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The Muller case resulted from an Oregon law that restricted women working in laundries to ten
hour days. The question was, could states legally treat men and women in the workplace
differently?
Reasons for the Court’s holding drawn from the opinion of Muller v. Oregon:
1. That woman's physical structure and the performance of maternal functions place her at a
disadvantage in the struggle for subsistence is obvious. This is especially true when the burdens
of motherhood are upon her. Even when they are not, by abundant testimony of the medical
fraternity, continuance for a long time on her feet at work, repeating this from day to day, tends
to injurious effects upon the body, and, as healthy mothers are essential to vigorous offspring,
the physical wellbeing of woman becomes an object of public interest and care in order to
preserve the strength and vigor of the race.
2. Still again, history discloses the fact that woman has always been dependent upon man. He
established his control at the outset by superior physical strength, and this control in various
forms, with diminishing intensity, has continued to the present. As minors, though not to the
same extent, she has been looked upon in the courts as needing especial care that her rights
may be preserved.
3. Education was long denied her, and while now the doors of the schoolroom are opened and her
opportunities for acquiring knowledge are great, yet, even with that and the consequent
increase of capacity for business affairs, it is still true that, in the struggle for subsistence, she
is not an equal competitor with her brother. Though limitations upon personal and contractual
rights may be removed by legislation, there is that in her disposition and habits of life which will
operate against a full assertion of those rights. She will still be where some legislation to protect
her seems necessary to secure a real equality of right.
4. The two sexes differ in structure of body, in the functions to be performed by each, in the
amount of physical strength, in the capacity for long-continued labor, particularly when done
standing, the influence of vigorous health upon the future wellbeing of the race, the self-reliance
which enables one to assert full rights, and in the capacity to maintain the struggle for
subsistence. This difference justifies a difference in legislation, and upholds that which is
designed to compensate for some of the burdens which rest upon her.
5. The reasons for the reduction of the working day to ten hours -- (a) the physical organization of
women, (b) her maternal functions, (c) the rearing and education of the children, (d) the
maintenance of the home -- are all so important and so far-reaching that the need for such
reduction need hardly be discussed.
The Court’s holding
This Court takes judicial cognizance of all matters of general knowledge -- such as the fact that
woman's physical structure and the performance of maternal functions place her at a disadvantage
which justifies a difference in legislation in regard to some of the burdens which rest upon her.
As healthy mothers are essential to vigorous offspring, the physical wellbeing of woman is an
object of public interest. The regulation of her hour of labor falls within the . . . power of the
State, and a statute directed exclusively to such regulation does not conflict with the due process
or equal protection clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment.
The right of a State to regulate the working hours of women rests on . . . the right to preserve
the health of the women of the State, and is not affected by other laws of the State granting or
denying to women the same rights as to contract and the elective franchise as are enjoyed by men.
While the general liberty to contract in regard to one's business and the sale of one's labor is
protected by the Fourteenth Amendment, that liberty is subject to proper restrictions under
the . . . power of the State.
The statute of Oregon of 1903 providing that no female shall work in certain establishments more
than ten hour a day is not unconstitutional so far as respects laundries.
48 Oregon, 252, affirmed.
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