only now they were
      intending to use it on those disrupting their meetings, rather than against police officers. The drill in which
      young women were being instructed at the same event was a regular feature of the BUF from the its earliest days
      and even before, when it was known as the New Party. In 1931 Herbert Hodge, a left-wing journalist who was
      interested in and more than a little suspicious of the New Party, wrote of graduates, ‘drilling and doing all
      sorts of military dags [sic] under the orders of ex-officers’. Even the novelty dolls
      dressed in the suffragette uniform, which were on sale at the Women’s Exhibition, had their counterpart in the
      BUF, which sold similar dolls decked out as Blackshirts.
    


    
      Of course, there have always been opportunities for young women to join political parties such as the
      Conservatives and Liberals. In the 1930s all the main parties had women’s sections, but there was nothing
      remotely exciting or romantic about them. For one thing, their leaders were not nearly so good looking or
      thrilling as Oswald Mosley. Stanley Baldwin, leader of the Conservatives throughout most of the 1930s and Prime
      Minister from 1935, might well have been a safe pair of hands at a critical time for the country, but his slogan
      of ‘Safety First’ was hardly calculated to stir a young woman’s blood. The feeble and ailing Ramsay MacDonald was
      also not the most captivating and magnetic of individuals. Set beside the dashing and piratical figure of Mosley,
      who looked like a man who it might be exciting to know, it is not surprising that his fascist party should have
      seemed a more interesting option if one wanted to get mixed up in politics.
    


    
      Another thing which was likely to discourage young and active women from joining one of the
      mainstream political parties was that the women in them almost invariable found themselves relegated to humdrum,
      dull and routine tasks, such as stuffing envelopes or pushing leaflets through letterboxes. Nothing there to
      cause any woman with an ounce of vitality or thirst for action to beat a path to the local Conservative Party
      headquarters. How very different was the case with the BUF, which was eager to make full use of female members in
      various capacities.
    


    
      What kind of things were the women members of Mosley’s fascists up to? The Metropolitan Police Special Branch
      kept a close eye on the BUF, as it was suspected, quite correctly, that they had links with both the Italian
      fascists and the German Nazi Party. Plainclothes officers attended rallies and took notes of what was said and
      also the proportions of men and women present. At the big meeting in Earl’s Court held on 16 June 1939, Special
      Branch officers calculated that a total of 4,100 stewards were present to keep order. Of these, 1,100 were women,
      about 27 per cent. At a much smaller meeting, in the Portchester Hall on 26 October 1935, there were about 100
      stewards, 30 of whom were women. At most of the meetings at which notes were taken, at least a quarter of the
      stewards were women. Like the suffragettes, women of the BUF were trained in the use of ju-jitsu, because the
      fascist meetings, like those of the suffragettes, were sometimes disrupted by hecklers and even people who became
      physically aggressive.
    


    
      Well-known former members of the WSPU found in Sir Oswald Mosley precisely the same qualities that they had seen
      in Emmeline Pankhurst. Indeed, Norah Elam said that he was a ‘latter-day Mrs Pankhurst’. Writing in The Blackshirt, the WSPU’s former General Secretary expanded on this idea and explained cogently
      the way in which Mosley and his fascists resembled Mrs Pankhurst and her suffragettes:
    


    
      The Women’s Movement, like the Fascist Movement, was conducted under strict discipline, and cut across all party
      allegiances: its supporters were drawn from every class and party. It appealed to women to forget self-interest:
      to relinquish petty personal advantage, the privilege of the sheltered few for the benefit of
      the many: and to stand together against the wrongs and injustices which were inherent is a system so disastrous
      to the well-being of the race. Like the Fascist Movement, too, it chose its Leader, and once having chosen gave
      that leader absolute authority to direct policy and destiny, displaying a loyalty and devotion never surpassed in
      the history of this country.
    


    
      That Norah Elam believed that the ideology of the suffragette movement could dovetail neatly with that of
      Mosley’s fascists is evident from another piece of hers which was published in The
      Blackshirt on 22 February 1935:
    


    
      No woman who loves her country, her sex or her liberty, need fear the coming victory of fascism. Rather, she will
      find what the suffragettes dreamt about twenty odd years ago is now becoming a possibility, and woman will buckle
      on her armour for the last phase of the greatest struggle, for the liberation of the human race, which the world
      has yet seen.
    


    
      Just as in the speeches of Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst, we note Norah Elam’s obsession with race.
    


    
      The former General Secretary of the WSPU rose fast in the estimation of Oswald Mosley and in 1936 she was
      selected to stand as the BUF candidate for Northampton at the next general election, one of ten women to be
      chosen as Parliamentary candidates. The London and Provincial Anti-Vivisection Society, of which she had been a
      founding member, became a vehicle for fascism to such an extent that it has in recent years been referred to as a
      ‘fascist front organization’. Mosley relied upon Norah Elam and she was regarded as being almost his deputy at
      times.
    


    
      Mary ‘Slasher’ Richardson also joined the BUF, becoming for a time the head of its Women’s Section. Like other
      former suffragettes, she saw in the fascists the same kind of thing which had first attracted her to the
      suffragette movement. She wrote:
    


    
      I was first attracted to the Blackshirts because I saw in them the courage, the action, the loyalty, the gift of
      service, and the ability to serve which I had known in the suffragette movement. When later I
      discovered that Blackshirts were attacked for no visible cause or reason, I admired them the more when they hit
      back and hit back hard.
    


    
      One of the most important members of Mosley’s movement kept her involvement secret, because it enabled her to
      carry out clandestine missions on behalf of fascists in Britain. Mary Sophia Allen was both a devoted anti-Semite
      and a fanatical opponent of communism. Fascism provided her with a natural refuge. Commandant Allen, as she was
      universally known, made frequent visits to both Nazi Germany and fascist Spain. It was alleged that she became a
      personal friend of General Franco, the leader of the Spanish fascists and also that she had meetings with Hitler
      and other high-ranking Nazis. Perhaps Oswald Mosley felt that Allen was more useful if not openly connected with
      him and his party, because it was not until the Second World War started that Commandant Allen acknowledged
      openly that she was a member of the BUF.
    


    
      In the years following the end of the First World War Mary Allen had been visiting various countries,
      representing herself as being a police chief in Britain. Although the status of her women police in Britain had
      always been a little ambiguous and semi-official, the ‘Commandant’ traded on the fact that those in other
      countries would not be aware of this. In this way, she had travelled across Europe and the Middle East, being
      accorded official recognition as a representative of the British police, which was irritating to the authorities
      in Britain. She had also organized a uniformed force called the Women’s Auxiliary Service and grown more and more
      bitterly opposed to Bolshevism. She may be seen in Illustration 19 with two members of this force. In 1933 she had set up a new organization called the
      Women’s Reserve. This was yet another uniformed group, whose aim was to protect the country against internal
      enemies who wished to destroy it through industrial action and left-wing political activity. The following year,
      she visited Germany at the invitation of Heinrich Himmler, the head of the SS, and was given an interview with
      Hitler to discuss the setting up of a women’s police force in Germany to be established, as Allen put it, ‘in accordance with Nazi principles’. There was little doubt in Commandant Allen’s mind about
      the importance of Nazi Germany and why Britain should support its leader; ‘Hitler and no one else is the barrier
      holding back the tide of Communism from Western Europe.’
    


    
      Allen spoke fluent German and needed no interpreter when she met Hitler. In 1936 she went to the Olympic Games
      held in Berlin that year and from then on was a frequent visitor to the country, while secretly belonging to the
      BUF. As the Second World War approached, there was uneasiness about Commandant Allen and her trips to Germany.
      Enquiries were made by MI5 and Major Dupe, who was the Head of Staff at Lympne Airport in Kent, gave a statement
      in which he said that;
    


    
      With reference to Miss Allen, she has travelled to Germany frequently and always returned by a German aircraft.
      She always gave the Nazi salute to the pilot on alighting.
    


