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The Sioux Agreement of 1889
and Its Aftermath
HERBERT T. HOOVER

The 1989 centennial in South Dakota "is not a celebration most
Indian tribes are comfortable witb," wrote Lakota Times editor
Tim Giago recently. With statehood one hundred years ago came
"the further erosion of the [Sioux Indian] land base" and in subsequent years the loss of "millions of acres of excess lands" on

Copyright © 1989 by the South Dakota State Historical Society. All Rights Reserved.

Sioux Agreement of 1889

57

reservations through the allotment process. Coupled with this loss
over the past century has been the exclusion of tribal members
from mainstream social life, Giago added, and from "decision making at a state level." For American Indians, he concluded, "what
is there to celebrate?"'
No historical development ha.s had greater impact on the history of this state than the transfer of land from tribal control to nonIndian ownership and the aftermath of that transfer. Due to the
complexity of the matter, most historical literature offers scanty
explanations and perpetuates misunderstandings regarding the
way in which the land issue affected Indians. Similarly, this lack
of detailed historical explanation denies readers of all backgrounds
appropriate access to knowledge about a complicated development that has had long-lasting influence on all residents of the
state. A better understanding of the present attitudes of Ameril. SiOtU' Falla Argus Leader, 11! Nov. 1988.
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can Indians must include a sharper perception of the ownership
and use of land in the past.^
Sioux people ceded most of the area contained by the boundaries of South Dakota to the United States in three transactions.
The Treaty of Washington, D.C, in 1858 provided for a transfer
of 11,155,890 acres east of the Missouri River and the settlement
of the Yankton Sioux on a reservation containing 430,000 acres
near Fort Randall, plus their continued ownership of 648.2 acres
at the pipestone quarry in southwestern Minnesota. The Sioux
Agreement approved on 28 February 1877 reduced the Great
Sioux Reservation (established in one state and three territories
west of the Missouri River by the Fort Laramie Treaty of 1868)
from approximately 60 million to slightly less than 22 million acres.
For the next twelve years, the Great Sioux Reservation was situated mainly within present-day South Dakota borders between
the northern boundary of Nebraska and the south fork of the Cannonball River, and from the Missouri to a western borderline on
the 103rd meridian jutting eastward along the main forks of the
Cheyenne River. The Sioux Agreement of 2 March 1889 reduced
this reservation by 9,274,668.7 acres, leaving to the Teton and
Yanktonai tribes only 12,681,911 acres within the boundaries of
the Cheyenne River, Crow Creek, Lower Brule, Pine Ridge,
Rosebud, and Standing Rock reservations.^
Through the three transactions, the Yanktons, Yanktonais, and
seven tribes of Tetons lost their rights to use nearly 58,695,000
acres across tbe upper Missouri River drainage basin and retained
only 13,111,911 acres in South Dakota, plus approximately a section of land surrounding the pipestone quarry in Minnesota.^ In
2. Substance for this article comes mainly from research accomplished during
a grant leave funded by the Research Division of the National Endowment for
the Humanities, 1978-1981, for the author and Sioux Indian consultant Joseph
Rockboy.
3. Charles J. Kappler, comp. and ed., Indian Treaties, 1778-1883 (New York:
Interland Publishing, 1972) pp. 776-80, 998-1007; U.S., Statutes at Ixirge, vol. 19.
pp. 254-57, vol. 25, pp. 888-99, 1002-4; Herbert T. Hoover and Leonard R. Bruguier,
The Yankton Sirnur {New York: Chelsea House Publishers, 1988), p. 30. The treatymaking process, which the United .States began with a 1778 treaty with Delaware
Indians, ended in 1871. Thereafter, all transactions between recognized tribes and
the united States gained expression in acts of Congress called "agreements."
4. In 1929, c:()ngress authorized the payment of $328,558.90 to 1,953 enrolled
Yankton Sioux for title lu their Pipestone reservation, and federal officials subsequently made it a national monument. Herbert T. Hoover, ' 'Yankton Sioux Tribal
Claims agaiast the United States, 1917-1975," WesternHistofical Quarterly 7 (Apr.
1976): 131.
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other words, after three decades of negotiations they retained
only 18.3 percent and relinquished 81.7 percent of their land to
federal officials who represented a constituency of non-Indians
that demanded access to natural resources and space for new arrivals as annual immigration approached its zenith in national
history.
All three land transactions came during an era of armed conflict in Sioux Country that opened with the Grattan Affair of 1854
near Fort Laramie in present day Wyoming and closed at the death
of Sitting Bull and the tragedy at Wounded Knee, South Dakota,
in 1890. Given this situation, tribal representatives acceded to demands for land cession under some duress if not a threat of attack during intermittent war. In response to demands from a
burgeoning white population, federal representatives negotiated
to confine Sioux people on reservations in order to open "surplus"
areas for business development and agrarian settlement.
Through discussions and negotiations leading t() the Treaty of
1858 and the Agreements of 1877 and 1889, spokesmen on both
sides made hasty decisions. Their miscalculations later brought
each transaction under the scrutiny of tribal representatives who
entered claims against the United States with allegations of insufficient payment or "unconscionable" management by federal
officials/' No Indian suit against the United States government has
been more protracted or controversial than the "Black Hills claim"
that grew out of the two agreements. Indeed, a Black Hills Council of tribal delegates initiated investigations into violations of the
1868 Fort Laramie Treaty by the Agreement of 1877 as early as
the year 1887. Within a quarter century, all reservation groups
mentioned above, plus the Santee Sioux in Nebraska, the Arapahos of Wyoming, and the Tongue River Indians of Montana, placed
delegations on a council to demand compensation from federal
officials."^ (In the centennial year of South Dakota, the western
Sioux have yet to accept the recent award of $108 million, plus
interest accrued, from the United States as additional payment,)
At issue in the claim regarding the 1877 Agreement was the violation of Article 12 in the Fort Laramie Treaty of 1868, which re5. A summary of the claims process in the history of one tribe appears in ibid
pp. 125-42.
6. "Resolution," 13 Nov. 1911, Councils of Crow Creek and Lower Brule Files;
Philip Wells et al. to the ConimÍH.sioner of Indian Affairs (hereafter CIA), 20 Dec.
1913; and Alfred C. Smith to CIA, 14 Feb. 1914, all in Records of the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, Record Croup 75 {hereafter RG 75), Federal Archives and Records
Center (hereafler FARC), Kan.sas City, Mo. (hereafter KC).
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quired the assent of three-fourths of the adult males in all of the
signatory tribes for any land cession in the Great Sioux Reservation. In the climate of war that prevailed after the Battle of the
Little Bighorn, this stipulation had heen ignored during the negotiation of the 1877 Agreement with chiefs and headmen. Thinking
that the same procedure could be used again, federal officials
made plans to approach the chiefs and headmen in 1882 ahout
an additional cession of land. The Great Dakota Boom that began
in 1878 brought an unprecedented rush of .settlers into southeastern Dakota Territory. Local politicians wanted to secure an additional eleven million acres to accommodate new arrivals and
business development west of the Missouri River.'^
Former territorial governor Newton Edmunds led a commission
to the Crow Creek Agency as well as to ageticies west of the Missouri River and asked Yanktonai and Teton chiefs and headmen
for an additional cession. His plans for negotiation stirred deep
resentment among Indians and brought various reactions from territorial officials and Indian agents. Most politicians representing
white constituents in .southern Dakota insisted that the opening
of more land for settlement, by whatever means necessary, was
essential to territorial development as preparation for statehood,
and they expressed no concern about the consequence for Indians. Only Governor Nehemiah G. Ordway, who was at odds with
most other territorial leaders anyway, called foul in correspondence with the Indian commissioner. Ordway seemed to fear suffering among Sioux people as much as armed resistance if such a land
sale were accomplished without precaution. To avoid difficulty
in the aftermath, he argued, federal officials should at least open
farms and ranches on which able-bodied Indians could work "for
a small weekly allowance" and see that "the old and trifling ones
are cared for, under some proper system.""
United States personnel assigned to western Sioux tribes wrote
their superiors in Washington, D.C., expressing opinions about ad-

