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.; SECTION. 1.

Trade was one of the lnevitable acuviﬂw that arose from
contact-between Indians and ‘Whites, two distinct races, engaged
in unlike activitiec and possossed of different types of goods.

To’ supervlse trade with ‘the Indian tribes, and-to discourage
individual avarice under eonditions which presented unlimited
opportunities for corruption and extortion, colonial governments
continuously from early pioneer days licensed traders dealing
with the Indian tribes* and the Congress of the United States
since its first session has frequently legislated” with respect to
Indian trade by virtue of, its congtitutional authority to regulate
commerce with the Indian tribes?

Provisions with respect to Indian trade were included in many
treaties’ between the Indian tribes and the United States.

By the Act of July 22, 1790.* the right to license traders was
vested in the President or officers approved by him. All unau-
thorized persons’ trading with the Indians were liable to for-

! The frregularities and improper conduct of the traders received the
attention of the Genera! Court of the colony of Massachusetts ia 1629.
(Records of M ass.. p. 48.) A proclamation of George I11 set forth the
claim of the Crown to regulate trade and licensed traders (American
Archives. 4th Series. 1774--1775, vol. |, Col. 174).  On congressional power
over trade. see Chapter 5. sec. 3.

“Act of July 22. 1790. 1 Stat. 137; Act of March 1, 1793. 1 Stat. 329 ;
Act of April 18, 1796. 1 Stat. 452: Act of May 19. 1796. 1 Stat. 469 ;
Act of March 3. 1799, 1 Stat 743 ; Act of March 30. 1802. 2 Stat. 139;
Act of April 21, 1806, 2 Stat. 402: Act of March 2. 1811. 2 Stat. 652 ;
Act of June 30. 1834; 4 Stat. 729, R. 8. §§ 2127-2138; Act of August 15
1876. 19 Stat.. 176, 200, 25 U. 8. C. 261 ; Act of July 31. 1882. 22 Stat.
179. R. 8.§2133. 25 U. 8. C. 264; Act of March 3. 1901. 31 Stat. 1658
1066, 25 U. S. €. 262; Act of March 3. 1903. 32 Stat. 982, 1009, 25
U. S. C. 262 : Act of May 29, 1908, 35 Stat 444.

* United States v. Bridleman, 7 Fed. 894 (D. C. Ore. 1881) ; Green v
Menominee Tribe of Indians in Wiscongin, 233 U. S. 558 (1914) ; Worces
ter v. Georgia, 6 Pet. 515 (1832) ; Buster v. Wright, 135 Fed. 947
(C. C. A. 8.1805) ; United States V. Cisna, 25 Fed. Cas. No. 14795 (C. C
Ohio 1835) ; united States V. Douglas, 190 Fed. 482 (C. C. A 8, 1911)
see Chapter 5. sec. 3.

¢ See Chapter 3. sec. 3B(2).

¢ 1 Stat. 137. By the provisions of this statute. any proper person
could obtain a license for 2 years to trade with the Indians upon giving
bond for faithful observance of governmental regulations. The Act of
March 1. 1793. 1 Stat. 329. was a statute similar in its provisions with
an additional prohibition against purchase of horses in Indian country
without a special license.

The Act of May 19, 1796. 1 Stat. 469, defined, according to existing
treaties, “Indian country” where trading licenses were required. For
subsequent definitions see Chapter 1, sec. 3.

* A Provision retative to requiring licenses to trade with Indians was
considered as interfering with a treaty of amity, commerce, and naviga-
tion between Great Britain and the United States. dated November 19,
1794, 8 Stat. 116. A Presidéntial proclamation Of February 29. 1796,
declared that trade regulations were not applicable to British subjects.
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7 Act of April 18. 1796, 1 Stat. 452.

ar

feituré of their goods. By this act, Congress adopted the plan of
leaving trading wholly to private enterprise and for a tew years
adhered exclusvely to: this policy. . In 1796, however, the Presi-
dent. was authorized to -establish ‘governmentally owned and
operated trading posts along the far-flung western and southern
frontlers or in Indian country within the limits of the United
States.’ )

Trade for profit was not contemplated under this act and goods
were sold to the Indians at cost. The trader in charge was an
agent of the United States, paid by the Government and under
oath to refrain directly or indirectly from personal business or
commercial relations with any Indian or Indian tribe.

In 1822, however, trading posts were closed. Accounts were
rendered, and the system of governmental ownership and opera-
tion permanently abandoned. Indian trade again became for the
most part private business under governmental supervision and
license.