    
      It was an open secret that Mary Allen was not only a fascist, but also a Nazi sympathizer and supporter of
      Hitler. Germany was not the only country which she visited for mysterious purposes. According to a document sent
      to the Home Office by G.B. Hamilton, who was a journalist with a particular interest in fascism, he had been
      shown a dossier on Commandant Allen complied by Spanish Republicans, Franco’s opponents in the civil war which
      raged in Spain between 1936 and 1939. The man who had put this file together told Hamilton that he believed Mary
      Allen to be Franco’s most dangerous agent in Great Britain. It was said that she was always received promptly by
      the general and that he entrusted her with various missions.
    


    
      Part of Commandant Allen’s value to the BUF lay in the connections which she had with various other countries.
      She acted as a courier and was able to help the British fascists stay in touch with similar movements across
      Europe. It was for this reason that she did not admit to being a follower of Mosley until the Second World War
      had begun and further pretence was pointless.
    


    
      That Mary Allen was useful to Oswald Mosley may be seen when he was trying to establish links with other fascist
      groups, including the Irish Blueshirts. In late 1926, years before Hitler came to power, Mary Allen had attended an international police conference in Berlin and there she had made the
      acquaintance of General Eoin O’Duffy, the former head of the army in Ireland. He was at that time in charge of
      the police in the Irish Free State and he and Allen hit it off. When in 1933 he was sacked from his post by the
      newly-elected Eammon de Valera, O’Duffy set up his own uniformed organization which was known as the Blueshirts.
      Improbably enough, they saluted their leader with cries of ‘Hail O’Duffy!’ When he hoped to establish links with
      O’Duffy’s Blueshirts it was to Commandant Allen that Mosley turned. Although not openly linked with Mosley and
      his fascists until 1939, Mary Allen’s name crops up time and again in reports of the BUF’s activities.
    


    
      As part of her paramilitary activities, Commandant Allen had learned to fly and hoped to train some of her
      Women’s Reserve members to be pilots. The BUF too was keen to set up the BUF Air Defence Force, which looked a
      little too much like a private air force for comfort. In the spring of 1933 an air rally was held by the BUF in
      Gloucestershire and it was announced that the intention was to train forty pilots in the first instance.
      Inevitably, Mary Allen was present that day, volunteering her services and offering to help teach fascists to
      fly.
    


    
      With the storm clouds gathering in Europe and fascist regimes installed in Italy, Spain and Germany, the
      government in Britain was uneasy about the fascist movement on their very doorstep. The 1936 Public Order Act had
      been one attempt to clip the wings of Mosley’s group, but it would not be until the outbreak of war in the summer
      of 1939 that firmer action was contemplated.
    

  


  
    Chapter 9


    The Second World War


    
      The Second World War brought an end to the fascist regimes of Italy and Germany, as
      well as shattering any hopes which British fascists might have entertained of coming to power in their own
      country in the event of a German victory. After the start of the war with Germany there was a period of eight
      months or so when nothing much seemed to be happening, apart from the blackout inconveniencing people’s lives.
      The British government though knew that this pause could not last indefinitely and drew up plans to prevent Sir
      Oswald Mosley and his followers from either staging a coup d’etat if Germany attacked
      Britain or becoming the nucleus of a collaborationist regime if there was a successful German invasion. There
      have, since the end of the war, been rumours that one plan of the Nazis might have consisted of Germany
      installing Edward VIII, who abdicated in 1936, as a puppet king to replace George VI. Mosley would then be
      appointed Prime Minister and the situation in Britain would be comparable with that which later developed in
      Vichy France and Norway. It was a chilling prospect.
    


    
      On 9 April 1940, the German army attacked Norway and occupied it. On that same day, Vidkun Quisling, a Norwegian
      fascist politician whose name has become synonymous with treachery, arrived at the headquarters of the Norwegian
      radio service and announced that he had taken over the country. This attempted coup failed, although Quisling did
      indeed later become the leader of a collaborationist government in Norway. Some members of the British government
      could well imagine Mosley playing a similar role if the Nazis landed in their country. Within a week of the
      invasion of Norway, the word ‘Quisling’, meaning ‘traitor’, had become common currency in Britain and the fear
      was that there were some men and women in the country who would be happy to play the same role as Major Quisling,
      should the Germans arrive.
    


    
      Oswald Mosley always denied that he would have aided the Germans had they invaded Britain,
      but the government was not willing to take any chances. Even before Britain declared war on Germany, on 3
      September 1939, preparations had been made for dealing with any possible traitors who might be minded to work
      against the interests of their country. On 24 August Parliament passed the Emergency Powers (Defence) Act and a
      week later, another section was added to this, Code B. This granted the government wide-ranging powers to arrest
      and detain both foreigners and also British citizens, if this was thought to be necessary for the security of the
      realm. The relevant part which allowed for the internment, that is to say arrest and indefinite imprisonment
      without trial, of British citizens was Regulation 18B of the Defence (General) Regulations 1939.
    


    
      From Britain’s declaration of war in September 1939 until the German invasion of various countries in Western
      Europe in the following spring, it was possible for people living in Britain to forget that there was a war on.
      This period of relative peace was known as the ‘Phoney War’. The BUF continued its activities much as before,
      except that it was believed that it would be only a matter of time before the authorities struck. Until that
      happened though, it was even possible for the BUF to field candidates in by-elections, although with dismal
      results.
    


    
      Just like the WSPU, the BUF was never at all popular with ordinary people. When given the opportunity to express
      their views at the ballot box, the public always rejected both the WSPU and the BUF. We saw that the candidates
      whom the WSPU, in its new incarnation as the Women’s Party, put up at the 1918 general election were all
      democratically defeated. The situation was just the same for Mosley’s party, only more so. On 23 February 1940,
      after the Second World War had begun but before they had been proscribed, the BUF contested a by-election in the
      East London constituency of Silvertown. This was a working-class area for which Mosley had great hopes of
      support. The Labour candidate polled 14,353 votes. Tommy Moran, standing for the BUF, received a total of just
      151 votes. When it came to the crunch, the general public were even less keen on the fascists than they had been
      on the Women’s Party, 20 years earlier.
    


    
      In that strange hiatus between the beginning of the war and the arrest of many of the members
      of the BUF, Sir Oswald Mosley made plans which were, depending upon whom you believe, either intended to
      safeguard the assets of the BUF from being seized or, according to the Special Branch of the Metropolitan Police,
      preparations for a coup d’état against the government and its replacement with one
      headed by himself. At this crucial juncture, the leader of the fascists realized that the most trustworthy of his
      associates were women who had previously fought for the franchise and the most useful locations at his disposal,
      the anti-vivisection societies which they ran. It was an extraordinary situation.
    


    
      Shortly before the declaration of war on Germany, Oswald Mosley transferred a large part of the BUF’s funds into
      Norah Elam’s name. He knew that she was utterly loyal to him and that the money would be safe in her keeping. He
      explained at the time that he was in danger of being assassinated. This made the former suffragette the most
      powerful person in the BUF after Mosley himself. The government suspected that Mosley and his followers were a
      very real menace and that in the event of a German invasion, they would come out in support of the Nazis. In fact
      the British domestic intelligence service, MI5, regarded the BUF as being no more the British arm of Hitler’s
      Nazi Party. On 18 December 1939, Special Branch raided the office of the London and Provincial Anti-Vivisection
      Society and found material there which confirmed them in their belief that the society was little more than a
      front for the fascists. Among the papers which they seized was a letter signed by Mosley stating that Norah Elam
      ‘had his full confidence, and was entitled to do whatever she though fit in the interests of the movement on her
      own responsibility’. It looked as though she was Sir Oswald Mosley’s deputy.
    