7, .John Rau, '"Polilical Leadership in Dakota Tt'rrilory; Newton Edmunds as
Governor, Peace Ci) m missioner, and Elder Statesman," in South Dakula Leaders:
From Piei're Choutetm, Jr., to Oscur Howe, ed. Herbert T. Hoover and Larry J,
Zimmerman (Vermillion: University of South Dakota Press, I9S9), p. 24; T. A. Bland
to White Ghost, I./)wer Brule Agency, 17 Nov. 1888, Letters Received; and Irn-gulaiShaped Papers, Item 40, both in RG 75, National Archives, Washington, D.C. (hereafter NA).
8, Ordway to CIA Hiram Price, 24 May 1882, Letters Received, #9884, RG 75,
NA.
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visable procedures and probable consequences of further reduction in the size of the great reservation. Captain William E.
Dougherty represented Crow Creek Yanktonais as well as Lower
Brûles when he favored the acculturation plan already in use on
most reservations but warned that future reliance on a livestock
industry was inadvisable, for some previous efforts to lure Tetons into the cattle business had failed. He suggested instead the
allotment of land to individual Indians for crop production and
the sale of lands left over after allotment to create a trust fund
for the support of family farming."
James McLaughlin wrote from Standing Rock Agency with similar counsel for a gradual reduction in the Indians' land base. He
preferred "the segregation of portions" of the great reserve adjacent to "each of the present agencies on the reservation, making separate and distinct reservations," and "the residue [could
be] opened for settlement under tbe laws of the United States."
McLaughlin judged that western Sioux people were not yet capable of self sufficiency on individual allotments, but he believed
that if they were placed on separate reservations attached to agencies they would accept gradual adaptation to the agriculture phase
9. Dougherty, •Memoranda: The Sioux," 1882, pp. 4, 7 1/2, Letters Received
#21139, RG 75, NA.
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of adjustment."^ Leonard Love of Cheyenne River Agency held
the same opinion. Through gradual change, he argued, Tetons and
Yanktonais would accept land allotment and subsistence farming without resistance and make land available to non-Indians.^ '
Valentine T. McGillycuddy of Red Cloud Agency doubted the
willingness of western Sioux to change their lifestyle quickly or
to accept family farming as a way of life over time. Cynically, he
reported that Indians under his administration lived a "life of ease
and nonproductiveness" on annuity issues under treaty terms.
Pessimistically, he remarked that the "Sioux Reserve is not much
of a 'land in severalty' region," concluding, "neither are the
present inhabitants 'land in severalty people.' "'^
United States Agent John Cook wrote from Rosebud with similar suspicion. Upper Brûles had grown hostile over recent efforts
by cattlemen to gain grazing privileges on the Great Sioux Reserve.
To the Indians, this maneuver seemed a means of seizing more
Indian land for white settlement, and they resented non-Indian
encroachment of any kind. W. H. Parkhurst reported from Lower Brule, where Indians were under .similar pressure, that tribal
leaders might resist. Their .sensitivity grew out of a congressional
proposal to resettle them on land south of the White River in order
to make their current location north of that river available to nonIndians. Lower Brûles thought the land north of the White to be
more suitable for agricultural development in their own interest.'^
Governor Ordway and agency personnel called attention to various risks, but none totally opposed the further reduction of the
Great Sioux Reservation. While reading their suggestions, officials
in Washington, D.C, came under increasing pressure from frontier constituents. Cattlemen were aggressive not only because of
their need for grassland but also because of the demand for
livestock to be distributed at each agency every two or three
weeks as a food supply due the western Sioux under the terms
of their treaties. Numerous letters proposed the lease of grazing
rights on the Great Sioux Reservation as a safe plan with several

