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Gougar's husband, John D. Gougar, who is

4 frlenully one and the parpese actuating both

Mrs,

“minutes, Tesigning the Test of hiz time to

M &

tempted. {o-vote:.2pd  the clection. officer
refusing .40 take  her ballot she’ brought
sult and when an ‘iddverse declaton was
rendered appealed. - : '

- The court Toom was crowded with many
ladies during ‘the dellvery of the argument. .
Among those pres¢nt’ werg all the slate
officers of the suffrage pssoclation with the
exception of two wha were prevented by
iMiness from atLendihg.'Mﬁny members of
the bar were also interested isteners. Mrs,

a tawyer, and her assaclate counsel, 8. M.
Hayler, were likawlse present,

Ars. Gouguar has heen a pructicing nitar-
ney for many vyears and although phe ]1:1.:3i
been refused admittance te the bur of the

supreme court heretofore, yeot sho was per-|"

{tted yeaterday to take -the preacribed
outh of admlssion befors commenclng her
argument, which was the third oral henr-{
ing over presented teo thils court by a
WO,

Thls suit, from the beginning, has hecn a

sides -hug heeri to obtalin from the court
of last resort oan eXpresslon on the con-,
stitutlonality of denying women ihe right:
of sufferage, The atiorneys opposed to
CGougar have: ;. thereforo  extended
every courtesy to the fampus advocale of
equal political rights, When Alexander
A. Rice of Lafayette arose to srgue tha
case for the appellees he spoke but o few

Mrs, Gougar. He merely stated that the
constitution gives male citizens over twen-
ty-one years of nge the right to vote there-
by Impiying & denial of the right ta other
persons, Mrs., Gougar consufmed nearly
two hours in presenting her argument, and
that she made a very mabkterly one is best
shown . by the subsequant remarks of Judge
McCabe, one of the members of the bench.

He saig: “Mrs. Gougar made one of the
most - foreible, logical- and conclse legal
arguments -ever made hefere this court)’
Not one man in _a hundred acguits himsell
50 well.” .

}Mrs. Gougar's Argument.

Mrs. Gougar's argunient consited of sixty-
thres counts. She began by stating that the
principles and -declarations of the. bill of

' Mghts and the constitiition of the United !

States made no distinction on account of

sex. Freedom is ong of the fiunddmental

the power to protect -thaf-fresdom,

‘vide a law to put.this provislon inte f

-antee -of the right. of m
equal right to vote, only the :

coristitution falls. to.‘guargntee the. right. '

rights and there can bg no freedom without
AThe
right to vote is therefore inalienable; and if
males only are glvén the ballot they :became
possessed of it ‘hy usurpation and freadom s
no longer an.inabienable right. Thejconsti-
tution of the United States makes vomen
citizens on the samp terma wlith men} and
nrotects one class of cltizens fromr userpa-
tion by any other class where it snyy that oo
state shall make any law which "sbridges
the privileges of clilzens, The cltize iship of
women is no longer’ w debatable dUéstlon

4 Lnder the constitution or statutory IZsw, and

any state that denles suffrage to any part
of its-sane, law-abiding.citizens plalily vio-
lates the nationai constitution. - The supreme
court declared in regard to the megpp,that

! | naving been made a ‘eltizen 'he wae & voter
Finirevery state,”
"gufifge inures inc¢itizensbhip. ‘This ‘ia mlso
shown~n the case of an allen, who, ns soon
alifies as a cltlzen, becomes 3 voter.
' 1f sex iz a bar lo”cltizensbip and guffrage |
| then the forelgn male and negro are far

a”ds It 48° thus shown .that

as he-q

above the mothers of American men. The
revized statutes of the Unit¢d States as well
as the congtitutiop show that eitizenship and
suffrage are irtherent. . .- -

1t {8 imposaible .for any..state ta  deny
women citizens the right of suffrage wlth-
out viclating both’ the spirit and the letter
of the conetitution and the #tatutes of the
The fourteenthi amendmernt s8YB

conntry. eent im _

there shall be no dérfal’ of right beeause of .