    
      It is interesting to note that the events in London relating to Mosley and the members of his organization were
      considered significant enough that Goebbels, the Nazi head of propaganda, was writing about them in his diary. On
      25 January 1940 he wrote, ‘Mosley is making his presence felt, if he goes ahead skilfully he will have several
      opportunities.’ A fortnight later, on 7 February 1940, Mosley organized a meeting at 48 Ladbroke Grove, which was
      both the home of Annabel Huth Jackson and also the office of the London and Southern Counties Anti-Vivisection Society. We pause for a moment and recall what was said in Chapter 4 on the subject of opposition to vivisection and its association
      with anti-Semitism. It can hardly be coincidental that at this most crucial time in the existence of the BUF,
      when police raids and internment were expected daily, that Mosley should feel safest among leaders of the
      anti-vivisection movement. Both groups were led by women who had campaigned vociferously in the early part of the
      century for female suffrage.
    


    
      On 28 February 1940, a women’s meeting was organized by the BUF and addressed by, among others, Mary Allen. The
      anti-Semitism at this rally was quite open and unrestrained. Two days later Oswald Mosley addressed an audience
      of 500 people at a lunch held at the Criterion. Both Mary Allen and Annabel Huth Jackson were present. On 3 March
      Josef Goebbels wrote that, ‘Mosley is doing fabulously again. If he keeps on like this, he will get somewhere.’
    


    
      Despite their poor showing in by-elections at the time, it was becoming apparent that if the ‘Phoney War’ turned
      into a real one, as indeed was to happen within a few months, then Mosley and the BUF would pose a serious
      threat. Only a dozen or so people had been detained on the outbreak of war under the defence regulations, but
      when Germany began invading the countries of Western Europe in April 1940 it was felt necessary to take action
      against the BUF. Having seen how swiftly Quisling took advantage of the German invasion of his own country to
      stake his claim to power, it was clear that Oswald Mosley and his fascists could not be left to their own devices
      at a time when a German landing was expected hourly. On 10 May the Germans attacked Belgium and Holland, followed
      quickly by the invasion of France. Within two weeks, the British and French armies had been routed and were in
      retreat. Nobody knew quite what would happen next, but it was prudent to prevent any fifth column activity in
      Britain itself. On the morning of 23 May, Sir Oswald Mosley and his wife were both arrested under the 18b
      regulations, along with 1,000 or so other people whose loyalty was questionable. Among those arrested and taken
      to prison were Norah Elam and her husband.
    


    
      Surprisingly, Commandant Mary Allen was not interned with the other important members of the BUF. Instead,
      restrictions were placed upon her movements and she was kept virtually under house arrest.
      Although she was not arrested with many other members of the BUF in May 1940, the Special Branch had no doubt at
      all about how dangerous she was. In a report on 25 June, it was said that she was
    


    
      an active adherent of the BUF for some years, although she did not take any open part until about the end of
      1939. Prior to that time, her connection with the movement was kept a closely guarded secret, because it was
      considered that she was in a position to gain valuable information for the BUF.
    


    
      Which is a way of saying that this former suffragette was believed to be a spy. Whether she was spying for
      Germany or merely for Mosley and the British fascists was a moot point. As early as 5 January 1934 Allen’s name
      was being mentioned at the Home Office in connection with her fascist sympathies. At that time she was recruiting
      for her Women’s Reserve and was known to have visited the BUF headquarters to get hold of the names of people in
      key positions in the supply of electricity and gas in London. Such information might well have been useful in the
      event of a communist-inspired strike, but it would also be handy in the event of a coup or if sabotage was
      planned.
    


    
      Whatever her motivation, Mary Allen’s activities, including of course her visits to countries like Germany and
      Spain and close association with Sir Oswald Mosley, led to legal action being taken against under the defence
      regulations. On 11 July 1940 an order was served on Allen at her home in St Just, in Cornwall. Her home was
      searched by the police at the same time. According to the terms of this order, she was forbidden to travel more
      than five miles from her home, had to observe a curfew and was not allowed to have a radio, bicycle, car or
      telephone. The reasons for making the prohibitions under Regulation 18B were as follows:
    


    
      Particulars, You, the said Mary Allen:-
    


    
      1. were an active member of the British Union
    


    
      2. were an associate of active members and leaders of the British Union
    


    
      3. have attended and addressed meetings held in support of
      the British Union
    


    
      4. have expressed pro-German views
    


    
      5. are of doubtful loyalty to this country
    


    
      The three police officers who searched the Commandant’s home found not only membership cards for the BUF, but
      also anti-Semitic leaflets.
    


    
      In Australia, the arrest and internment of those of doubtful loyalty took place a little later than in Britain
      and at a time that Australia was in great peril. By the end of 1941, it was obvious that the Japanese intended to
      forge an empire in South East Asia, one which would threaten Australia and cut it off from the rest of the world.
      The surprise attack by Japan on the American base at Pearl Harbor showed that without any doubt. In March 1942,
      the Australian government did what the British had already done two years earlier and arrested a number of
      militantly pro-Japanese members of the Australia First Movement. The youngest of the Pankhurst sisters, Adela,
      was arrested at the same time, but for a different reason. She had already left the Australia First Movement by
      the time that she was arrested. She had been asked to do so by the other members when it was revealed that she
      and her husband were being paid by Japan to make speeches in support of that country’s territorial ambitions.
      Adela Pankhurst was arrested because she was a fascist.
    


    
      The awful anti-Semitism which was a feature of the WSPU had infected Adela Pankhurst to such an extent that she
      had been expressing anti-Semitic views throughout the 1930s and claiming that Hitler was justified in his
      actions. Nobody knew how far she would go in her support of Nazi Germany and with an attack by Germany’s ally
      Japan quite possible, it was felt safer to put her under lock and key.
    


    
      For seven months, Adela Pankhurst seemed content to remain behind bars. It was not, after all, a new experience
      for her. However, when she heard that her husband was ill and perhaps dying, she asked to be freed. In an echo of
      her suffragette days, she embarked upon a hunger strike, to force the hands of the authorities. Two days later,
      she was released.
    


    
      Norah Elam was released from internment in 1942, a year before Mosley himself was freed. The
      war and the subsequent revelations about the Holocaust did not seem to have made any noticeable difference to her
      anti-Semitism. According to her granddaughter she said after the end of the Second World War, ‘If Hitler killed
      so many Jews, why are there still so many alive?’
    

  


  
    Endword


    
      At the beginning of this book, the idea was mooted that the suffragettes might
      justifiably be regarded as a proto-fascist group, whose ideas and actions provided the pattern for some of the
      overtly fascist movements which emerged in Europe in the 1920s and 1930s. Readers may perhaps think that the case
      for this has been proved beyond reasonable doubt.
    


    
      Emmeline Pankhurst and her disciples may not have been fascists, but the nature of the WSPU, especially once the
      First World War had begun and fervent nationalism became its distinguishing mark, certainly provided a model for
      developments in European politics which were seen between the two world wars; it was perhaps used as a template
      for fascist movements in Italy, Germany and of course Britain itself. The WSPU was not itself a fascist
      organization, but in it was seen the first iteration of a number of wholly undesirable phenomena of the twentieth
      century. One of these was the wise leader who can do no wrong and whose followers will obey any instructions,
      however bizarre. Some of the best-known instances of such leaders have become the rulers of entire countries or
      even empires, men such as Lenin, Mussolini and Hitler. Others though have commanded the allegiance of smaller
      numbers of dedicated disciples who will follow orders quite literally to the death. In the last 50 years or so,
      the world has seen many ‘cults’, groups in which disciples pledge unconditional allegiance to a charismatic
      leader. One thinks of the ‘Reverend’ Jim Jones, who in November 1978 ordered over 900 of his followers to drink
      cyanide in an act of mass suicide. Parents gave the poison to their children and babies and only a handful
      survived. It is this model, that of cult leader, to which the Pankhursts probably belong.
    