10. McUughlin to CIA Hiram Price, 29 May 1882, Letters Received, #10192, RG75,
NA.
11. Love to CIA, 17 May 1882, LeUers Received, #9859, RG 75, NA,
12. McGiilycuddy to CIA Hiram Price, 15 May 1882, Letters Received. #0577,
RG 75, NA.
13. Cook to CIA, 22 May 1882, Letters Received, #9954, and Parkhurst to CIA,
25 May 1882, Letters Received, #9934, RG 75. NA, See also H.R. Bill #4630 for
information regarding the proposed removal of Lower Brûles.
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advantages. According to a Wisconsin letter writer, the placement
of livestock on land held by tribes in communal ownership would
encourage investment by locating beeves beyond territorial taxation. It would deter a rush of non-Indian farmers that might
precipitate war. Moreover, the argument went, stockmen had the
capacity to quickly transform nonproductive areas into revenueproducing ones for the Indians. '•*
Far more influential than the letters of cattlemen seeking lease
contracts, however, were the many demands from territorial residents for an immediate cession of land that would be open to public entry. Typical was a statement mailed by a group that met on
6 May 1882 at McLaughlin's Hall in Deadwood. These citizens opposed the leasing attempts of cattlemen who, they suggested,
would only deter territorial development to satisfy selfish interests. "Securing the opening of the Sioux Reservation to actual settlers, at the earliest possible time," the group argued, would be
most beneficial to people in their quest for statehood.'^
Policy makers in the national capital could easily interpret a demand like that from Deadwood as a sentiment acceptable to the
majority in the national constituency. For them, it entailed few
risks and ohvious advantages. The Great Sioux War of Sitting Bull
was half a decade in the past. Most of his followers had relinquished their arms and ponies to dwell under supervision around
several agencies west of the Missouri River. At the federal level,
the Indian Peace Policy was in place to accelerate the transformation of Indian people into United States citizens with the corresponding disappearance of tribes and reservations. "'' In Dakota
Territory, a movement for statehood was underway among
southern Dakotans, whose main line of settlement had already
moved across the James River basin and edged toward the Missouri Hills. Thus, federal officials responded both to pressure from
white constituents and to national trends with their decision to
circumvent Article 12 in the 1868 Fort Laramie Treaty a second
time.
The secretary of the interior drew funds authorized under the
Sundry Civil Appropriations Act of 7 August 1882 to support a
14. Charles M, Webb, Grand Rapid.'s, Wis., to CIA Hiram Price, 20 May 1882 Letters Received, #9653, RG 75, NA.
15. "Sioux Reservation: Open It Up to Settlement," (1882], a circular for distribution, Letters Received, #9752, RG 75, NA.
16. For information about President Ulysses S. Grant's Peace Policy, see Francis
Paul Prucha, The Great Father: The United States Govertmient and the American
Indians, 2 vols. (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1984), 1:479-83, 501-33.
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special commission to negotiate with western Sioux chiefs and
headmen in order to modify "existing treaties and agreements."
Newton Edmunds (chair), Peter C. Shannon, and James H. Teller
traveled in the company of interpreters, receiving ten dollars a
day to cover expenses for visits at the several agencies. Before
long, Edmunds claimed he had persuaded the chiefs and headmen at all agencies except Lower Brule, where he blamed
resistance on the influence of Captain Dougherty. '^ At length, the
former territorial governor secured the signatures or marks of as
many tribal leaders as he believed were necessary. To the
meticulous Edmunds, negotiations took pJace under legitimate
procedure. Twice before—as the head of a negotiating commission in 1865 and a member of another in 1876—he had worked
through leaders of the same tribes for peaceful accommodation
by similar means. Eastern reformers and conscience-stricken congressmen would not condone the cession, however, without assent by three-fourths of the adult males of the tribes as required
by Article 12 in the 1868 Treaty.'«
Their demand for proper negotiation bought time for much
needed correspondence between agents of Sioux Country and officials in Washington, D.C., about rationale as well as methods for
coaxing western Sioux people into sedentary, agricultural life.
James McLaughlin, agent at Standing Rock, reinforced the belief
of officials that an existence supported by annuity rations on large
tracts of land "encourages idleness and perpetuates pauperism."
Accordingly, he concluded, the continued existence of the Great
Sioux Reservation is "detrimental to the [United States Indian]
Service and prolongs the work of civilization." In the agent's opinion, industrious individuals gained little incentive from use rights
on the tribal acreage they employed for grazing or farming; they
were denied the "consciousness of equality and independence"
available only through individual ownership of land. Western
Sioux people ' 'should not be any longer circumscribed by special
laws that have to be surmounted before the desired end" of
citizenship "can be attained." Their land should be allotted in
17. Secretary of Interior H. M. Teller to CIA, 15 Sept. 1882, Letters Received,
ÍÍÍ16907, and Edmunds to Teller, 6 Jan., 7 Feb. 1883, Letters Received, RG 75, NA.
18. Edmunds, Shannon, and Teller to Secretary of Interior, 31 Dec. 1883, Letters Received, #4212, RG 75, NA. For an evaluation of Edmunds's experience as
negotiator in the years 1865, 1876, and 1882, see Rau, "Political Leadership in
Dakota Territory; Newton Edmunds," pp. 15-25. For a summary of how reformers persuaded congressmen to satisfy the requirement of Article 12, see Prucha,
Great Father, 2:634-39.
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severalty and the surplus sold to create "a sinking fund of the
proceeds for educational purposes and other beneficial objects. ' '
Rations should be issued contingent upon industry and good behavior.'^ It is hardly coincidental that policy makers pursued a
course almost .precisely like the one prescribed by McLaughlin and
other grass-roots agency personnel.
The General Allotment Act of 1887 authorized the allotment of
land in severalty to Indians for farming and ranching. It allowed
the sale of surplus acreages, not only as a way of raising funds
for use by Indians throughout their transition into a life of family
farming, but also as a means of placing white farmers and ranchers nearby as models for the Indians to emulate. The act put allotments under "patents in trust" for twenty-five years, during
which time Indians would learn the value of private property and
grow to appreciate the rewards of subsistence agriculture. The
end result envisioned was the dissolution of tribes, the disappearance of reservations, and the blend of Indian people into mainstream society as citizens.2°
Following passage of the allotment bill, the Agreement of 1889
was almost inevitable. Through an act of Congress, the agreement
recognized documents bearing signs of acceptance by the number of adult males required in Article 12 of the 1868 Fort Laramie
Treaty. A "Tabulated Statement" accompanied reams of general
council proceedings to indicate that 4,463 of an aggregate of trihal
voters numbering 5,678 approved the reduction of the Great Sioux
Reservation. The signatories were Indians enrolled in Cheyenne
19. Annual Report, Standing Rock Agency Files, 1H83, RG 75, FARC-KC.
20. Statutes at Large, vol. 24, pp. 388-89. The intentions of congressmen who
developed the General Allotment Act of 1887 are amply represented in congressional documents. One clear summary that replicates James McLaughlin's outlook
suggested that "the most direct route to citizenship for the Indian" was the breakup
of "tribal relations," the allotment of land "in severalty," and the disposal of "surplus lands" so that "the white man may get possession of them and come in contact with the Indians." The money "arising from such sale" could be used "for
the benefit of the Indians to whom the land belonged. . . . Giving the individual
Indian a title to land" would "stimulate him to work and improve his land and
accumulated property, to make him feel more independent and self-reliant; and
by associating him with the white man . . . he will learn the habits of thrift and
industry" (U.S., Congress, Congressional Record, 49th Cong., 2d sess.. 1886, p.
190). A review based on published documents of the formulation of Indian policies through the 1880s for use as a federal court exhibit is available in Herbert
T. Hoover, "Congressional Intent Regarding Jurisdiction on Ceded Indian Land
during the Allotment Era: History." pp. Ui-25, Richardson Archives, I.D. Weeks
Library, University of South Dakota, Vermillion, S.Dak.
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River, Crow Creek, Lower Brule, Pine Ridge, Rosebud, Standing
Roek, Santee, Flandreau (Santee), and Ponca agencies. With these
documents at hand. President Beryamin Harrison declared the
Sioux Agreement of March 2, 1889, to be in effect (according to
the terms of the 1868 Fort Laramie Treaty).2'
How had the 1889 commission, headed by George Crook, succeeded where others had failed in attaining assent to the agreement from three-fourths of the 5,678 adult males? Francis Paul
Prucha credits Crook's success to "his knowledge of Indian temperament and customs" and his allowance of traditional dances
that "put the Sioux at ease" and broke their will to resist.^^ Other
means were employed as well. One was the exposure of those
Sioux who favored the old life (traditionalists) to the magnitude
of non-Indian society. In 1887, for instance, the Rosebud agent
agreed to send twenty-five Indians to Chicago for an international exhibition, not "forexhibition,"but for exposure to prove that
"in the event of hostilities the whites would walk over them as
they would the grass."^^ Some opposition leaders were jailed.
Agent J. George Wright of Rosebud reported a year later that "in
March last, there were several secret communications passing to
and from the different Sioux Agencies, between the disgruntled,
dissatisfied and non-progressive Indians, who refused to sign the
recent [agreement] and at one time recognized, as chiefs,
representing the older men, who have outlived their usefulness,
and cannot be brought to accept the new order of things. ' ' When
they refused to be counted and enrolled by Special Agent A. T.
Lea, they were held in jail until they cooperated.-''
In other cases, there were public exhortations. For example, in
response to rumors of possible uprisings among opponents if a
reduction of Sioux land were achieved, the Rosebud agent
received orders to assemble all males of ages eighteen or over to
encourage their acceptance of the proposed agreement for the
reduction of the Great Sioux Reservation.^*^ Sioux leaders with influence received special attention. Sitting Bull's defiance of the
21. IrreguIarShaped Papers, Item 40, RG7fS,NA, which contains the 1889 Agreement and case files.
22. Prucha, Great Father, 2:638.
23. Agent S. F. Spencer to CIA, 10 Sept. 1887, Letters Sent, Rosebud Agency,
RG 75, FARC-KC.
24. J. George Wright to CIA, 16 June 1890, Letters Sent, Rosebud, RG 75,
FARC-KC.
25. Acting CIA R. V. Belt to Rosehud Agent, 22 May 1889, and CIA to Agent
Spencer, 9 Apr., 14 May 1889, Letters Received, Rosebud Agency, RG 75, FARC-KC.
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whites in the late 1880s was primarily a result of the threat of
"the reduction in area of the Sioux Reservation, and the division
of that remaining into separate reservations," wrote a military
observer.2*^ When it came time to negotiate. General Crook met
the strongest resistance at Cheyenne River, Pine Ridge, Rosebud,
and Standing Rock agencies. At the latter. Crook stopped Sitting
Bull from speaking openly against the agreement.^^

Sitting Bull,
an important leader
among the western
Sioux, opposed reduction of tribal lands.
Events following
the Sioux Agreement
of 1889 led Io
Sitting Bull's
death in 1890.

I
While such practices, along with guarded threats and political
chicanery, played a role in getting Sioux males to affix their marks
or signatures to the 1889 Agreement, it is also true that so many
observers were present on the scene during the signings that fed26. Thoma.s H, Ruger to Adjutant General, U.S. Army, 19 Oct. 1891, in U.S.,
Department of War, Report of the Secretary of War, Ex. Doc. 1, pt. 2, 52d Cong.,
1st sess,, 1892, p. 177.
27. Martin F, Schmitt, ed.. General Gearge Crook: His Autobiography i^
University of Oklahoma Press, 1946), pp. 285-89.
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Great Sioiu: Reservation, 1877

