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the entrymen have no interest therein which can be taxed, as they are 
in exactly the same position as entrymen under the homestead law on 
public lands who have not yet made final proof and received a final 
certificate. 

Truly yours, 

S. C. FORD, 

Attorney General. 

Crimes Committed on Indian Reservation, Jurisdiction 
Over-Courts, Jurisdiction Over Crimes On Indian Reserva
tion-Indian Reservation, Crimes Committed On. 

Jurisdiction of state courts over crimes committed on an 
Indian reservation. 

Mr. W. J. Shannon, 
County Attorney, 

Cut Bank, Montana. 

Dear Sir: 

May 6, 1920. 

I am in receipt of your letter of the 3rd inst., submitting the fol
lowing: 

"Does the state court have jurisdiction over the crime of 
robbery or grand larceny committed within the limits of the 
Blackfeet Indian Reservation by a member of the Blackfeet 
Indian tribe who is the offspring of a white father (who WhS 

adopted into the tribe) and an Indian mother-the defAmlant 
having received an allotment under the provisions of Lhe Gen
eral Allotment Act as modified and made applicable to the 
Blackfeet Indian reservation by act of ~rch 1st, 1907, Stat. L. 
1015?" 

Under the federal statutes the offspring of a white man and an 
Indian woman, when the woman is recognized as a member of an 
Indian tribe, follows the mother and not the father, and is an Indian 
and a member of the tribe to which his mother belongs. 

In the instance mentioned by you the government has recognized 
the offspring as an Indian and a member of the Blackfeet tribe, other
wise he would not have received an allotment. 

Whether such offspring is subject to the jurisdiction of the fed
eral or state courts for crimes committed on the reservation depends 
entirely on his status at the time the crime is committed. If he holds 
his allotment under a trust patent he is not a citizen of the United 
States, but still remains an Indian and a ward of the government in 
every respect, and is subject to the exclusive jurisdiction of the federal 
courts whether the crime he committed against another Indian, or a 
white man. If he holds a fee patent to his allotment he is, under the 
allotment laws, a citizen of the United States and subject to all of the 
privileges and liabilities of such a citizen, and if the crime he committed 
against a white man hO) is J3ubje"C"t· ~o ,tii~ ~'t!sdiction of the state courts, 
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but if the crime be committed against an Indian then he is subject 
to the exclusive jurisdiction of the federal courts, as, receiving his fee 
patent places him in exactly the same position as a white man, and the 
federal statutes give the federal courts exclusive jurisdition over crimes 
committed by white men against Indians on an Indian reservation. 

Truly yours, 

S. C. FORD, 

Attorney General. 

School Districts, Division of Indebtedness--Indebteillness 
of School District, Where None to Divide. 

Where school districts have no indebtedness to divide 
on the formation of a new district, each retains its prop.erty. 

Miss May Trumper, 
State Superintendent of Schools, 

Helena, Montana. 

My Dear Miss Trumper: 

MaY 10, 1920. 

You have submitted to me a letter from Miss Ellen Wilson, County 
Superintendent of Schools ·of Sheridan County, in which she has sub
mitted the question of the proper division of indebtedness between two 
districts where one of the districts has recently been cut off from the 
other in the formation of a new district. 

It appears that district No. 8 was the number of the old district, 
and that district No. 66 was cut off therefrom and made a new district. 
Prior to the division of the District, No. 8 had issued bonds in the 
sum of $4,000.00. It appears that this entire amount is retained by 
No. 8 to be used by it in constructing new buildings. Prior to this 
issue there was no indebtedness of any kind against district No.8. 
Each of the districts, as now constituted, have certain school buildings 
and personal property included within their limits, all of which has 
been paid for out of taxes levied for that purpose. There is really no 
indebtedness against district No. 8 which could be charged to- district 
No. 66. 

Subdivision 4 of Section 405 relates only to the case of division 
of indebtedness, and where there is no indebtedness there is nothing to 
divide. Each district will, therefore, retain the property within its 
limits, without any obligation to the other. 

Respectfully, 

S. C. FORD, 
Attorney General. 
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