    
      Of course, Emmeline Pankhurst did not instruct her disciples to kill themselves, although one of them did so in
      an act which she thought would be pleasing to the Leader. The leader of the WSPU was
      certainly able though to build up a hard core of followers who would swallow literally anything that they were
      told, from the suggestion that 80 per cent of British men were infected with gonorrhoea to the necessity to burn
      down churches. These dupes were happy to bomb Lloyd George’s house one year and then the next to accept him as
      the country’s most precious life. Anything which the Leader asserted was taken as being infallibly true, no
      matter how much it contradicted something which she had previously said. This slavish adherence to the teachings
      of somebody known as the ‘Leader’ was a foreshadowing of the status and title not only of Hitler and Mussolini,
      but also various cult leaders since the end of the Second World War.
    


    
      Another idea which the suffragettes pioneered was that of a uniformed political movement which holds great public
      rallies. The idea of a uniform which signified adherence to a set of political beliefs was a new one in the
      twentieth century and again, we are able see in the suffragettes the first hint of events such as the Nuremberg
      rallies of Nazi Germany. Dressing one’s followers in a special uniform and getting them to march behind bands and
      attend mass meetings was a novel one in the Edwardian period and one which was taken up enthusiastically by
      dictators and would-be dictators in various European countries after the end of the First World War. In Britain,
      the uniformed Blackshirt movement mimicked the suffragettes and this led to the banning of political uniforms
      entirely.
    


    
      We finish with a strange and disturbing thought. During her adult life, Emmeline Pankhurst moved across the
      political spectrum from the far left of the Independent Labour Party to the right wing of the Tories. Had she
      lived another five years, is it possible that she, like some of her most ardent followers, might have embraced
      fascism and become a follower of Oswald Mosley? His style of leadership was very similar to hers and they both
      saw communism as the greatest threat to Britain and its empire since the First World War. It is an intriguing
      idea that the woman who most people today remember as working to extend democracy by increasing the electorate to
      include some women, might have ended up as a card-carrying fascist. The sticking point would perhaps have lain
      not in the fact that Mosley’s political views were unpalatable. They were, after all, almost
      identical to her own. It is more likely that Mrs Pankhurst would not wish to be under the authority of another
      person. She was used to being addressed as the ‘Leader’; pledging her allegiance to somebody else might have been
      a step too far on her journey to the right. The idea though of Emmeline Pankhurst as a Blackshirt is an
      intriguing one and not at all beyond the realms of possibility.
    

  


  
    Appendix: Five Women


    
      In Chapter 4 we saw that some
      people, both men and women, have a strong desire or powerful need to be part of an organized group, where they
      are able to associate with others dedicated to the same ends as they themselves are pursuing. In its mildest
      form, this can take the form of belonging to the Young Conservatives or supporting a football team, but the same
      impulse can also lead to joining the Jehovah’s Witnesses or even the IRA. We learned too that people who are
      fanatically dedicated to one cause can switch allegiance with startling rapidity and start supporting another
      cause which might appear to be diametrically opposed to the first. The atheist becomes a Catholic, the fanatical
      communist joins a fascist group, the anti-Semite converts to Judaism and so on.
    


    
      In this chapter we are going to look at the lives and changing beliefs of five women who all held important roles
      in the WSPU and then later turned to right-wing causes. We begin with the Pankhurst of whom hardly anybody has
      heard.
    


    Adela Constantia Pankhurst (1885–1961)


    
      Everybody has heard of Emmeline Pankhurst and many are also familiar with her daughters Christabel and Sylvia.
      Mention Adela though and you are apt to be met with blank looks. This is odd, because Emmeline Pankhurst’s
      youngest daughter, like her mother and older sisters, played an important part in founding the WSPU in 1903. At
      that time, she was a member of the Independent Labour Party and also a teacher. Her mother had disapproved of her
      daughter becoming a teacher, on the grounds that it was a working-class career.
    


    
      Adela Pankhurst had been a good student at school and her teachers suggested that she apply for a scholarship to
      Oxford. Her mother though did not like the idea. When the girl developed scarlet fever, this
      gave Emmeline Pankhurst a chance to send her off to Switzerland to recuperate and by the time she returned to
      England, it had been decided that university was out. To her mother’s dismay though, her youngest daughter
      decided instead to work as a pupil-teacher at a school in Urmston, a small town which has now been absorbed by
      Greater Manchester. She was working there in 1903 when her mother decided to start a new and militant group to
      campaign for female suffrage. Like her sisters, Adela was a founding member of the WSPU.
    


    
      From the time she helped to start it until she was ejected from the movement in 1911, Adela was a committed
      suffragette, suffering imprisonment and going on hunger strike once she was in a cell. She was a brilliant
      speaker, being more gifted in that field, according to contemporary accounts, than her mother or either of her
      two older sisters. The role allotted to Adela Pankhurst was to harry Winston Churchill at any and every
      opportunity and she embraced this task with the greatest enthusiasm. Together with other WSPU activists, like
      Helen Fraser, she dogged Churchill’s footsteps, following him about the country to meetings where he was due to
      speak. In 1909, she was arrested and sent to prison for throwing stones at a hall where Churchill was attending a
      political meeting.
    


    
      Like Sylvia Pankhurst, Adela fell out with her mother over the question of the increasingly violent actions of
      women acting on behalf of the WSPU. Her objection was less to the violence per se,
      than it was to the fact that the more aggressive the suffragettes became, the more support they lost from the
      very people they were trying to gain for their cause. Neither Emmeline Pankhurst nor Christabel seemed to have
      much liking for Adela, who was 26 when she finally broke with the suffragettes. Christabel said to Sylvia, ‘I
      would not care if you were multiplied by a hundred, but one of Adela is too many.’
    


    
      After her youngest daughter had trained as a gardener, Emmeline Pankhurst began to grow uneasy about her, fearing
      that she might start speaking openly against the WSPU. She hit upon the idea of giving the young woman £20 and a
      one-way ticket to Australia, a traditional middle-class means at that time of ridding a family of troublesome or
      embarrassing young members. Arriving in Australia as the First World War was about to begin, Adela soon adopted a
      new cause; opposition to the war and to conscription. In sharp contrast to her mother, who
      was an enthusiastic supporter of the war against Germany, Adela detested the war and all that she believed it
      stood for. So fierce was she in her condemnation at rallies and meetings, that she was once again sent to prison
      for public order offences. This was less than a week after she had married an Irish widower called Tom Walsh.
    


    
      It was remarked earlier in this book that a certain personality is prone to latching onto what they see as causes
      and championing them with great gusto, only to drop them when something else seizes their attention. It was also
      said that sometimes people can get a taste for excitement and enjoy causing havoc and damage to property for the
      sake of it. Having been arrested in Britain for throwing stones and breaking windows, Adela Pankhurst did
      precisely the same thing in Australia. This was in the course of demonstrations which she helped organize against
      conscription. The protests in which she was involved started out specifically against the idea of conscription
      and then widened to include support for various strikes. When windows were smashed on one such march in 1917,
      Adela Pankhurst was arrested and sent to prison for her role in the business.
    


    
      The year that her youngest daughter was arrested for her anti-war activities, Emmeline Pankhurst sent a telegram
      to the Prime Minister of Australia disowning her. Mrs Pankhurst was of course extremely keen on the war and the
      idea that her daughter was trying to sabotage the war effort was horrifying to her. The telegram was short and to
      the point; ‘I am ashamed of Adela and repudiate her wish you all success make any use of this.’
    


    
      Adela’s new husband was a militant trade unionist and as soon as the war was over and his wife had been released
      from prison, he and Adela started the Communist Party of Australia. So far, we have seen four ruling enthusiasms
      in Adela Pankhurst’s life; namely socialism, the struggle for women’s emancipation, pacifism and communism. It
      was at this point that she, like a number of other prominent former suffragettes, took a sharp right turn. After
      becoming disillusioned with communism, Adela Pankhurst started a group called the Australian Women’s Guild of
      Empire, to work against communism, strikes and trade union activity in general, among other things. It was
      modelled on the Women’s Guild of Empire founded in Britain by Flora Drummond. The list of
      things of which she now disapproved was a long one and included abortion, contraception and nursery schools. Such
      things, she claimed, struck at family life. The stage was now set for Adela Pankhurst’s penultimate passion, one
      which would see her imprisoned once more.
    