eral officials would have found it almost impossible to fudge the
records. For whatever reasons, 4,463 Indian men signed the 1889
Agreement, fulfilling the requirements of the Fort Laramie Treaty.
An initial consequence of the 1889 Agreement was the confinement of western Sioux people on six reservations. In the absence
of accurate surveys, federal officials estimated that the great
reservation remaining after the 1877 Agreement contained
21,735,846 acres. In 1889, more than half of these were set aside
as reservations surrounding the several United States agencies:
Cheyenne River, 2,867,840; Crow Creek, 285,521; Lower Brule,
472,550; Pine Ridge, 3,155,200; Rosebud, 3,228,160; and Standing Rock, 2,672,640 acres. The remaining acres became "surplus"
and subject to sale under federal purchase or supervision with
the proceeds going into the United States Treasury in the names
of the tribes.^^
Another development was born of fear. Since the 1860s, Sitting Bull's leadership had earned him a substantial following
28. Irregular Shaped Papers, Item 40, RC 7.5, NA,
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among the people gathered around the Cheyenne River, Pine
Ridge, and Standing Rock agencies. These "Sitting Bull people"
had followed the advice of the Hunkpapa leader to resist all nonIndian encroachment and, after the Agreement of 1877, to oppose any further reduction of the Great Sioux Reservation. Fear
of organized resistance to the application of the 1889 Agreement
more than a response to the Ghost Dance or any other thing caused
officials to order the careful watch of his followers on the three
new reservations and the arrest of Sitting Bull himself in December 1890. Hence, the 1889 Agreement initiated the developments
that ended in the death of Sitting Bull and the senseless killings
in the Wounded Knee affair. ^'^
29. Herbert T. Hoover, ''Sitting Bull: The Image of a 'Great Man.' " i n Tfie Last
Years ofSütirig Bull {Bismarck: Stale Historical Society of North Dakota, 1984),
pp. 1-8.
This 1893 map shows the six smaller Indian resen>es that
resulted from the breakup of the Crreat Sio'iix Reservation.
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Fifteen years later. Commissioner of Indian Affairs Francis E.
Leupp reported that the surplus area ceded under the 1889 Agreement contained 9,274,668.7 acres. This land had been sold at
prices ranging from $.50 to $1.25 per acre for a return of
$5,310,856.53 as a credit due the tribes. Most of this money bore
annual interest at five percent to enlarge the sizes of the tribal
funds year after year. Federal officials placed $3,000,000 on
deposit in the United States Treasury as a trust fund for the Indians, according to Section 17 of the 1889 Agreement. With authority from Section 7 of the 1889 Agreement followed by an act of
Congress approved on 19 August 1890, officials used $45,000 (at
the rate of one dollar per acre) to pay Santee and Flandreau Sioux
who refused allotments on Great Sioux Reservation land. Prior
to 1 December 1904, officials also spent $1,354,827.29 under Section 17 to "benefit" the "civilization" of these Sioux and allocated $1,051,897.76 for the same purpose beginning in the year
1905. On average, the Indians had received approximately fiftyseven cents an acre for the land they relinquished in 1889. The
money went into trust for management under congressional guidelines.^" The proceeds went only to "Indians associating and affiliating with the [western] Sioux on March 2, 1889" and to "their
descendants," whom the United States Office of Indian Affairs
restricted to "the children of those who were associating and affiliating with the [westernl Sioux on March 2, 1889."^'

30. Statutes at Large, vol. 25, pp. 890, 894-95; Leupp to Secretary of Interior,
1905, Subject Correspondence Files, Crow Creek Agency, RG 75, FARC-KC. Section 17 of the 1889 Agreement allowed the secretary of the interior and Congress
considerable latitude in the allocation of more than five million dollars plus annual interest from the sale oí" more than nine million acres. Specific uses included:
the acquisition and distribution of foundation herds of cattle and agricultural implements; payments for the construction of houses on allotments and other buildings; payment of costs for "suitable education" and "advancement of said Indians
in civilization and self-support." From interest on the trust fund, Section 17 authorized "cash payments per capita" for similar reasons and, after fifty years, the
expenditure of the residue of the total fund for various purposes determined by
Congress. Statutes at Large, vol. 25. pp. 894-95. The act prescribed that under
governance by the secretary and Congress the Sioux were to pay their own way
through adjustment to subsistence agriculture and United States citizenship. It
soon became possible for individuals to draw pro-rata shares from this and other
funds individually, as deemed suitable by the secretary, and Congress eventually
authorized the near liquidation of the funds through final payments of pro rata
shares.
31. 2d Asst. CIA C. F. Hanke to H. M, Robertson, 9 .luty 1914. Indian Central
Classified File, Subject #210, RG 75, NA.

Copyright © 1989 by the South Dakota State Historical Society. All Rights Reserved.