Until 1802 laws with reference to both private trading and
Government trading posts were, by their terms, temporary. A
permanent act to regulate private trade was enacted on March
30, 1802.°

This act was a temporary measure
succeeded by similar statutes enacted April 21, 1806. 2 Stat. 402 ; March
2, 1811. 2 Stat. 652 ; March 3. 1815, 3 Stat. 239 ; March 3. 1817. 3 Stat.
363 ; April 16. 1818. 3 Stat. 428 ; March 3. 1819. 3 Stat. 514 ; Marcls 4.
1820. 3 Stat. 544; March. 3. 1821, 3 Stat. 641. The Act of April 18.
1798, 1 Stat. 452, after two or three rejections, was eaacted upon the in-
sistence of President Washington. He recognized trade as a force for
the maintenance 6f peaceful Indian relations. The congressional debates
on this statute reveal a blending of benevolent desire to protect the fa-
tians from the cupidity and vicious avarice of more commercially experi-
enced whites and Yankee shrewdness, anxious to prevent British and
Canadian interests from reaping increasing profits from lucrative Indian
trade. Furthermore, the vast outlay of capital required to establish even
a portion of the needed posts, presented too large a venture for private
capital. See Annals of Congress, 4th Cong., 1st sess., 1796-97, pp. 229.
230.

& Act of May 6. 1822. 3 Stat. 682.

’ In_relation to the general (trading) establish-
mcnt . it has been a losing Institution. owing. It IS pre-
sumable. to adventltlous circumstances, originating I our late

btlllﬁelent state (War of 1812r)1 and n?t grownag out of an%cﬁe fect
in the orgamzanon or government of the tra From the first
operation of this traffic up to De?‘| 809. it sustained a
loss * * . Since té'\a perlod the trade as been more success-
ful it, havmg el rofit after covering a
ioss N . ich accrue N consequgnce Of the capture of
everal trading Posts by the enemy durln%3 e ate war. — (Annals

Congress. 15th Cong.. 1st sess., 18171 . p. 801)

*2 Stat. 139. Construed in United States V. Douglas. 190 Fed. 482
(C. C. A. 8. 1911) ; united States v. Cisna, 25 Fed. Cas. No. 14795 (C. C.
Ohio 1835) ; Worcester v. Georgia, 6 Pet. 515 (1832) ; united 8tates v.
Leathers, 26 Fed. Cas. No. 15581 (D. C. Nev. 1879) ; Bales v. Clark,
95 U. S. 204. 206 (1877).



PRESENT:

This statute ‘made it unlawful for any citlzen o “other person
to reside” St Indian 'ﬁ)Wn oF hunting ‘campsasia-trader. or:to
carry‘on commercial intetcourse with Indians’ *without a license:
Suitable tradmg sites, itvwas later prov1ded were to be desig—
nated by Indian agents ' ANEACSE

'

ing the former leg slatlon ‘on he subject and partxcularly defl 'ng
the term “Indian country" for the purposes of that a

Congress -hag not:seen ‘ﬂt to regulate Indian; traders out51de‘of
“Indlan country.” w8 By the Act; of August, 15, 1876 i the .Com-

* This act was supplemented by the Act of April 29, 1816 ‘3 StaI 332
SO ‘a8 ‘to’ resttict fssuance of ‘trading licénsés to ‘éitizens of the © United
States’ and 'to prohibit the transportation of foreign goods. :for purposes’
of Indian trade; the Act; of May 6, :1822,:3. Stat. 682,; amended .adminis-
trative provisions Of this .act. o

u Act of May 25, 18247 4°Stat. 35 s

12Act Of June 30, 1834, 4 Stat 729 On defmmons of Indian country,
geé Chapter 1,:8e¢ 3. i f oF T

1 Trade carried on from barges in streams adjacent to a reservatlon
was held not to be trading in Indian country, United States V. Taylor,
33 F. 2d 608 (D. C.'W. D. Wash. 1929 tevid on other grounds, 44 F.
2d 531 (1930), ¢ert; den: 283 U. S. 820 (1931).

In a state .case privately owned land, within the limits of a reserva-
tion tO which Indian title ,had been extinguished was, NOt considered: as
Indian country, SO that traders located thereon were not l‘eqllll‘ed to be
licensed before tradlng W|th Indian tribes, Rider v. LgOlair, 138 Pac. 3
(1914);

United States v. Oertain Property, 25 Pac. .517, 518-5i9 (1871), also
held that no license is required to trade with Indians outside of Indian
country. The opinion in this case stated that no other class of ordinary
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federal legislation is so full of pains, penalties, and forfeitures as that

SECTION 2.