    
      Both Adela and her husband were immigrants to Australia and this, combined with their political views, gave them
      a somewhat different outlook to many native Australians. In December 1939, the two of them visited Japan and when
      they returned to Australia, at the beginning of 1940, began championing the idea that the country should turn to
      Japan as a natural ally. This was not well received. The following year saw a publisher and former communist
      called Percy Stephenson start a new political group called the Australia First Movement. Stephenson, who believed
      in the authenticity of the notorious forgery The Protocols of the Elders of Zion,
      teamed up with William Miles, who had for several years been publishing a magazine devoted to exposing Jewish
      plans for world domination. Another keen member of the movement when it was started in October 1941 was Adela
      Pankhurst.
    


    
      The Australia First Movement did not last long. When the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor in December 1941, it
      signalled their intention to conquer neighbouring countries, including Australia. By the spring of 1942, the
      situation was desperate, with Japanese forces poised to attack both India and Australia. That March, the
      Australian police uncovered a plot by the Australia First Movement to welcome the Japanese invaders and aid them
      by sabotaging power plants and the transport system. It was enough for the government to act and twenty members
      of the group were arrested. Some were interned, others charged with conspiring to aid the enemy in wartime. Adela
      Pankhurst was arrested at the same time and also interned, which has led to some confusion. It has been generally
      assumed that because she had belonged to the Australia First Movement, this was the reason for her internment. It
      was not. Some time before her arrest, Pankhurst had given speeches in support of Japan, for which the Japanese
      had paid her. As a result of this, she had been asked to resign from the movement, which she had done before she
      was arrested.
    


    
      The real reason for Adela Pankhurst’s arrest was not her support of Japan, but rather her
      sympathy with Nazi Germany and her adherence to the cause of fascism. It was just felt convenient to intern her
      at the same time that others were also being detained. As the enquiry held into the internment of members of the
      Australia First Movement in 1944 said clearly, after mentioning that Pankhurst had passed restricted documents to
      the Japanese, ‘She was later interned but not because of her association with the Australia First Movement’.
      Pankhurst’s real loyalties lay not with Japan, but Germany. Even after the end of the war, when the horrors of
      the Holocaust had been laid bare, she still thought that fascism had achieved a great deal.
    


    
      In 1949, years after the newsreel films of Belsen had been seen in cinemas throughout the world and the Nuremberg
      trails had revealed the worst excesses of Nazi Germany, Adela Pankhurst told Helen Fraser, an old comrade from
      the suffragette movement, that, ‘So long did I warn my supporters that co-operation with Russia and all those who
      supported the Bolsheviks was the way to disaster and I was ruined and interned for my pains …’ She went on to
      talk of the shortcomings of communism, before comparing it with the supposed achievements of fascism, saying;
    


    
      Taken on achievement, Fascism did very much better while it lasted. Officially we don’t admit this but actually I
      believe most people who are interested know it perfectly well.
    


    
      To express such a view years after the end of the Second World War suggests that Adela Pankhurst’s commitment to
      fascism ran deep and that the Australians were probably wise to lock her up during a crucial period in the
      struggle against Nazi Germany and Japanese expansionism.
    


    
      Having worked her way through the political spectrum, from communism to fascism, as well as embracing various
      other beliefs such as militant pacifism, Emmeline Pankhurst’s youngest daughter was to undergo one final
      conversion. In 1960, the year before her death at the age of 75, Pankhurst was received into the Catholic Church.
      She had in her life been successively a socialist, suffragette, pacifist, communist, fascist
      and Catholic.
    


    Flora Drummond (1879–1949)


    
      Although born in Manchester, Flora Drummond grew up on the Isle of Arran. She attended a business course in
      Glasgow and qualified as a postmistress. She was not allowed to take up a position though, because she was too
      short. This peculiar circumstance may perhaps explain Drummond’s desire to be seen in uniform and on horseback
      and to be referred to as the ‘General’.
    


    
      Many of the more active suffragettes were unmarried and so had no husbands to object to their activities, but
      this was not the case with Flora Drummond. She was married to an upholsterer called Joseph, who did not at first
      seem to mind when she joined the WSPU, and soon became very involved with her work there. Joseph and Flora
      Drummond were living at this time in London, which was of course the focus for suffragette activity. Together
      with women such as Adela Pankhurst and Annie Kenney, Drummond was appointed as a full-time organizer, which meant
      that she was paid very well. In total, she was sent to prison nine times, which must have made life difficult for
      her family. Her son Keir, named after the first Labour MP, became used to being looked after by various people
      when his mother was working on suffragette business.
    


    
      In 1911 Flora Drummond was put in charge of every branch of the WSPU throughout the whole country. She was paid
      £3 10s (£3.50p) a week for this, which was an extremely good wage at that time. Emmeline Pankhurst thought very
      highly of Drummond, trusting her, in effect, with the management of the entire organization. Her eccentricities,
      such as dressing up like a general from a comic opera and insisting on leading marches while dressed in this
      absurd uniform and riding a horse, were either overlooked or regarded as endearing. There was a darker side to
      Flora Drummond though than merely a love of dressing up and making an exhibition of herself. In the autumn of
      1912 she gave a speech in which she denounced by name Jewish members of the government, claiming that they were
      not really English. The Jewish Chronicle picked up on this and
      drew attention to the incident under the headline of, ‘Remarkable Anti-Semitic Outburst’.
    


    
      With the coming of the First World War, Drummond entirely abandoned the fight for the franchise and focused
      instead on the winning of the war against Germany. Together with Emmeline Pankhurst and Norah Dacre Fox, she
      toured areas where strikes were being threatened and urged men not to sabotage the war effort. The South Wales
      mining areas were a particularly popular location for these activities, which were tied in with a growing
      mistrust of socialism.
    


    
      In 1917 Drummond joined Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst and other suffragettes in starting the Women’s Party,
      which was intended to replace the WSPU. A key policy of the new party was that the British civil service should
      be ethnically pure and that only those who had unblemished British ancestry should be appointed to government
      posts. There was in this policy a foreshadowing of the measures taken in Nazi Germany to rid their own civil
      service of Jews.
    


    
      After the end of the First World War, Flora Drummond banded together with Norah Dacre Fox and another former
      suffragette called Elsie Bowerman to start an organization called the Women’s League of Empire. This was a
      right-wing group with the avowed intention of reminding women that the British Empire was a very good and
      desirable thing and that neither they nor their husbands should be so unpatriotic as to go on strike or vote
      Labour. The 1920s, when the Women’s League of Empire began, was a time when the concept of ‘Judeo-Bolshevism’ was
      flourishing and socialism was being portrayed in some quarters as a Jewish conspiracy which was being imported
      from Russia. It is difficult to avoid the suspicion that just as Flora Drummond had previously viewed English
      Jews as ‘aliens’, so too did she regard Bolshevism as a product of Jews.
    


    
      By 1930, Drummond had mellowed a little. Her political beliefs still tended to the right, but unlike Norah Elam,
      as she now was, Drummond had no use for fascism, seeing it as being as bad as Bolshevism. In 1935 she criticized
      Mosley’s Blackshirts for the violence which they used against their opponents. This provoked a furious response
      from Flora Drummond’s old comrade from the suffragette days, a woman with whom she had also
      worked during the First World War to try and prevent workers from going on strike. Writing in The Blackshirt, on 22 February 1935, Norah Elam described her one-time friend as one of the;
    


    
      extinct volcanoes either wandering about in the backwoods of international pacifism and decadence, or prostrating
      themselves before the various political parties.
    


    
      This was a breach which never healed and the two women did not speak to each other again. Flora Drummond died in
      1949.
    