Sioux Agreement of 1889

71

Had the cession of approximately forty two percent of the acres
remaining on the Great Sioux Reservation from 1877 to 1889 been
the last major loss of land by western Sioux, subsequent trends
in their history would have been more favorable to them and
perhaps not much different from those in the history of white
farmers and ranchers. Soon, however, came the application of
other policies designed on their face to accelerate the transformation of Indians into self-reliant citizens. Most dramatic were
the openings to white settlers of large tracts of land within reservation boundaries. The General Allotment Act of 1887 allowed
the sale of acreage left over after a parcel was set aside for every
Indian enrolled on a reservation. Over the course of half a century, the residents of Cheyenne River and Pine Ridge reservations
retained in collective tribal ownership nearly four times more land
than did the members of all the other western Sioux groups
together. Yet all groups ceded large tracts within reservation
boundaries for non-Indian entry. Federal officials thought the selling of lands was essential; it built up tribal funds for use by allottees in their adjustment to family farming and attracted white
settlers to serve as role models.
Along with provision to sell large tracts of surplus land, congressional legislation and Interior Department policies announced
between 1889 and 1916 provided the means by which non-Indians
could gain access to allotments under lease agreements. Permission came first by an act of 28 February 1891 that authorized the
secretary of the interior to permit allottees who in his judgement
could not "occupy or improve" their tracts of land to lease them
for farming or grazing on terms "not exceeding three years" or
for mining on terms of up to ten years. In an act of 15 August
1894, congressmen permitted the secretary to extend such contracts for lease up to five years for farming and ranching and retained the ten year term for mining or business lease agreements.
In an act of 7 June 1897, they adjusted the terms of lease on land
downward again to three years for farming and ranching and five
years for mining and business. By an act of 31 May 1900, congressmen extended permission for the lease of allotments for up to five
years for agricultural purposes. ^^
Agency officials arranged most allotment leases with renewable contracts, under careful scrutiny, for periods of one to the
maximum years allowed over the signature of the secretary of the
32. Statutes at Large, vol. 26, p. 795, vol. 28, p. 305, vol. 30, p. 85, vol. 31, p. 229.
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interior. An act of Congress approved on 25 June 1910, however,
eliminated close observation by agency officials. Section 4 of the
new act read: "Any Indian allotment held under a trust patent
may be leased by the allottee for a period not to exceed five
years. "^2 In response, an order from the Office of Indian Affairs
dated 19 September 1910 authorized allottees or their heirs judged
"competent" in business matters to arrange their own lease agreements according to existing regulations for terms of up to five
years. An act approved on 18 May 1916 authorized trust-patent
Indians to lease arid land susceptible to irrigation for terms of up
to ten years.^"^ Allottees with patents in trust found it increasingly easier to escape the economic risks and personal hardships imposed by farming and ranching on the arid Great Plains. (Of
course, allottees with patents in fee were at hberty to lease all
of their land without f^ederal restriction.)
More destructive even than an increase in opportunities for the
lease of trust patent land was the abbreviation of the twenty-fiveyear trust period for increasing numbers of allottees. The commissioner of Indian affairs summarized official rationale in his
report for the fiscal year ending 30 June 1911: "As it is no part
of the Government's policy that an Indian should have more land
than he can utilize. Congress in 1902 provided that the heirs of
deceased allottees might sell and convey the land they inherited,
subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior."''^ Congress next provided, in 1906, that an Indian with patent in trust
whom the secretary perceived to be "competent and capable of
managing his or her own affairs" could be issued "patent in fee
simple, and thereafter all restrictions as to sale, incumbrance, or
taxation of said land shall be removed. ' ' Congress added the ' ' Noncompetent Act" of 1 March 1907, which allowed the secretary
maximum latitude in permitting "any noncompetent Indian" to
"sell or convey all or any part" of an allotment or heirship interest on the condition that "the proceeds derived therefrom shall
be used for the benefit of the allottee or heir."^^ Thus, an allot33. Ibid., vol. 36, p. 856.
34. Order by Acting CIA F. H, Abbott, 19 Sept. 1910, RG 75, FARC-KC; Statutes
at Large, vol. 36, p. 856, vol. 39, p, 128 (Public Law 80).
35. U.S,, Department of the Interior, Office of Indian Affairs, Annual Report
of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to the Secretary of the ¡nterior, 1911
(Washington, D.C: Government Printing Office, 1912), p, 23, See Statutes at Large,
vol. 32, p. 275,
36. Statutes at Large, vol. 34, pp. 183, 1018.
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tee or heirship land owner with need to improve a farmstead,
ranch or business could sell his or her allotment land for that purpose. ^'^
Advice from agents such as those in charge of western Sioux
affairs in the 1880s had led one group of congressmen to make
provision in the General Allotment Act against hasty land sales
by placing allotments under trust patents for a quarter century.
Another group saw fit to allow a hasty reduction in the use and
ownership of the land base available to allottees by amending the
1887 act. Understandably, oral tradition among Sioux people contains a land-grab theory: congressmen accepted counsel from
agency officials who teamed with newcomers to divest tribal members of land without regard to the consequences for Indians. The
official records show that most congressmen and agency personnel shared the general hope for the success of Indian acculturation—for self-serving reasons as much as for altruistic ones. By
and large, desire for a place in history and the sense of personal
achievement or the fear of losing employment with the United
States Indian Field Service served to deter most chicanery or fraud
on the part of congressmen and agency personnel. After 1889,
even callous political pressure from a white constituency that was
short of land for settlement does not surface often as the primary
motive for changes in the law.'^^
More important was an assumption about space that was deeply ingrained in a mainstream society governed by modern European philosophy. Like the Indian commissioner who assumed it
was policy no longer to reserve for an Indian "more land than
he can utilize," non-Indians almost instinctively supposed that
tribal members had no right to keep any land of their own out
of production. Historians attribute this notion to Emer (or Emmerich) de Vattel, a European philosopher who explained that
sedentary, agricultural life was superior to diversified, seminomadic existence. In a crowded European environment, he argued
37. Crow Creek Agency Superintendent to CIA, 23 Mar. 1912, Subject Correspondence Files, Crow Creek, RG 75, FARC-KC.
38. Viewpoints of Indians regarding the loss of land in western Sioux Country
can be found scattered in the tapes of the American Indian Research Project, South
Dakota Oral History Center, University of South Dakota, Vermillion, S.Dak., and
in Letters Received by the Office of Indian Affairs, RG 75, NA. Conservative opinions among agency personnel regarding land management appear throughout
reports and correspondence by United States superintendents in the Indian Central Clas.sified File, RG 75, N A, and in the decimal files of western Sioux agencies,
RG 75, FARC-KC.
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that "the earth belongs to all mankind" as a "common dwellingplace and source of subsistence" and contended that no component of mankind should appropriate more land than it could use
if other parts were in need of space.^^ Like the commissioner, the
vast majority of non Indians in South Dakota, as elsewhere on the
agrarian frontier, passed along the substance of Vattel's hypothesis from generation to generation as a logical, universal, incontestable truth. On the reservations established by the Agreement
of 1889, there remained land in excess of five hundred acres per
capita—more than three times the amount offered to an immigrant
until the modification of homestead legislation early in the twentieth century.'"
This concept of land usage and lesser motives were at play
among officials who violated the intent of the architects of the
General Allotment Act and changed the rules. Soon the question
of motivation became pointless in every context except litigation
for just compensation to the tribes. What mattered in the histories of the several western Sioux reservation groups was the composite of results that unfolded over the next half century. The
experiences of all six Teton and Yanktonai reservation groups
were similar in their broadest dimensions and different from each
other mainly in timing or detail. Hence, any one may be used to
portray reservation economic trends down to mid-century. Crow
Creek reservation, the smallest of the six, illustrates the overall
pattern with greatest efficiency and serves as a point of departure for a brief discussion of the experiences of all six reservations.
Crow Creek Yanktonais entered their reservation era with the
smallest per capita land mass of the six reservations—260 acres
per capita on a total land mass of 285,521 acres in close proximity to the non-Indian frontier. Between 1890 and 1912, they accepted 1,599 allotments on tracts from 80 to 320 acres each.
Gradually, they alienated 126,086 of their allotment acres through
fee patent sales. The loss of these, added to the relinquishment
of land under communal ownership within reservation boundaries
39. E. de Vattel, Tfi^e Laws of Nations or the Principles of Natural Law, Applied
to the Condurl and to the Affairs of Nations and of Sovereigns, 3 vois.. Classics
of International Law (Washington, D.C: Carnegie Institution, 191fi), 3i37-38, 84-86.
40, The Crook Commission report in 1889 estimated per capita acreage on Crow
Creek at 260; Lower Bmle, 442; Rosebud, 550; Standing Rock, 665; Cheyenne River,
972; and Pine Ridge, unrecorded (doubtless for the lack of an accurate census).
At 3,115,200 total acres, the Pine Ridge reservation per capita acreage was somewhere in the range reported for Rosebud and Standing Rock. Irregular Shaped
Papers. Item 40, RG lf>, NA.
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in return for tribal funds, brought the land base available for use
by Indians on the reservation down to approximately 155,000
acres by the 1940s. Through half a century, the resident population was fairly static: 1,055 in 1895; 997 in 1910; 790 in 1916; 927
in 1927; 1,038 in 1943; 846 in 1950. Accordingly, these Lower
Yanktonais entered the era with 260 acres per capita and closed
it with approximately 149. Obviously, that was not enough. In
1943, the resident population of 1,038 reported a total income of
$139,360.00, only $24,311.00 of which was derived from agricultural pursuits by seventy three families. Thus, annual per capita
income declined to $134.26, and only seventeen percent of it was
derived from land to the benefit of a minority in the total population.^'
The most common non-Indian perception of such results has
been the notion that tribal members were in the main repulsed
by the idea of family farming. In this view of what happened, most
Sioux Indians were thought to have attached little importance to
land ownership and therefore sold their allotments as soon as possible. The vast majority then squandered the proceeds and somehow became dependent on a federal welfare program because
they were eligible to draw "government checks" from an unrestricted fund at the taxpayers' expense.^^
An industrial survey completed by agency personnel during the
mid-192().s contained evidence that suggests that the common perception held by non-Indians was wrong, in spite of pressure to
relinquish trust status, these Lower Yanktonais reported more of
their remaining allotments protected hy patents in trust than exposed to sales under patents in fee. Most of them lived in suitable frame or log houses on their allotments. In 220 out of 353
41. "Economic Development Program," Crow Creek, 194^!, Decimal File 064.94;
and Lower Yanktonai Tribal Census Reports, both in HG 75, FARC-KC.
42, Special Supervisor F, K. Brandon, "Inspection: Land," 22 Jan. 1922, Indian
Central Classified File, Rfi 7~), NA. Writing about allotment sales on the Yankton
Indian Reservation in the period 1916-1922, Supervisor F, E. Brandon remarked:
' A large number of fee patents were issued to Indians" who were "willing to
dispose of their land in exchange for automobiles and other pleasure producing
vehicles, when the offers were combined with some cash. The result was that there
was a real joy ride, , . , which lasted so long as the ready cash held out. Then
Ihe automobiles were gradually absorbed to satisfy debts, . , . Since that time,
the majority have managed to live by either visiting friends, who have property,
farming for themselves, or on receipts from inherited property," Brandon's report
differs from ihe general pen^eption because he understood that "government
checks" received through the agencies represented "receipts from inherited
property," not benefits drawn from funds supplied by American taxpayers.
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families on the reservation, "25 had one or more milk cows, 102
had nocks of chickens, 30 had hogs, 63 had gardens, and 12 had
turkeys."''^ Crow Creek Indians raised "large grain crops." An
official in the Office of Indian Affairs expressed chagrin over how
they used the proceeds from grain sales, and he ordered agency
personnel to make sure they gave more attention to self-reliance
through subsistence agriculture.^'' Yet such official ^valuators also
corroborated the evidence of near self-reliance on Crow Creek
by treating reservation residents favorably in their reports. De-

