
354 OCTOBER TERM, 1933.

Syllabus. 290 U.S.

feet. The Malcolm Baxter, Jr., 277 U.S. 323, 333; The 
Francis Wright, 105 U.S. 381, 387. “ If the unseaworthi-
ness was not the proximate cause of the loss, it is not con-
tended the vessel can be charged with damages.” The 
Francis Wright, supra. Unseaworthiness viewed as a con-
dition of exemption stands upon a different footing from 
unseaworthiness viewed as the subject of a covenant.

We are thus brought to the conclusion that the ship-
owner was not relieved by the Harter Act from the negli-
gence of the pilot in the navigation of the vessel, and that 
for like reasons the cargo owners are not chargeable with 
general average contributions.

The decree is reversed and the cause remanded for fur-
ther proceedings in accordance with this opinion.

Reversed.

Mr . Justi ce  Mc Reynolds  and Mr . Justice  Butle r  
think that the court below was right and that its decree 
should be affirmed.
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1. Exemptions from taxation are not to be enlarged by implication 
if doubts are nicely balanced. P. 356.

2. The exemption from taxation provided by § 22 of the World 
War Veterans Act, in respect to “ compensation, insurance and 
maintenance and support allowance payable,” does not extend to 
lands purchased with moneys received from the United States by 
a veteran as compensation and insurance benefits. P. 356.

3. The exemption provided by § 22 is not enlarged in this case by 
reason of payment having been made to a guardian of the veteran. 
Spicer v. Smith, 288 U.S. 430. P. 357.

165 Tenn. 519; 57 S.W. (2d) 455, affirmed.
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Certiorari * to review a decision of the Supreme Court 
of Tennessee, which, on appeal, reversed a decree against 
the State in a suit to enforce a lien for taxes.

Mr. Russell R. Kramer for petitioner.

Mr. Sam Johnson, with whom Mr. James G. Johnson 
was on the brief, for respondent.

Mr . Justi ce  Cardozo  delivered the opinion of the 
Court.

The question is whether lands in Tennessee purchased 
by the guardian of a veteran with moneys received from 
the United States for the use of the disabled ward are 
subject to taxation.

Joseph A. Leake became mentally incompetent by rea-
son of his service in the army during the World War. 
Since May, 1922, the United States Government has paid 
compensation to his guardian at the rate of $100 a month 
in accordance with the provisions of Part II of the World 
War Veterans Act (38 U.S.C., §§ 471, et seq.), and dis-
ability benefits at the rate of $57.50 a month under a 
policy of War Risk Insurance in accordance with the pro-
visions of Part III of the same act. 38 U.S.C., §§ 511, 
et seq. On June 3, 1924, the guardian purchased land 
and buildings in Blount County, Tennessee, paying there-
for $2,500 in cash out of the moneys theretofore received 
from the Government, $2,000 in promissory notes, which 
have been paid out of later moneys derived from the 
same source, and $1,500 by assuming the payment of a 
mortgage, which has been discharged by the use of the 
proceeds of fire insurance covering one of the buildings. 
State and county taxes assessed upon the land for the year 
1929 are in arrears with interest and penalties. The State 

* See Table of Cases Reported in. this volume.
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of Tennessee, the respondent here, brought suit in the 
Chancery Court to declare the tax a lien enforcible by a 
sale. The guardian and his ward answered that by force 
of the federal statutes the land was exempt. The Chan-
cellor sustained the defense and dismissed the complain-
ant’s bill. The Supreme Court of Tennessee reversed, 
and directed the Court of Chancery to award judgment to 
the State. 165 Tenn. 519; 57 S.W. (2d) 455. The case 
is here on certiorari.

By the World War Veterans Act, “ The compensation, 
insurance and maintenance and support allowance pay-
able under Parts II, III and IV, respectively, shall not be 
assignable; shall not be subject to the claims of creditors 
of any person to whom an award is made under Parts II, 
III or IV; and shall be exempt from all taxation.” Act of 
June 7, 1924, c. 320, ,§ 22, 43 Stat. 613; 38 U.S.C., § 454: 
cf. 38 U.S.C., § 618.

Exemptions from taxation are not to be enlarged by 
implication if doubts are nicely balanced. Chicago Theo-
logical Seminary v. Illinois, 188 U.S. 662, 674. On the 
other hand, they are not to be read so grudgingly as to 
thwart the purpose of the lawmakers. The moneys pay-
able to this soldier were unquestionably exempt till they 
came into his hands or the hands of his guardian. Mc-
Intosh v. Aubrey, 185 U.S. 122. We leave the question 
open whether the exemption remained in force while they 
continued in those hands or on deposit in a bank. Cf. 
McIntosh v. Aubrey, supra; State v. Shawnee County 
Comm’rs, 132 Kan. 233; 294 Pac. 915; Wilson v Sawyer, 
177 Ark. 492; 6 S.W. (2d) 825; and Surace v. Danna, 248 
N.Y. 18, 24, 25; 161 N.E. 315. Be that as it may, we 
think it very clear that there was an end to the exemption 
when they lost the quality of moneys and were converted 
into land and buildings. The statute speaks of “ compen-
sation, insurance, and maintenance and support allowance 
payable ” to the veteran, and declares that these shall be
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exempt. We see no token of a purpose to extend a like 
immunity to permanent investments or the fruits of busi-
ness enterprises. Veterans who choose to trade in land or 
in merchandise, in bonds or in shares of stock, must pay 
their tribute to the state. If immunity is to be theirs, the 
statute conceding it must speak in clearer terms than the 
one before us here.

The judgment of the Supreme Court of Tennessee dis-
allowing the exemption has support in other courts. State 
v. Wright, 224 Ala. 357; 140 So. 584; Martin v. Guilford 
County, 201 N.C. 63; 158 S.E. 847. There are decisions 
to the contrary, but we are unable to approve them. 
Rucker v. Merck, 172 Ga. 793; 159 S.E. 501; Atlanta v. 
Stokes, 175 Ga. 201; 165 S.E. 270; Payne v. Jordan, 36 Ga. 
App. 787; 138 S.E. 262.

Our ruling in Spicer v. Smith, 288 U.S. 430, leaves no 
room for the contention that the exemption is enlarged 
by reason of payment to the guardian instead of payment 
to the ward.

The judgment is
Affirmed.

UNITED STATES v. CHAVEZ et  al .

APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW MEXICO.

No. 162. Argued November 6, 7, 1933.—Decided December 11, 1933.

1. The term “Indian country,” as used in the Act of June 30, 1834, 
regulating trade and intercourse with the Indian tribes, was in-
tended to include any unceded lands owned dr occupied by an 
Indian nation or tribe of Indians; and it continues to have that 
meaning, save in. instances where the context of the Act shows 
that a different meaning is1 intended. P. 364.

2. The people of the Pueblo of Isleta are Indian wards of the United 
States, and the lands owned and occupied by them under their 
ancient grant are “ Indian country ” within the meaning of U.S.C., 
Title 25, § 217, extending to “ the Indian country ” the general 
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