    Mary Raleigh Richardson (1882–1961)


    
      Mary Richardson shares with Emily Davison the distinction of being one of the few suffragettes, other than the
      Pankhursts, that people have actually heard of, however vaguely. Even if her name cannot be called to mind at
      once, the action for which she became famous is probably familiar to most of us. She achieved notoriety in 1914
      for using a meat cleaver to hack up a painting in London’s National Gallery.
    


    
      Born in England, she was taken to Canada as a baby, where she was raised by her mother. She returned to England
      when she was 16 and studied art in Britain, France and Italy. When she had settled in England, she took up
      journalism. Although her own account of her life is not always reliable, leaving out some things and embroidering
      others, it seems likely that while she was in Italy before the First World War, Richardson met Mussolini, who was
      at that time a journalist. She certainly was in touch with him in the 1920s, after he became a fascist dictator.
    


    
      After moving to Bloomsbury and making a living from journalism and other writing, Richardson was near the Houses
      of Parliament one day and saw something which changed the course of her life forever. On 18 November 1910,
      members of the WSPU tried to lobby Parliament. The police behaved very roughly on what was to go down in
      suffragette history as ‘Black Friday’, and she was shocked to see women being manhandled and assaulted. As a
      direct consequence of witnessing these scenes, Mary Richardson joined the WSPU and became one of its most
      ferociously militant activists. She described the campaign for female enfranchisement as a
      ‘holy crusade’. Bearing mind that she was at this time a woman of nearly 30 and that the WSPU had been in
      existence for seven years without apparently interesting Mary Richardson very much, it appears that this was some
      form of conversion experience, analogous to Saul on the road to Damascus. Because from that day onwards,
      Richardson became one of the most active and determined militants in the whole of the WSPU.
    


    
      The autobiography which Mary Richardson wrote, Laugh a Defiance, published in 1953,
      is a curious volume. She omits whole chunks of her life, such as being an active member of the BUF, and tells
      some dubious stories about her time as a suffragette. An instance of this is her claim to have been with Emily
      Davison during the Derby at which Davison was mortally injured after running in front of a horse. Richardson
      claimed to have accompanied Emily Davison to Epsom that day and to have been standing at her side when she darted
      out into the path of the approaching horses. This anecdote has been treated with some scepticism, as it emerged
      only decades after the event.
    


    
      Richardson’s throwing of stones and carrying out of arson attacks led her being arrested nine times, sent to
      prison on several occasions and she became one of the first victims of force-feeding when she went on hunger
      strike. None of this served to deter her though. If anything, what she thought of as persecution only made her
      all the readier to engage in illegal acts. It may fairly be said that she was a fanatic in what many of us today
      would regard as a perfectly worthy and legitimate cause. The act which made Richardson famous and for which she
      is remembered today took place on 10 March 1914 and resulted in her acquiring the nickname of ‘Slasher’
      Richardson.
    


    
      In 1906 the National Gallery had acquired a masterpiece of the Spanish artist Diego Velazquez. It had for many
      years been in private hands in a Yorkshire house called Rokeby Hall. The subject of the painting is the goddess
      Venus, depicted naked. Although it is today known as the ‘Rokeby Venus’, the actual title of the painting is ‘The
      Toilet of Venus’, a name which, because of the changing meaning of the word ‘toilet’ over the decades, might
      cause the odd snigger today. On that March morning, Mary Richardson entered the National Gallery with a meat
      cleaver hidden under her clothes. After loitering for two hours, she plucked up her courage,
      pulled out the chopper and began hacking away furiously at the painting. She was subsequently sent to prison for
      six months for this act.
    


    
      The statement which Mary Richardson released after her senseless attack on a painting is revealing. She said;
    


    
      I have tried to destroy the picture of the most beautiful woman in mythological history as a protest against the
      Government for destroying Mrs Pankhurst, who is the most beautiful character in modern history.
    


    
      We see here the utter devotion to a beloved leader at which we have looked in this book. Emmeline Pankhurst might
      well have been a dedicated campaigner and one with whose aims most people today would have sympathy, but it is
      surely a stretch to describe her as ‘the most beautiful character in modern history’. The claim that she was
      being destroyed by the government also veered into hyperbole. What stands out clearly is the level of
      hero-worship felt by Richardson.
    


    
      After the end of the First World War and the granting of the Parliamentary vote to some women, Mary Richardson
      stood for Parliament, first as a candidate for the Labour Party, then as an Independent Socialist and in 1931,
      once again for Labour. The passionate suffragette had become a determined socialist. It is interesting to note
      though that she maintained contact with Mussolini during this time. Whether she believed his claims to being
      himself some kind of socialist or because she was intrigued by the idea of a powerful dictator, she exchanged
      letters regularly with the man she thought of as a friend.
    


    
      Then, in 1932, something strange happened. Mary Richardson abandoned socialism in favour of fascism. Just as with
      her sudden conversion to the cause of militant feminism, so too with fascism. The hero-worship and adoration
      which she had once felt for Emmeline Pankhurst was transferred to Oswald Mosley after hearing him speak just
      once. She wrote later of the effect that that first encounter had upon her:
    


    
      I cannot remember a single word of what was said on that momentous occasion. But the words did not matter. In
      some strange way I was inspired by the atmosphere of that great gathering. ‘We will fight’, I
      kept on repeating to myself.
    


    
      She joined Sir Oswald Mosley’s New Party and then, in 1934, the BUF and was given a role assisting Lady Makgill,
      who was in charge of the Women’s Section of the party. In April 1934, after the departure of Lady Makgill
      following the discovery of financial irregularities, Richardson was promoted to being chief organizer of the
      Women’s Section. On the face of it, there could hardly have been a greater change of political persuasion, but we
      remember that it was one that other socialists managed to achieve without any apparent difficulty.
    


    
      The adoration and hero-worship which Emmeline Pankhurst had once excited in Mary Richardson had now been
      transferred to Sir Oswald Mosley. Like some other suffragettes who followed Mosley, she now saw the WSPU in
      retrospect as a proto-fascist movement. Richardson wrote;
    


    
      I was first attracted to the Blackshirts because I saw in them the courage, the action, the loyalty, the gift of
      service, and the ability to serve which I had known in the suffragette movement. When later I discovered that
      Blackshirts were attacked for no visible cause or reason, I admired them the more when they hit back and hit back
      hard.
    


    
      Oswald Mosley’s mother, who had a strong influence over both her son and the party which he had started, did not
      get on at all well with Mary Richardson, whom she described as being full of ‘dishonest efficiency’. It is a
      little difficult to know what to make of the use of the word ‘dishonest’ in this context, because Lady Makgill,
      the previous head of the Women’s Section, had been thrown out of the BUF for dipping her hand a little too freely
      in the coffers of the party. She was subsequently prosecuted for writing worthless cheques. At any rate,
      Richardson left the BUF in 1935 and seemingly wished to expunge the whole of her time there from the historical
      record.
    


    
      The rest of Mary Richardson’s life was unexceptional. She lived quietly, moving to the south-coast town of
      Hastings, where she died in 1961.
    


    Mary Sophia Allen (1878–1964)


    
      When a spectacular funeral procession through Central London was being planned for Emily Davison, who had been
      killed at the 1913 Derby, the chief steward was a woman called Mary Allen, the WSPU’s organizer for south-west
      England. Allen was an early hunger striker after she had been sent to prison and it was she who negotiated with
      the police about the proposed route which Davison’s funeral should take through the streets of the capital. That
      she should be entrusted with such a task is a measure of the esteem in which she was held by the WSPU. Emily
      Davison’s funeral was intended to be a glorious display for the WSPU; Emily Davison was, after all, their first
      martyr.
    


    
      Mary Allen came from a thoroughly respectable and well-to-do upper middle-class family. She and her sisters were
      devoutly religious, one even choosing to become a nun. When Mary Allen told her father that she intended to join
      the militant movement for the female franchise, his reaction was like that of a Victorian paterfamilias from a melodrama; he told her that if she pursued such a course, then he would be
      compelled to forbid her his house from that time onwards. This means that Mrs Pankhurst and her WSPU assumed the
      role of substitute family for the young woman.
    