Crow Creek ¡ndiari Agency

pendent upon funds belonging to tbe members of the tribe, no
Crow Creek Yanktonai was in "absolute need," according to United States Inspector Cbarles Eastman in 1924.•'^
By mid-^century, however, conditions at Crow Creek had entered
a state of economic collapse. The answer to the question of how
Crow Creek residents bad gone from sustaining themselves in a
fashion similar to that of their non-Indian neighbors to economic
collapse in twenty-five years lies in the records of their adherence to federal regulations as they scattered on their allotments.
Indians around Fort Thompson first acceded to pressure for the
lease of trust possessions as well as tribal land. Evidently the
process began with three hundred sixty acres contracted for use
43. Industrial Survey, ca. 1926-1927, RG 75, NA.
44. Asst. CIA E. B. Meritt to Crow Creek Superintendent Willis E. Dunn, 2 Sept.
1926, Entry 762, RG 75, NA.
45. Eastman to CIA, 27 Mar. 1924. Indian Central Classified File. #916, RG 75, NA.
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by the Crow Creek Industrial Boarding School at ten cents an acre
per year in 1898 and soon included lease agreements with nonIndian livestock growers. The cattlemen rented anywhere from
one or two allotments to several dozen tracts. George Harris, Louis
S. Clapper, James Sanborn, and W. L. Montgomery were among
the early leasers, but most prominent of all was John ("J. Q.")
Anderson of Chamberlain.
In 1902, Anderson took thirty leases on single-year contracts
at ten cents an acre and maintained them at that price until 1907,
when a council of voting tribal members assembled on issue day
to demand a new annual fee of $1.50 per head of livestock. The
cattleman agreed without complaint. Thereafter, tribal members
accused him of grazing cattle on Indian land without payment or
selling diseased heifers and bulls to agency officials for distribution among allottees.''*' Anderson, however, had a good situation
at Crow Creek and would not run the risk of ejection for petty
fraud. By 1907, the Fort Thompson agent reported, "Mr. Anderson has [purchased a] great deal of inherited Ind. lands, has leased
tribal and allotted lands for which he has paid" with integrity.**^
By 1914, Anderson leased many allotted tracts, ranging from
eighty to four hundred eighty acres each, while he also secured
a permit to graze cattle on land owned in common by the tribe.
Apparently, as far as possible, he purchased and rented allotments
that bordered a tribal pasture and fenced the whole as a single
ranch.
Such an arrangement was not as profitable to Indians as they
at first thought it might be. By standard lease agreement, Anderson's pasture fence, which cost from one hundred to one hundred
twenty-five dollars per mile, was an allowable deduction from
cash payments as a permanent improvement. Allottees complained, too, that his fence shut tribally owned livestock off from
natural water supplies and forced Indians to drill artesian wells.'^^
Nevertheless, collective tribal memory portrays J. Q. Anderson
as a legendary occupant of the grasslands who demonstrated
46, Acting Secretary of Interior Thomas Ryan to CIA, 16 Dec. 1898, 21 Sept.
1899, 16 Apr. 1901, 16 Feb., 10 Oct. 1902,10 Feb. 1903; Acting Secretary of Interior F. L. Campbell to CIA, 15 Oct, 1901; U.S. Indian Agent Harry Chamberlain
to CIA, 10 May, 1 July 1907; all in Letters Received, RG 75, NA. These are prime
examples of letters extending permission for leases arranged by lessor with agency signatures on standard forms preserved in the National Archives,
47, Chamberlain to CIA, 1 July 1907,
48, Crow Creek Superintendent to CIA. 24 Apr, 1914, Subject Correspondence
Files, RG 75, FARC-KC.
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benevolence as well as integrity. While he leased both allotment
and tribal land, he also employed many Indians and donated cattle to families in need.'*^
Sometimes, smaller leasing arrangements at Crow Creek also
proved less profitable than expected, especially during the agrarian depression of the early 1920s. The superintendent accused
John F. Schonegge in 1921, for example, with having disposed
of all the cattle he grazed on the reservation without ' 'having them
properly inspected by an officer or employee of the Crow Creek
Agency as stipulated upon" his "leases and leaving lease payments delinquent at $949.88."^°
Most livestock growers, like John Anderson and smaller operators, abided by regulations for the privilege of leasing Indian grasslands. The most detrimental thing about their presence on the
reservation was the encouragement it gave Yanktonais to lease
their land instead of using it themselves in the effort to gain economic self-sufficiency through crop and livestock production.
Even so, the most significant damage to the tribe's economic
prospects came not so much from the lease but from the sale of
their land according to the federal regulations outlined above.
First came the sales of inherited allotments. The heirs of David
Tujona, for example, sold his bequest in 1905 with authority from
the act of Congress approved on 27 May 1902 and regulations issued on 18 September 1903 and 20 September 1905. The proceeds
from all sales of this type went on deposit in Individual Indian
Money (IIM) Accounts approved by the Interior Department, from
which Indians ordinarily could draw no more than about ten dollars at a time with approval from agency officials.*^' For an heirship land sale, bids were "made in sealed envelopes marked simply
'Bid for Inherited Indian Lands.' . . . A certified check for 25%
of the amount of the bid" was required, and the land in question
was listed for ninety days before any bids were open.^^ In these
ways, federal officials attempted to get the highest price available for heirship land and to discourage the careless use of the
proceeds.

49. Interview with Gerald Little, a middle-aged tribal member, Fort Thompson,
S.Dak., 21 Nov. 1988.
50. Superintendent to John F. Schonegge, DeOray, S.Dak., 15 Oct. 1921, Alphabetical Correspondence File, Crow Creek, RG 75. FARC-KC.
51. Case of David Tujona, 1905, Letters Received, #4fi426, RG 75, NA.
52. Heirship Allotments. 1905, Letters Received, #33135, RG 75, NA.
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Next came petitions for "competency" in response to the Indian Office Circular dated 6 May 1907: to "make the experiment
of giving to Progressive Indian Allottees greater freedom in the
management of their lands . . . held in trust" and "to transact
their own business, and thereby be prepared to take full charge
at the expiration of the trust period" established by the General
Allotment Act.'^^ Quickly, Fort Thompson Agent Harry Chamberlain sent in the names of thirty allottees, recommending they all
be declared competent by the secretary of the interior to farm
or manage livestock as they chose.-'*'' A Certificate of Competence
brought title in fee as a license to sell. By 30 June 1912, Crow
Creek Yanktonais sold an aggregate of 38,905.65 acres for
$269,867.80 under authority from the acts of 1902 and 1907.^5
At that point, an official on the scene warned his superiors in
Washington, D.C., of the great risk in abbreviation of the trust
period:
On the face of the matter it would appear that it is prima facie evidence
of non-competence for an Indian to ask for a patent in fee to land held
in trust for the simple reason that he might be inclined with a desire
to take up the burdens of citizenship and contribute his share of taxes
[on fee simple land] to the community. . . . An Indian who so desires
can make the same use of his land under a trust title that he can under
a fee .simple title. . . . Indians are largely induced to seek fee simple patents for their land for the reason that when they sell the money can
be dispo.sed of without supervision [like that governing the expenditure
of personal funds in IIM accounts by trust patent Indians].^^