At the present time the Commissioner of Indian Affairs con-
tinues to exercise sole power and authority in the appomtment
of traders to the Indian tribes™ Under existing regulations®
any person who proves to the satisfaction of the Commissioner
that heis a proper person may secure a trader’s license.?  Ordi-
narily the Commissioner will not issue a license without the
approval of the tribal council. Bond with approved sureties”
must accompany the- application.”® Any person other than an

1 Act of August 15, 1876, 19 Stat. 176, 200 ; Act of March 3, 1901, 31
Stat. 1058, 1066; Act of March 3, 1903 32 Stat. 982, 1009; 25 U. S. C..
261-262.

2¢ Regulations Governmg Llcensed Indian Traders 25C.F.R, pt. 276 ;
Regulations Governing Traders on Navajo, Zuni, and Hopi Reservatlons,,
ibid., pt. 277.

n See Act of August. 15, 1876, sec. 5, 19 Stat. 176, 200; Act of
March 3, 1901; 31 Stat. 1038, 1066 ; Act of March 3, 1903, see. 10, 32:
Stat. 982, 1069 ; 25 U. 8.- C. 261, 262. The view was expressed in 2 0p..
A, G. 402 (1830), that no citizen of the United States can obtain:
exemption from laws of United States by entering Indian Territory and!
becoming an Indian by adoption and thereby claim the privilege of:
trading without a license. In 16 Op. A. G. 403 (1879), it was stated!
that a trader at a military post in Indian country must be licensed and!
licenses cannot be issued by military authorities.

= The Act of July 26, 1866, sec. 4, 14 Stat. 255, 280, which required
traders to give a bond to the United States in the sum of not léss than:
$5,000 nor more than $10,000 was incorporated in sec. 2128, Revisedi
Statutes, but omitted from the United States Code of 1926. Sec. 2128
was repealed by the Act of March 3, 1933, 47 Stat. 1428. The regulations
require a bond in the sum of $10,000 with at least two approved sureties;
or a bond of a qualified surety company; 25 C. F. R. 276.10.

2 25 U. S. C. 264. The words “of the full blood” and the words “on.
any Indian reservation” were added to the Revised Statutes by the Act
of July 31, 1882, 22 Stat. 179.

Sections 261 and 262 of title 25 United States Code giving the:
Commissioner of Indian Affairs authority to regulate trade with.

Indlans and reﬁumnlg any person de mnﬁ 0 t ade with the
eservation_to do so under

Indians on any Indian e regulations
of the Commiss ioner, are %eneral in scope ?nd would inc (JJde the
Indlans themselves. "HowevVer, section 264 o 25 excludes from

the enforcement provisions Indians of the full blood Section 264

LAW:

license traders; to the Indian; tribes and. to make reguisite rules

and: regulations. By the:Act of: July 81, 1882," requirements for

a-licenseto.trade were extended to-include all but “an Indian of
the full-blood.” The Act of March. 3, 1901,'® as amended by the
Act. of March:3;: 1903, provides that, a person -desiring to trade
with Indians on any Indian:reservation must satisfy the Com-
missionerof Indian -Affairg that he:is “a proper;person to engage
in:such trade.”:; In addition;:from time, to time, Congress enacted-

approprlatlon or regulatory acts in connection Wlth :Indian
trade.’? ; R :

and no othei‘r to Which ‘gall oains and Denalties ‘are amﬂied

w119 Stat. 176 200, 25’U s8.00s26L EEL T I B
22 Statl 179,:R. 8: ﬁ 12138,:256:U; 8..C. 264

S ed the provxso in
the 1901 “act SO as to i applicable‘to all reservations;

‘18 °Acts appropriating i funds ¢ for : detecting and’ punishing violators of
tl_:e Intercourse Acts of Congress; Act of March 3, 1893, 27 Stat. 572;
Act of ‘March 2, 1895, 28 Stat. 910; Act of June 4, 1897”30 Stat. 11 ; Act
of July 1, 1898, 30 Stat. 597 ; Act of March 3, 1899, 30 Stat. (1074 “Act
of June 6, 1900 31 Stat. 28 ct of March'8, 1901, 31 Stat. 1133.* The
Treaty of May 7, 1864, with'.thé- Chippewas' of the Mississippi and the
Pillager and Lake. Winnebageshish- bands, of Chippewa Indians in Minne-
sota, 13 Stat. 693 695 Art. IX, prowded that “no , ®  *.* trader
o % ¥ ghalipe % E ncensed * * syho shaII not have a
family’ residing -with thém e '* # whose morai habits * * o
shall be reported upon annually by a board of visitors; *! * *” A
similar provision-is found in the Act of February 28, 1877, 19 Stat. 254,
256, Art. 7 (Sioux Nation and Northern Arapahoe and Cheyenne
Indians).