    
      Various terms of imprisonment soon followed when Allen began working full-time for the suffragettes. One was for
      obstructing the police during a protest and she was also sent to prison for breaking windows. As one of the first
      hunger strikers, she was forcibly fed, an experience which damaged her health severely. In August 1909 she became
      the first person to receive the commemorative medal specially struck for those who had been on hunger strike. It
      was presented to her by Emmeline Pankhurst. The suffragette newspaper Votes for Women
      described the occasion;
    


    
      Miss Mary Allen was the first of the recipients, and, as she stepped to the front of the platform amid deafening
      cheers, Mrs Pankhurst pinned one of the medals on her breast, at the same time remarking: ‘Dear woman soldier of
      the women’s army, I thank you for having destroyed once and for ever the terrors of prison, and for having shown
      the greatest, the strongest, and the richest Government that the world has seen that a
      Government cannot safely ignore justice, and that if they do, the spirit of weak women will prove the stronger.’
    


    
      With the suffragette truce declared on the outbreak of the First World War in the summer of 1914, Mary Allen
      helped to establish a force of women police volunteers, whose aim was to protect women from either exploitation
      or moral danger during the strange new changes which were seen in British society during the greatest war there
      had ever been. For this work, a grateful government awarded her the OBE.
    


    
      Like Emmeline Pankhurst, Allen was bitterly opposed to communism and felt that it posed a deadly threat to the
      world. Like many other suffragettes, she was a woman of strong passions and changeable political beliefs. She was
      also a firm supporter of the anti-vivisection movement.
    


    
      In 1926, a General Strike was declared and Mary Allen was so incensed that she volunteered her help to the
      government. Her intention was to raise a body of women who would help to break the strike. Allen’s views on the
      subject may be gauged by what she wrote on the subject of the trade unions in Britain at that time;
    


    
      May 1st, 1926, being International Labour Day, was chosen by them as an appropriate
      occasion on which to put a pistol to the head of England, and demand her surrender to a Communist coup.
    


    
      After appealing on the BBC for volunteers for her Women’s Auxiliary Service, thousands of women came forward to
      help. Emmeline Pankhurst came out of retirement and became involved, giving speeches to crowds of strikers and
      urging them to return to work. The Women’s Auxiliary Service reappeared seven years after the end of the General
      Strike when Mary Allen, who had for years been known as the ‘Commandant’, started a new group known as the
      Women’s Reserve. Recruitment for this new force began in 1933, the year that Hitler came to power in Germany and
      there were fears by the police in London that Allen was building her Women’s Reserve into what looked very much
      like an anti-communist, paramilitary force.
    


    
      In 1934, Mary Allen visited Germany and was granted an audience with Hitler, a strong leader
      who greatly impressed her. ‘For two and a half hours I sat absolutely entranced besides the Chancellor’s charming
      sister, listening to the great Dictator … ’ On her return to Britain, Allen involved herself increasingly with
      Mosley’s BUF, although keeping her membership of the group secret.
    


    
      After the beginning of the Second World War, Mary Allen declared for the first time openly that she was a fascist
      and came very close to being interned with Sir Oswald Mosley and other leading fascists in 1940. Instead,
      restrictions were placed upon her movements for a time. Even after the end of the war, when the horrors that had
      been perpetrated in in Nazi Germany were common knowledge, Allen still associated with Mosley and expressed her
      concern about the number of Jewish refugees coming to Britain. As late as 1948 she was photographed in Mosley’s
      company.
    


    
      In 1953 Mary Allen was received into the Catholic Church. Her childhood had been very religious and now, in her
      seventies, her mind turned to higher matters than earthly politics. She became a regular churchgoer and this was
      the last great enthusiasm of her life, lasting until her death in 1964.
    


    Norah Dacre Fox (1878–1961)


    
      Norah Docherty was born in Dublin into a large Protestant family, having no fewer than eight brothers and
      sisters. Her family moved to England when she was 12. In 1909, she married Charles Richard Dacre Fox and then
      three years later became a member of the WSPU. Her first passion had been the welfare of animals, with particular
      reference to kosher slaughterhouses and vivisection. She was a founding member of the London and Provincial
      Anti-Vivisection Society. Although she did not join the WSPU until it had already been going for nine years, she
      soon rose to a very influential position, eventually becoming the General Secretary in 1913. Norah Dacre Fox was
      sent to prison three times and on each occasion, she went on hunger strike and was released under the so-called
      ‘Cat and Mouse’ Act, which made provision for the temporary release of women on hunger strike. The last thing
      Asquith and his government wanted was for a woman to starve herself to death in a British prison.
    


    
      When the war with Germany began in 1914, Norah Dacre Fox teamed up with Flora Drummond and
      Emmeline Pankhurst to fight against pacifism, communism and German influence in the country. She was among the
      most vociferous in her demands that all Germans, as well as those with ‘German blood’, should be expelled from
      Britain.
    


    
      After the end of the war, Norah Dacre Fox changed her name to Elam. The reason for this was that she moved in
      with a man in Chichester called Dudley Elam. He was already married. She changed her name by deed poll to Elam
      and in 1922 bore him a son, whom they named Evelyn. By all accounts, she was not especially close to the boy, who
      said in later life that it was not until he reached the age of 9 that he even realized that the woman who visited
      him from time to time in the nursery, where he was cared for by nurses and governesses, was actually his mother.
      In 1934, after Hitler came to power, he was sent off to school in Germany at the age of 12, so that he could
      experience the anti-Semitism of the Third Reich at first hand. On his return, he had many anecdotes of the
      Jew-baiting in which he had participated, presumably the reason that his mother had sent him to live in Nazi
      Germany.
    


    
      As the 1920s passed, it seemed to Norah Elam and her ‘husband’ that the Conservatives were not up to the job of
      handling the problems which Britain faced in the turbulent decades which followed the First World War. They both
      turned to fascism as being the nation’s salvation and pledged their allegiance to Sir Oswald Mosley and his BUF.
      They rose high in Mosley’s counsels. Both Dudley and Norah Elam were appointed as stand-ins for the would-be
      dictator if anything should befall him and for a time the funds of the BUF were held in Mrs Elam’s name.
    


    
      Norah Elam had always been anti-Semitic and the BUF gave her the opportunity to put her prejudices to good use.
      Even in Mosley’s fascists, there were those who were more concerned with domestic politics than they were
      conspiracy theories which blamed World Jewry for the ills of the world. Fortunately, there was a strong element
      which backed Nazi Germany and hoped to be able to rid Britain too of Jewish influence, just as Hitler had been
      doing. It was to such people that Norah Elam and her husband naturally gravitated.
    


    
      There was a pause of a few months after Britain’s declaration of war on Germany, when the BUF
      were left pretty much to their own devices, even fighting by-elections, but after Western Europe was overrun by
      the German army and the invasion of Britain was a very real possibility, it was too dangerous to leave a nest of
      potential fifth columnists at large any longer. In May 1940, many fascists were arrested and interned for greater
      or lesser lengths of term. Wilfred Risdon, who had been helping Elam to run the London and Provincial
      Anti-Vivisection Society, was freed after a few months. Norah Elam herself was felt to be more of a danger and
      spent over two years in prison.
    


    
      It would be pleasant to relate that the woman who wrote articles in support of fascism which she signed as ‘an
      old suffragette’ repented of her views after the end of the war, when newsreels were revealing the full horrors
      of the Holocaust perpetrated against the Jewish people, but it was not so. After 1945, Mrs Elam began meeting up
      again with Arnold Leese, a former member of the BUF who had left the party because Mosley, in his words, had been
      ‘too soft on Jews’. He referred to the BUF as ‘kosher fascists’. Some of the views which Norah Elam expressed
      after the Second World War are almost too awful to relate. According to her own granddaughter, for instance, she
      said that she was puzzled, because if Hitler had killed so many Jews, she couldn’t understand why there still
      seemed to be a lot of them left alive.
    