The official's concern about taxation was well founded. As early
as 1910, the Buffalo County treasurer wrote the Crow Creek
agent, warning him that taxable fee-simple land would be sold
on 14 November for the amount of taxes due if payment was not
received by that time. The treasurer gave such prior warning because "this tax paying is something new to" fee-simple Indians."
Far worse than that, of course, was the surrender of land base
by Indians through fee-patent allotment sales.
While the Yanktonais grappled with lease agreements, competency certificates, and land sales, federal officials curtailed
53. Indian Office Circular, 6 May 1907, enclosed with Harry Chamberlain, Crow
Creek, to CIA, 15 May 1907, Letters Received, #47616, RG 75, NA.
54. Chamberlain to CIA, 15 May 1907.
55. Annual Report, Crow Creek, 1912, Subject Correspondence Files, RG 75,
FARC-KC.
56. Ibid.
57. J. E. Marshall, Buffalo County Treasurer, to Crow Creek Agent, 7 Nov. 1910,
Alphabetical Correspondence File, Crow Creek, RG 75, FARC-KC.
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gratuitous assistance for families in need and encouraged ablebodied Indians to compensate with wage-labor employment. On
Crow Creek reservation in 1906, for example, the commissioner
of Indian affairs authorized the expenditure of ten thousand dollars to hire men for labor at $1.25 per man per day or $2.50 per
man with a team of horses. Such labor was for use "in improving
their individual allotments and in building houses, fences, barns,
etc., thereon; this employment was to be in lieu of all issue rations to Indians so employed and to members of their families dependent upon them for support. "•'^** With the annuities authorized
by treaties running out and numerous tribal members short of
funds to buy necessities, federal officials offered the kind of selfhelp employment that would be featured later in the Great
Depression by the Indian New Deal. Congress had also allocated
the "irregular labor" fund for Sioux Country from earliest reservation times to the 1930s. From a budget line entitled "Support
of Sioux of Different Tribes, Subsistence and Civilization, 1925,"
for instance, came three thousand dollars for "employment of irregular labor" within Crow Creek Agency jurisdiction at rates not
to exceed $3.50 a day for common labor, $6.00 a day with a team
of horses, or $10.00 a day for skilled labor.^^^
In addition to wage-earning opportunities, there were proceeds
from the sale of land authorized for use in issuing livestock to allottees under Section 17 of the act of 2 March 1889. In the year
1913, the superintendent reported the distribution of a "Sioux
Benefit" that included 192 cows with calves and mares. Along
with these programs came the initiation of organized relocation.
With coordination by farmers and field matrons of the Indian Service, reservation groups were encouraged to reduce their populations to points where the land could sustain them.^" Proceeding
more on hope than on any evidence that a combination of these
58. F. E. Leupp to Crow Creek Agent, 17 Aug. 1906, Subject Correspondence
Files, Crow Creek, RG 75, FARC-KC.
59. Asst. Secretary of Interior F. M. Goodwin to Superintendent Charles M. Ziebach. Crow Creek, 23 Aug. 1924, Indian Central Classified File, #220, RG 75, NA.
60. Crow Creek Superintendent to the Indians, 21 Nov. 1913, Subject Correspondence Files, Crow Creek, RG 75, FARC-KC. The introduction of organized relocation as early as 1908 in western Sioux Country is evidenced by permission for Joseph
W. Taylor, enrolled at Fort Peck, to leave "the reservation for the purpose of seeking employment for himself" (Acting CIA C. F. Larrabee to Superintendent, Fort
Peck, 12 Mar. 1908, Fort Peck Letter Books, RG 75, FARC, Seattle, Wash.) Federal Record Group 75 contains evidence that such relocatees found work in offreservation towns, on farms and ranches across the northern Great Plains region,
in Wild West shows, and increasingly at industrial centers outside the region.
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various funds, sales, earnings, and relocation opportunities would
provide a sufficient supplement for agricultural industries, officials pared the roster of those on the gratuitous ration role. At
Crow Creek in 1911, a list of eighty-four was reduced to seventeen, and the sixty-seven others became wholly reliant on withdrawals from their tribal funds and IIM accounts.^^
The evidence of a faltering land-based economy was clear
enough in the 1912 annual report. "The stock raising industry
among these Indians," the agent wrote, "has been a failure. I
understand that about 5,000 head of cattle have at various times
been issued to the Indians. About five years ago there were over
10,000 head of cattle belonging to Indians on this reservation, and
1,500 calves were branded one year. . . . At the present time there
are probably less than 1,500 cattle on the reservation. What became of these cattle is a mystery. A number were stolen by Whites
surrounding the reservation; a further number were no doubt stolen by Indians from one another and sold to Whites or slaughtered." Because tribal members could sell livestock to each other.
White men with Indian wives could buy cattle legally. "It will only
be a question of time before the Indians are without cattle," the
agent concluded, and farming alone could produce only limited
subsistence. ^2
Policy makers ignored such caveats from their own employees
and accelerated the issue of fee-simple patents that, in turn, encouraged allotment sales by families without the means to acquire
necessities. Peak years for sales came after the secretary of the
interior appeared in Sioux Country during 1916 and traveled with
a federal inspector, attempting to accelerate fee-patent issues and
citizenship through publicity and official encouragement. In 1917,
Indian Commissioner Cato Sells declared that "the time has come
for discontinuing guardianship of all competent Indians and giving even closer attention to the incompetent that they may more
speedily achieve competency." Fee patents were to be issued to
"all able-bodied adult Indians of less than one-half Indian blood"
and to all Indians one-half blood or more deemed competent (except that forty acres were to be retained for use as a home).
Returned students with diplomas from federal schools would be
declared competent. The sales of lands belonging to old or feeble
61. Superintendent Horace J. Johnson to CIA, 22 Sept., 12 Nov. 1910, and 17
Jan. I9I1, Letters Sent, Crow Creek, RG 75, FARC-KC.
62. Annual Report, Crow Creek, 1912, Subject Correspondence FTles, Crow Creek
RG 75, FARC-KC.
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noncompetents as well as heirs of allottees would be liberalized
where proceeds would be used for personal support. Fee-patent
Indians would have "unrestricted coritrol" of proceeds in IIM accounts, and old and indigent Indians would enjoy greater latitude
in the use of IIM funds.^^ In 1918, adults of one-fourth or less Indian blood were pressured to take fee patents, and by 1919 those
of one-half or less Indian blood were encouraged to do the same.
Through the years 1915-1926, forced fee-patent allotments were
advertised by local newspapers in Sioux Country in greater numbers thar\ non-Indians could purchase them, despite easy access
to credit and spiraling prices offered for agricultural products during wartime.^'*
Throughout the 1920s, reasonable expectations of economic selfsufficiency for Crow Creek Indians on their own land faded rapidly. Here, as elsewhere, the real-estate holdings of western Sioux
people diminished, and reservation residents became increasingly dependent on financial resources they had accumulated by selling, leasing, or working their land. The small checks and purchase
vouchers drawn against IIM accounts and tribal funds became a
mainstay in the economies of all the reservation groups. The aggregate number of checks and vouchers authorized for trustpatent Indians over the previous quarter century grew literally
into the hundreds of thousands.
At Crow Creek as elsewhere, the majority of "Indian payments"
had come out of the Individual Indian Money Accounts maintained
at local depositories, such as the Brule National Bank of Chamberlain, bonded at five thousand dollars to receive deposits on
63. Cato Sells, "Declaration of Policy of Admini.stration of Indian Affairs," 17
Apr. 1917, Circulars Received, 1917-1922, RG 75, FARC-KC. A discussion of competency proceedings in this time period appears in Janet McDonnell, ' 'Competency Commissions and Indian Land Policy, 1913-1920," South Dakota History 11
(Winter 1980): 21-34.
64. "Reservation Programs," Pine Ridge, "Proposed Program for the Consideration of the Tribal Council," 1950, Accession #75A457, Box #63085, RG 75, FARC,
Denver, Colo,; Lake Andes Wave and Wagner Post, 1915-1926. For examples of
allotment listings with their appraisal values, see the Wave for 27 May 1915 and
the Posi for 7 October 1926, Through the period 1915-1926, an allotment offering
could not be sold on a bid for less than its appraised value, A review of these two
newspapers indicates that acreages, especially on marginal lands, went without
buyers as the agrarian economy became depressed after 1920. The number of allotments sold throughout Sioux Country, however, was staggering. Special Supervisor F. E, Brandon made reference, for instance, to the sale of 1,825 allotments
on the Yankton reservation in the period 1916 to 1922, "Inspection: Land," 22
Jan. 1922, Indian Central Classified file, RG 75, NA,
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bebalf of restricted Indians.^^ The superintendent wrote from Fort
Thompson in 1920: "1 find after communicating with the farmers, field matrons, and physician, that the Indians here, with very
few exceptions, have to their credit sufficient funds to provide
the necessities."^^ Wardship Indians called upon local officials to
recommend small expenditures for specific purchases, and, one
day a month at eacb community, the superintendent authorized
checks or purchase orders directed to local suppliers. In this
fashion, the aggregate value of IIMs dropped sharply from
$104,684.40 on 18 September 1922 to $81,772.62 on 6 July 1926."
Meanwhile, necessities also whittled away tribal assets. A superintendent explained in 1919 that "trust funds, annuities, and
lease and land sale monies reserved by these Indians are generally spent for provisions and home improvements."<>« Payments out
of tribal trust or annuity funds at Crow Creek came mainly from
five accounts. One was the "Sioux Benefit" created under Section 17 of the act of 2 March 1889, some of which went rapidly
for the purchase of implements and utensils for allottees. The remainder evaporated over time as occasional cash payments in per
capita amounts. On 8 June 1932, the comptroller general of the
United States extended these "civilization benefits" as payments
to heirs of persons originally entitled to them. Second, for many
years there was a small account derived by the sale of hides from
beeves slaughtered for distribution at issue stations. In 1911, for
example, this account contained $410.40. Third, there was a miscellaneous account labeled "Indian Moneys, Proceeds of Labor,"
which seems to have had little if anything to do with the work
performed by Indians. In 1911, this pool of miscellaneous sources,
including payments for the lease of tribal land, contained
$6,686.39 for distribution as needed. Fourth, there was a tribal
fund labeled "Interest on Crow Creek, 4% fund," which stemmed
from $187,039 allocated by an act of Congress approved on 2
March 1895 as compensation to Crow Creek Indians for receiving
less acreage per capita than any other reservation group under