PRESENT LAW .

Indian of full blood * & ho attemptsto reside in the Indian coun-
try ® or on any Indian reservation as a trader without a license,
or to introduce goods or trade therein, forfeits all merchandise
offered for sale to the Indians or found in his possession and is
liable to a penalty of $500. Licenses are granted for 1 year,®
and, if at the end of that time the Commissioner is satisfied that
all rules and regulations have been observed, a new license may
be issued.” Introduction of liquor into the Indian eduntry is
statutory ground for the revocation of a trader’s license.®

In order to prevent the acquisition of a share of the trade
without approvat of the Indian Service, Congress established the
present rule that no appomted Indian trader could sell, share,
or convey, in whole or in part his right to trade with the

Indians® A sale of a hcense, being void, has been held not to

is the only statute which provides a method of enforcement of the
~ laws governing ‘trade with the Indians. Since the laws and regu-
|atdo are u enforcea Ie %alnst Inedans of the fuII bIo d, such
ians cannot be sal uired to operate under thé regu-
lations. Congress has ewdentl left to the rlbe the regulatlon of
traders who are Indians, restricting the term “Indian” for this
urpose to persons with 'fail Indian” blo d The tribe |tself could
require the full-blood Indian traders to ablde by the Federal laws
and regulations.  (Memo. Sol. I. D., April 29, 1940.)
2 See fn. 13, supra. i
= R.-8.§§2127-2138. The Act of July 31, 1882, 22 Stat. 179, amended
R. S.§2133, 25 U. S. C. 264, by excluding the Five Civilized Tribes from
its, application. It also made nonapplicable to these tribes its provision
that unlicensed white clerks could not be hired by Indian traders. The
forfeityre provision has been regarded by the Department of Justice as
not permitting seizure for forfeiture of an automobile’ used by an tin-
licensed trader to transport merchandise. D. J. File No. 90-2-7-858,
Memorandum by 0. J. R., July 13, 1939.
2 Under the special regulations for the Navajo, Hopi, and Zuni Reser-
vations, a 3-year term is allowed. See fn. 20.
2 25 C. F. R. 276.11-277.11. ) .
=95 U. 8. C. 246, derived from Act of March 15, 1864, 13 Stat. 29,
R. S. § 2140.
@ United States v. 196 Buffalo Robes, 1 Mont. 489 (1872).
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| missioner of Indian, Affaifs. was vested with sole authority to
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constitute ‘consideration for a mote.® ‘A contract by a holder
of “a trading license ' to: pay a third ‘person a portion of the
procéedsiof the ‘trade, -in consideration of the third: person
actuglly' running* ‘the business, was' considered by the courts as
spurious;”a subterfuge violating the spirit and intent of the
. trading' tatutes® The court, however, approved an ‘arrange-
ment whiereby & licensed trader “formed a partnership and the
nonlicenised ‘meniber:of the partnership secured a permit to live
on'the ‘reservation~ to seII o the Indians and to ghare in the
pmhwu HE7 RS b

While the generaJ pollcy is to encourage reﬂdent ownership
of Indian trading posts, in some instances the lack of local
capital necessibates absentee ownership At ‘the “present . time,
as a matter of actual practice, -a- -license.may be held by a
resident manager instead of by & ‘nobresident owner.”

.To insure integrity of conduct on “the’ part of persons émployed
in the Tndian’ Service and to protect the Indians, no license is
issued:to -any person employed in Indian affairs’ by the United
States.™"

A llcepse to trade is not required in Alaska. TheAct of June
30, 1834 % wag not extended, ex proprw vigore, to that Territory
upon its cession: to the .United States.®

The court, in United Staies v.'Seveloff,”™ in 1872, decided that
this new possession was not Indidn country, as defined and
limited by the Trade and Intercourse Act. After this decision,
on March 3, 1873,® Congress extended to Alaska the provisions
of sections 21 and 22 of this statute, relating principally to the
interdiction of liquor trafic. The presumption seems clear that
by singling out, mentioning, and extending two sections only,
the intention of Congress was to withhold or exctude from the
Territory att other sections of the act. Apparently Alaska was
intended to be considered “Indian country,” in connection with
Indian trade, only to the extent of that specifically prohibited
traffic.