    
      Norah Elam died in 1961. Her son and granddaughter lived with her for some years before her death and by all
      accounts she made their lives a misery.
    

  


  
    Bibliography


    
      Abrams, Fran, Freedom’s Cause: Lives of the Suffragettes, Haus Publishing, 2003.
    


    
      Adams, Jad, Pankhurst, Haus Publishing, 2003.
    


    
      Andrews, Maggie, & Lomas, Janis, 101 Things You Need to Know About the
      Suffragettes, The History Press, 2018.
    


    
      Atkinson, Diane, Suffragettes in London: The Purple, White and Green, Museum of
      London, 1992.
    


    
      Atkinson, Diane, Votes for Women, Cambridge University Press, 1988.
    


    
      Aylett, John, The Suffragettes and After (Past in Questions), Hodder Education, 1988.
    


    
      Boyd, Nina, From Suffragette to Fascist: The Many Lives of Mary Sophia Allen, The
      History Press, 2013.
    


    
      Caldicott, Rosemary, Lady Blackshirts: The Perils of Perception – Suffragettes Who Became
      Fascists, Bristol Radical History Group, 2017.
    


    
      Cannon, John, The Oxford Companion to British History, Oxford University Press, 1997.
    


    
      Colmore, G., The Life of Emily Davison, The Women’s Press, 1913.
    


    
      Cook, Chris, & Stevenson, John, The Longman Handbook of Modern British History
      1714-1980, Longman Group, 1983.
    


    
      Dorril, Stephen, Blackshirt: Sir Oswald Mosley and British Fascism, Viking, 2006.
    


    
      Farr, Florence, Modern Woman: Her Intentions, Frank Palmer, 1910.
    


    
      Fitzherbert, Claudia, Emily Davison: The Girl Who gave her Life for her Cause, Short
      Books, 2004.
    


    
      Gilbert, Martin, A History of the Twentieth Century, Harper Collins, 2007.
    


    
      Gottlieb, Julie V., Feminine Fascism: Women in Britain’s Fascist Movement 1923-1945,
      I.B. Tauris, 2003.
    


    
      Hattersley, Roy, The Edwardians, Little Brown, 2004.
    


    
      Hawksley, Lucinda, March, Women, March, Andre Deutsch, 2013.
    


    
      Herbert, Michael, ‘Up Then Brave Women’: Manchester’s Radical Women, 1819-1918, North
      West Labour History Society, 2012.
    


    
      Hoffer, Eric, The True Believer, Harper & Row, 1951.
    


    
      Kitchen, Martin, Fascism, The Macmillan Press, 1976.
    


    
      Lewis, C.S., That Hideous Strength, The Bodley Head, 1945.
    


    
      Liddington, Jill, Rebel Girls: How Votes for Women Changed Edwardian Lives, Virago,
      2006.
    


    
      Mackenzie, Midge, Shoulder to Shoulder, Allen Lane, 1975.
    


    
      Marlow, Joyce, Votes for Women, Virago, 2001.
    


    
      Marr, Andrew, The Making of Modern Britain, Macmillan, 2009.
    


    
      Marriot, Emma, Bad History, Michael O’Mara Books, 2011.
    


    
      Meeres, Frank, Suffragettes: How Britain’s Women Fought and Died for the Right to
      Vote, Amberly Publishing, 2013.
    


    
      Mitchell, Hannah, The Hard Way Up, Faber and Faber, 1968.
    


    
      Moore, William, The Thin Yellow Line, Leo Cooper, 1974.
    


    
      Mosley, Diana, Loved Ones, Sidgwick & Jackson, 1985.
    


    
      Orwell, George, Nineteen Eighty-Four, Secker & Warburg, 1949.
    


    
      Pankhurst, Sylvia, The Home Front: A Mirror to Life in England During the First World
      War, Hutchinson & Co, 1932.
    


    
      Pankhurst, Sylvia, The Suffragette Movement: An Intimate Account of Persons and
      Ideals, Longman, 1931.
    


    
      Perkin, Joan, Victorian Women, John Murray, 1993.
    


    
      Philips, Melanie, The Ascent of Women: A History of the Suffragette Movement, Abacus,
      2004.
    


    
      Priestly, J.B., The Edwardians, William Heinemann, 1970.
    


    
      Pugh, Martin, The March of the Women, Routledge, 2002.
    


    
      Pugh, Martin, The Pankhursts: The History of One Radical Family, Vintage, 2008.
    


    
      Purvis, June, Emmeline Pankhurst: A Biography, Routledge, 2002
    


    
      Purvis, June, & Holt, Sandra (eds), Votes for Women, Routledge, 2000.
    


    
      Richardson, Mary Raleigh, Laugh a Defiance, George Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1953.
    


    
      Robinson, Jane, Bluestockings: The Remarkable Story of the First Women to Fight for an
      Education, Penguin, 2010.
    


    
      Rocker, Rudolf, The London Years, Robert Anscombe, 1956.
    


    
      Rubenstein, David, Before the Suffragettes: Women’s Emancipation in the 1890s,
      Palgrave Macmillan, 1986.
    


    
      Selwyn, Francis, Hitler’s Englishman: The Crime of Lord Haw-Haw, Routledge &
      Kegan Paul, 1987.
    


    
      Stanley, Liz, & Morley, Anne, The Life and Death of Emily Wilding Davison, The
      Women’s Press, 1988.
    


    
      Tanner, Michael, The Suffragette Derby, Robson Press, 2013.
    


    
      Taylor, A.J.P., The First World War: An Illustrated History, Hamish Hamilton, 1963.
    


    
      Vallance, Edward, A Radical History of Britain, Little, Brown, 2009.
    


    
      Webb, Simon, British Concentration Camps: A Brief History from 1900-1975, Pen &
      Sword Books, 2016.
    


    
      Webb, Simon, Suffragette Bombers: Britain’s Forgotten Terrorists, Pen & Sword
      Books, 2014.
    


    
      Williams, Anne, & Head, Vivian, Freedom Fighters, Futura, 2007.
    


    
      Williams, Brian, Women Win the Vote, 6 February 1918, Evan Brothers, 2005.
    

  


  
    

    
      [image: Image]

      
        1. Enamelled badge showing the well-known suffragette slogan; Votes for Women.
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        2. The real policy of the WSPU; Votes for some Women.
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        3. The headquarters of the WSPU, in London’s Kingsway.
      

    


    
      [image: Image]

      
        4. Emmeline Pankhurst as a National Treasure.
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        5. Newspaper headlines about suffragette bomb attacks.
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        6. The classic image of the suffragettes as victims.
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        7. How Emmeline Pankhurst and her followers wished to be seen.
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        8. Herbert Jones, the man nearly murdered by the suffragettes.
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        9. Emily Davison, the fanatical terrorist who almost killed several people by her antics.
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        10. The aftermath of the bombing of Holloway Prison in 1913, carried out with a complete
        disregard for innocent lives.
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        11. The charred remains of the teahouse at Kew Gardens.
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        12. The great Portsmouth dockyard fire of 1913.
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        13. How Sylvia Pankhurst described Herbert Samuel, the British Home Secretary.
      

    


    
      [image: Image]

      
        14. Flora Drummond, an anti-Semite and leading suffragette.
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        15. A British concentration camp, of the kind favoured by Christabel Pankhurst.
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        16. Sir Oswald Mosley and some of his female admirers.
      

    


    
      [image: Image]

      
        17. A rally of 20,000 British fascists in the summer of 1939.
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        18. Adela Pankhurst, the Pankhurst sister who was imprisoned during the Second World War
        for her pro-Nazi sympathies.
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        19. ‘Commandant’ Allen, flanked by two members of her Women’s Auxiliary Force.
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        20. Yet another suffragette who liked uniforms; Mary Leigh, who set fire to and bombed a
        crowded theatre in 1912.
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