race, cotor or "previous condition.'” Bex |
If

has always been A prev!ousreondltlon."
the constitution of Indiana inhivits women
from voting, as claimed hy -the appellees,
then the court is fustifled in declaring such
inhibition uncenstitutional. ‘fhe canstitu-
tian of the state, however, does ndtjinhibtt

woman suffrage. Béx cannot be 'talen as’

a “guplifieation” for voting, pecaude it 1=
non-attainable, and that which I8 ,pqniat-
tainable iz a bpar instéad of a qualificatjon.
The state constitutlon provides thaf regls-
tration shall be z.'‘guailfication"” for fvoting,
but .as the legislature has falled to

régistration becomes a. non-attainable.
provision of the constltution which ila
attainable Is a bar to sufirage, the

the voterz can register .thers are nag
voters in Indinna.; It is held, however,
while registratlon. iz unattatnable lg 8 no
bar; then, as sex 1z upattalnable, it e
no bar, The arguyment of the appeiices on
the word “male"’ ssa qualification amoynts
to nothing but werds:. The state const tu-
tlon, baing merely & limitation on the power
of the legislature, the ingertion of the word
tmele’ can only jbe construed as al guar-
of men to votd: The

until

women have an

Nothing short of prohibition can dispossess
8 cltizen of rights that, are. fundamental,
and there is no such prehibition agalnst the
suffrage of women in ths. constitution. No

addition or subtractionito the law ‘or the.

comstitytion of this state is necessary to
énable women to vote: " L e
“If “citizen” or “‘person” does.not mean
‘waman . ds well as -mam- then women g
‘amenable.'to put few of-the atatutes and.is
:mot Tedulred “to. pay: taxes. In Ceolorzdo,
TUtah, Wyoming and Idaho ‘women ¥ote the
same as men. and the law merely states

that ‘“eltizens” “mlay- vote. -

"Fighting for Women,"

The Corcluslon.

the principal polnts of Xr=
!C}ougar's argument, In making which she .
[ cltedl many legal decislong and Interpreta-
t tions by emlinent authorities. In conclusion |
. she sald:
: “WWith these suggestions I close my drgti- E
] ment T am peking protection at the hanrls
i

]

| Theze WwWero

of this honorahle court asguinst a lorng
establlshed cugtom, and custom s 8 tyrant,
+, but 1t is not written faw. I am asking for

ne subversion of iaw and no legislavlon ut

the hands of the judiciary, [ um asking
+ for no vislation of the fundamental priwei-
ples ef freedom of the charter of rights,

. human or divine. I am asking fcr an in-
. telilgent interprelation of the law as it is
. and for the protection of one-half of the!

citizens of Indiana in thelr pursult of Jife, |
% liverty and happlne\ss. o
“Thls%rt need not seek a new precedent "

h

to grant~the request of the appellant, for
this it established In the Leach case. :
, I ask a careful and unblased study of the |
t auble brief of my assoclate councel, Mr. Say- |
’ lor, and also of the supplementary brief of
g the appellant, strong in.the falth tha! we '
Y have made our ¢ase fnong In the law, as |
weil an In every principle of freedom, Jus- |
: tice and human progress, ;
i “'Great occasions come to some men. Chlef |
i Fustice Bhaw, .on behalf of the little black
. ‘med,” renderefl an _opinitgn which forever
i made human slavery imppasible in Mnsaa-i
chusetts. Mss. Rep, I8th Plokering, 0, 103,
Human stavery hud been practiced in the
" British empire for ynany generationd. ‘Thers
wug no line of wriften law ‘to justify it.- It
had been upheld aloné by. custom and, pub-
lic opinion. A handfil of ‘reformers léd by
Wilberforce demanded Ifs ‘abolitien. . The
slave, Bomerset, 7 'bringghi  wujl ¥or Fhis
freedem. “The cage?whis tried -before-|Ford -
Mansfield of the quéri’s_bench. This great
- mird rose-to the full 'dighity of .the ocession
| and, with: unbiased judgment gave the  de- ‘

i

&
§

dicintes of judges, howd 'eL minent, if they !
ke contrary to m'lnctpl%'. JIf the partics will ;
lave judgmenf let Jjusileq b done though |
. the heavens tall. 'Na glaye van breathe on
l Britigh soli,” Thus wdp mb Hshed human’
slavery wherever the Hrivlsi emplre’ holds
BWRY. i :‘ .
“On behulf of the w
digna, it 18 my prayer !
arize to the dignity aof
and -with unblased juds
cres fhatushall make pje’ my.sex freé..
‘May vour honors bajj the Chief Justice
-Bhaws and the Lord M%}%‘s él! #.of Indianal”

n lcitlzens of Tu-
t this court may
reat oceaslon,
give the de-
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