By the regulations of the Department of the Interior, products
sold to the Indians are required to be good and mer chantable,
and the prices must be fair and reasonable® The President,
whenever in his opinion public interest requires, is authorized
to prohibit the introduction of goods, or any particular article,
into the country of any tribe.

For many years the sale to the Indlans of means of warfare
has been restricted and regulated.® At the present time the
Secretary of the Interior may adopt such rules as may be neces-
sary to prohibit the sale of arms and ammunition in any distriet
occupied by uncivilized or hostile Indians® Arms and ammu-
nition may not be sold to the Indians by traders except upon
permission of a superintendent of an Indian agency who has
clearly established that the weapons are for a lawful purpose.”?

Congress has provided that no person other than an Indian
may, within Indian country, purchase or receive of an Indian

*® Hobhic v. Zaepffel, 17 Neb. 536. 23 N. w.514 (1885).
3 Gouldv. Kendall, 15 Neb. 549. 19 N. W. 483 (1884).
2 Dunn v. Carter, 30 Kan. 294. 1 Pac. 66 (1883).

* Seme traders’ stores have licensed resident managers who are not the
owners.

s 25 ¢ F. R. 276.5-277.4.

4 stat. 729. .

» Watersv. Campbell, 29 Fed. Cas. No. 17264 (c. C. Ore. 1876) ; Kie v.
United States, 27 Fed. 351 (C. C. Ore. 1886) : In re Sak Quah, 31 Fed.
327 (D. C. Alaska 1886) ; 16 Op. A. G. 141 (1878).

3727 Fed. Cas. No. 16252 (D. C. Ore. 1872).

3 17 stat. 530.

®»25C. F. R. 276.22.

“ Act of August 5, 1876. 19 Stat. 216. R. S. § 2136. 25 y. S. ¢. 266.

“ 25 U.8 C. 266 ; R. S. § § 467, 2136.

25 C. F. R. 276.8.
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in the way of barter, trade, or pledge a gun, trap, or other article
commonly used -in hunting, any instrument of husbandry, or
cooking utensl of the kind commonly obtained by Indians |in
their intercourse with whites, or any article of clothing, excepr;
skins or furs.*

It is against; the rules laid down by the Commlssxoner of
Indian Affairs to seu tobacco, cigars, and ugarettes to minor
Indians under 18 years of age.* leeW|se liquor trafﬂc is
suppressed.“ '

‘Sale ‘of specified harmful drigs fs illegal" Gambling {s’ pro-
tiibited in trading posts.” Trading on Sunday presents snfﬁclent
cause for revocation of a licepse.” .

At the present time _credit is - given at the traders risk"
Traders may not accept pawns or -pledges of personal property
by Indians toobtdin ‘ciedit or loans, and Indians: may mnot’be
paid |n store -orders, in tokens, or in any other way than n
money.”

To protect the Indians, traders are torbidden to buy trade for,
or have in their possession any annuily or other goods which have
been purchased or furnlshed by the Govemment for the, use ‘or
welfare of the Indians®® The business of a trader maust be . con—
ducted on premises specified in the license.” Tribal or indt-
vidual lands used by traders must be leased in the usual manner

No trader will be allowed to sublet or rént buil_dings ‘which' he
occupies without the approval of the Commissioner of Indian
Affairs® and, where the tribe is organized, without the consent
of the tribal council. '

The personal property, including the stock in trade of a licensed
trader, is ordinarily subject.to state taxation, although the privi-
lege o doing business with Indians would appear to be exempt
from state taxation.® As an Indian trader is not an officer of
the Government, and as his goods are his own private property,
which he may sdl indiseriminately to Indiauns or non-Indians, a
state tax on the personal property of a licensed trader is not a
tax on an agency of the Federal Government, or an interference
with the regulation of commerce with the Indiaa tribes®

uvs U S. ¢ 265, R. S. § 2135. For other restrictions On trade see

ch sec. 3.

“ 5 C. F R. 276.17.

s See Chapter 17, Indian Liquor Laws.

