Article Review Resit 
The article; “Did militancy help or hinder the granting of women’s suffrage in Britain?” published in September 2019 by June Purvis, is one of three articles that explore the advantages and disadvantages of the militant tactics used by the suffragettes in their fight for women's rights. 
June Purvis is an English historian and professor of women’s and gender history at the University of Portsmouth. She is a leading scholar on the women's suffrage movement and has published lots about Emmeline Pankhurst and the militant campaign, whilst also founding and being the managing editor of the ‘Women’s History Review’ which is a major journal in the field and edited a series of books on women’s history and gender history. She published this article in September 2019, which was a significant moment in the historiography of women’s suffrage because it had been a century since the law was changed to give women the right to vote. This meant that lots of scholars were reassessing books and articles and other forms of research on the matter. 
[bookmark: _Int_ZQ21OhKI]This is a peer reviewed journal article, rather than an article using primary sources to present new findings. Instead, it's an argument based piece that looks at a debate in suffrage history that has been ongoing for years; whether the WSPU’s militant tactics such as breaking windows, hunger strikes, arson etc, advanced or set back the cause of women’s enfranchisement. 
[bookmark: _Int_6EoEgVlb]The main argument for this particular article is of the opinion that militancy was a “central behaviour” which was vital to the suffrage movement. This argument is based on several key points. Firstly, militancy forced the issue into the political agenda. Before the WSPU’s violent actions, the women’s suffrage movement had been pursuing constitutional methods like petitions, lobbying and private members bills. This had gone on for decades with virtually no progress and Purvis argues that militancy created a crisis that politicians could no longer ignore. Secondly, militancy caused publicity and kept their fight for rights in the news. Even negative press coverage spread the message that women were demanding the vote, which then normalised the idea and kept it in people’s minds. Purvis also explains how the government’s unkind response to the suffragettes' actions, for example force feeding the women on hunger strike or the Cat and Mouse Act, generated public sympathy. She highlights how the brutal treatment of suffragettes, especially the hunger strikers, turned public opinion against the government. Finally, Purvis makes the point that the war was the cause for interruption, not militancy. She acknowledges that the outbreak of the first world war in 1914 majorly changed the priorities of the government. When the war began, the WSPU suspended militancy to support the war efforts. However, Purvis argues that the pre-war militant campaign had already created the conditions that made the 1918 act possible.
Purvis did have a theoretical perspective. She writes from a feminist point of view that uses history to further build her argument. She is clearly proving her disagreement with the typical historical ideas and is sympathetic to militant actions, as opposed to the points made by scholars such as Elizabeth Crawford and Sandra Stanley Holton in the two other articles, who write about how women won the vote and the language of suffrage history in their articles on this topic. Purvis is also clear in her belief that militancy was a strategic choice within a broader cause, rather than it being irrational or hysterical behaviour which is the how it is typically portrayed. This shows how she is pushing back against the general opinion of the suffragettes which has unfairly blamed them for the delay in winning the vote. 
This article uses secondary sources, which is the pre-existing writings of the suffrage movement. Purvis uses the work of other historians such as Sandra Stanley Holton, Elizabeth Crawford, David Morgan and Hilda Kean, as mentioned in her footnotes. Purvis even took information from Emmeline Pankhurst’s own work ‘My Own Story’ and other accounts to ensure she could properly give voice to the actual reasons for militancy from real suffragettes. She also references government documents and parliamentary debates and laws like the Conciliation Bills to add more depth to her argument by placing it in political history. 
There are many strengths to this piece. Firstly, Purvis has a clear view of what she believes and shows that, using evidence to support her thoughts rather than seeming unsure or over sympathetic to the opposing opinions that surround the argument. Despite that, she does not ignore these opposing opinions, instead she engages with them. She addresses the argument that militancy did in fact alienate the liberal government and led to the defeat of the conciliation bills. She also ensures she is chronological and clear in distinguishing between the pre and post war period. By showing when militancy peaked compared to when the political decision was reached to change the law, it avoids the basic idea that militancy was what caused the Representation of the People Act 1918 directly. Finally, by using the suffragette's own perspective, she is taking what they were trying to do seriously. This is a valuable thing to include because it corrects the accounts of people who dismiss militancy as being counterproductive without understanding its internal reasonings and logic. 
On the other hand, there are also weaknesses to the piece. In Purvis’ case, there is the fact that by arguing how helpful militancy was, it underplays the ways in which militancy did cause issues. For example, the WSPU’s increase of violent tactics like the arson and the bombings did alienate some of the former supporters, including actual members of the movement. While Purvis does acknowledge it, she does not go into much detail on how damaging it was. Purvis also only really mentioned the WSPU which was made up predominantly by middle class women with better opportunities than others and she does not go into detail about how lower-class women or women of colour experienced or viewed militancy which could have given her a broader view to help support her argument. 
[bookmark: _Int_BUIbu55I]Despite that, this article has been very useful to me in my understanding of my chosen case study because it has given me key educational information about this opinion of militancy, instead of just overly opinionated waffle. This article is a persuasive piece of work, and it is a really eye opening starting point to help people understand why historians disagree with the suffragette’s tactics. It helps make people think critically about the way militant suffragettes have been portrayed throughout history when it comes to the pros and cons of militancy. 
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