copy or distribute the kKnowledpe of them, snd 4f someone
should ge® scme of this documentation from the Snoretary

' of the Interlor and tries to use it In a court of law,
the Secretary haa the authority te dletate to the courta
at all levels the admlsslibllity as evidencse of these

. : records or documentation in a court of Taw (Title 28 Ju-
diclary and Judicial Procedurcs, section 1733) and no
court can by wrlt, force the Seeretary to open for review
any records or documentatleon so that an Indlan cculd have
a ralr and juzt trial when echarged with crimes that have
been written for American ciftizens and Lhe lnhabitants of
a4 ceded or conguered terrltory. Lane v, 1.5, Dist, Ool,
1916, 36 5.06.599, 241 U.S. 201, 60 L.Ed.956, Stookey v,
Wilbur 1932, 58 F.24. 522, 51 App. D.C., U.S. V. Lane,
1520, 269 F.202, 50 App.D.C. 123, appeal dismissed, U2 8.
ct. 314, 258 U.2.632, 66 L.Ed.Bol, 43 U,5.C.A.1L5T7 note
17) and all attorneys licensed by the various sotate bars
and agents or persons, ("PFRSON" being defired by statutes

= as White or EBuropean or Eurcpean descont, Trazee v, Anoltane
County, 69 P.779, 782, 29 Waszh. 278, 42 ¢,.J.5. I Paragraph
I, 3, 42 C.7.5.28 paragraph 1.) are restricted and held by
an alleglance, and rules and regulations from enforcing
an order or writ or even relating the legal identity and
rights of the Indian, or his records, and thiz limitation
_cannot be revealed te the Indian by word, cireular, letter,
or advertisement, and this act and law made 1t impossible
for an Indlan to be represented by consul of law that would
bhe falr and Just, and prosecution weuld present that part
of court progedure that would be unfalr and cutside-the
concepts of justice and the bvellefs of the Indlan that he
was getting a falr trlal and hie presentation and repre-
sentation could have 2 failr judrement, beoeause the Judge
that would lay hls decislon from the evidensce could only
comz from this restrietive, presentation, and this same
Judge could not protect attorneys from state or govern-
ment oaths, alleglances, and reatrilctions, 1f these same
attorneys decided to present the Indilan preblem or case
—that would enlighten court procedures or protocel in favor

of equal facts and evidence for Indian and non-Indlan.
¢ any court or court system within the United States op
possesslons or territorles, could not Tairly Judge or try
by law an Indlan or his rights or property ov territories.

Now, the rules and repulations that the fcecretary ol Lhe
Interier gevernlng the recegnition (43 U.S.0.A. 14648) of
such persons, agents, and attorneys which shall be par-
mittod to practice or represent claimants before his de-
partment, it is the rules and regulations that the See-
retary of the Interior must preseribe, that are influ-
enced by Oath(s), Allegiance(s) of the countey that the
Secretary of the Interlor represents and the country he
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