«25 C. F. R. 276.19.

« |bid., 276.21.

% |bid., 276.20.

@ [0 Tinker v. Midland Valley co., 231 U. S, 681 (1914). it was held
that a provision in the Indian Approprlatlon Act of June 21. 1906. 34 Stat.
325. 366. made It unlawful for traders on the Osage Tndtan Reservation
to give credit to any individual Indian head of a tamity for any amount
exceeding 75 per centum Of his next quarterly allowance., Treaties with
various tribes bear ample evidence of the grasp traders acquired by
issuance of credit to their customers. A large portion of the money from
the sale ot ceded land passed directly to the trader tor debts, and these
debts ta several instances necessitated cessions of 1and. See Chapter 8,
sec. 7C.

%25 C. F R. 276.24.

81 bid., 276.16.

2 |pid., 276.14.

3 See Chapter 5. secs. 9B and 11E; Chapter 11, sec. 5: and Chapter
15. sec. 19.

%25 C. F. R. 276.15.

% See Chapter 13. secs. 4 and 5.

% Thomas v Gay, 169 U. 8. 264 (1898). This case involved a tax on
cattle owned by a lessee of Indian land. The court stated: “* « o it
is not perceived that local taxation, by a State or Territory, of property
of others than Indians would be an Interference with Congressional
power.”  Accord: wagoner v. Evens, 170 U. S. 588 (1898) ; Catholio
Missions v. afissouta County, 200 U. S. 118 (1906) ; Surplus Trading Co.
v. Cook, 281 U. S. 647 (1930). ta the Surpius Trading Co. case the
opinion states: “Such reservations are part of the State within which
they lie and her laws. civil and eriminat, have the same force therein as
elsewhere withio her limits, save that they cap have only restricted appli-
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In view of the fact that Congress has conferred upon the Com-
missioner of Indian .Affairs exclusve jurisdiction with mpect
to Indian traders ™ aud singe tribal constitutions genera
vide that ordinances dealing with traders shall be subj

departmental review, tribal tax levy may notpb:;{?m{leﬂwa,

catlon to ‘the Indlan warda " Private property within sach ‘a reservation,
if not belong\ng to snch Indians, is subject to taxation under the 1aws of |
the' smte" {at 651). -Some state cases in accord are: Mooy_e‘v QW
61 Pag.- 875‘ 1898) ; Casier V. McMillan, 66 Pac. 965 (1899) ; Nobdlec

Amﬁrettl. 71 -Pac_ 879 (1903) .Contra. Foster v, Baard -7 Minn. 140

whvna f,)'x.swm' .. aidy by s Ns‘b.m ,\« DR v

""""" derf .
000 Vg ent A SACTIOBR

.

2_00 and ‘t}i Aéé ? Ibo
1066; as-ameuded: by-Act of March- 3 1903 -33 StaXHUEZ; 1000,
aps L'D." 14 46 (1934) ; 1 Op. A. G. 645 (1824). . As the Treaty of
November 28; 1785, Svith the Cherokees. 7 Stat.: 18, and the Treaty of
July 2. 1791 ‘with the Cherokee Nation. 7.Stat. 39.:provided that_ thel

_tax,.gee_Chapter 7, sec. T . .
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licensed traders unless such tax is authorized by the Commis-
sioner of Indian’Affairs.*

"ﬁmted)smtes have the sole and exclusive right of regulating trade with

the Indiana, the Attorney General hereln expressed the opinion that the.
fhe{ m ght to impose a tribal tax ou traders. 17 Op. A. G.
(l Op. A. G. 34 (1884) upheld the validity of permit

m«;__@ggt:nws and Chickasaws imposing a fee upon licensed traders
under the provision of the treaties of June 22, 1855, 11 -Stat. 611 and-
ﬁﬂl 38!?1868 14 Stat. 769 between the Chocmw and Chlcknsaw and the
u States. . Also see Chapter 23, gec. 3. .

6 Orabtres v. Madden, 54 Fed. 426 (C. C, A. 8,'1893), The opinton .
54bs case held-a tax-imposed by- th CHeeK (ribe Hpoh ibhsed Eraiders:
could Dotybe Enforeed sby, tlre~':(}nlted States: cburts bubirecogiiized:the.

any: l,‘cen%,ed deader Yho Jatled £0 DAY taxenss, dewfqlly levied by Jodiap,
tribes. - Morris v. Hitchcock, I94 U. S. 384 (1904). "On tribal power to