65. Superintendent Thomas W. Lowe to CIA, 29 June 1909, Letters Sent, Crow
Creek, RG 75, FARC-KC.
66. Superintendent to CIA, 22 Nov. 1920, Subject Correspondence Files, Crow
Creek, RG 75, FARC-KC.
67. Superintendent to CIA, 18 Sept. 1922 and 6 July 1926, Subject Correspondence Files, Crou' Creek, RG 75, FARC-KC.
68. Annual Report, Crow Creek, 1919, Subject Correspondence Files, RG 75,
FARC-KC.
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the 1889 Agreement. Fifth, there was the "Sioux Fund, Crow
Creek (annuity)," a trust fund created by the cession of land under
the Agreement of 1889.^^ Every enrolled member of the tribe
shared benefits from each general fund in two ways: as per capita payments from accumulated annual interest, so long as he or
she did not draw a pro-rata share; and as a pro-rata share payment in a lump sum, after which he or she could derive no further benefit.
After "Indian payments" had depleted the individual accounts,
"government checks" exhausted these tribal funds. At Crow
Creek their aggregate value declined from $56,297.86 in 1925 to
$19,295.39 in 1936 and to $7,865.66 in 1950."'" By then, Crow
Creek Yanktonais had sold most of the land contained in their reservation and endured economic hardships as pronounced as those
of ariiy other reservation group of Western Sioux.
Lower Brûles were in similar straits. They had started with 442
acres per capita and had relinquished 332,090 of 472,550 acres,
retaining 29.7 percent of their reservation area, and, by the end
of the 1930s, they were experiencing financial collapse. Indeed,
Commissioner John Collier's staff at the Office of Indian Affairs
concentrated on Lower Brûles as people in direst need through
the first half of the New Deal era, sponsoring an experimental
cooperative livestock industry that, although it was ultimately unsuccessful, left a substantial tract of marginal land under federal
ownership for tribal use. By 1937, the agent reported only ninetysix families on 140,406 acres. Of these acres, 110,999 existed as
individual allotments; 26,757 had been purchased by the United
States for collective use; and 2,650 were employed for administrative, ecclesiastic, or other purposes.^'

69. Comptroller General to Secretary of Interior, 13 Aug. 1935, Indian Central
Classified File, #211, RG 75, NA; Statutes at Large, vol. 28, p. 888; Asst. CIA F.
H. Abbot to Superintendent Horace J.Johnson, 17 Jan. 1911, Subject Correspondence Files, Crow Creek, RG 75, FARC-KC; Hubert Work to Senator J. W. Harreld,
25 Jan, 1927, Indian Central Classified File, #211, RG 75, NA.
70. "Statement of Tribal Fund.s in the Treasury to the Credit of the Crow Creek
and Lower Brule Indians for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1925." Subject Correspondence Files, Crow Creek, and "Statement of Funds, June 30, 1936," Decimal
File, Crow Creek, #213, RG 75, FARC-KC; •'Memorandum of Information: Relating to Proposed Legislation (H.R. 6405 and S. 2687)," Pine Ridge Agency, #63087,
RG 75, FARC-Denver.
71. "Final Report: Human Dependency and Economic Survey, Lower Brule Indian Reservation, South Dakota," prepared at Denver by "Technical Cooperation:
Bureau of Indian Affairs," Economic Survey, Lower Brule, 1938-1939, Crow Creek
Agency FUes, RG 75, FARC-KC.
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Upper Brules on the Rosebud reservation came next in percentage of land relinquished. Beginning with 550 acres per capita, in
little more than half a century they surrendered 65.4 percent and
retained only 34.6 percent of the acres they held in 1890. NonIndians coveted the east end of the reservation for its capacity
to accommodate grain and hay production in support of livestock
industries. After the Brules took allotments on tracts ranging from
eighty to three hundred twenty acres, there came a series of land
openings reminiscent of the "boomer movement" in Oklahoma.
During 1904, the Rosebud tribe relinquished unallotted land in
Gregory County at $2.50 per acre. For the privilege of filing on
this land, 106,269 persons registered for a lottery from which
2,400 won the opportunity to homestead. In 1907, the tribe gave
up unallotted land by similar means in Tripp County, for which
114,769 persons registered and 4,000 gained title to homesteads
through a drawing. During 1910, the tribe made a third major cession of unallotted land in Mellette County that was distributed
with similar speed. By mid-century, the Rosebud Sioux retained
only 1,009,003 acres as allotments; 78,061 as tribal; and 28,730
as submarginal land under federal management.'^
The Standing Rock Sioux, with 665 acres per capita in 1889, held
onto a slightly greater portion of the acreage on their reserve. A
special report for the year 1938 indicated that 2,327,783 acres had
been reduced by 1,291,845 to a net of 1,035,938 acres, or 44.5
percent. Of these, 901,848 were on allotments; 127,975 on tribal
lands; and 6,115 on administrative or other tracts. Overall, 788,280
or 76.1 percent of the remaining acres were classified as grazing
lands.'^3 Ironically, it had been the failure of the livestock industry that brought depression to Standing Rock. Beginning in the
1880s, a federally supervised herd of about twenty thousand head
had been established. By 1899, Indian people had an industry that
sold 868,015 pounds of beef to federal officials for distribution
among tribal members as issues due under treaty or agreement.'^'*
By 1902, however, there were approximately fifteen thousand
head of cattle "very well distributed among [the Indians), no large
herds being held by any one person."^^ By that time, Indian cat72. "Program for Rosebud Indian Reservation," n.d. |with SMCO files at midcentury], RG 75, FARC-KC.
73. Annual Forestry and Grazing Report, 1938," Standing Rock Agency Files,
RG 75, FARC-KC.
74. Standing Rock Agent to CIA, 2Ï Aug. 1900, Letter Press Copy Book, Standing Rock, RG 75, FARC-KC.
75. Standing Rock Agent to CIA, 21 Oct. 1902, Letter Press Copy Book, Standing Rock, RG 75, FARC-KC.
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tlemen had sold to federal or individual buyers, or had slaughtered for personal use, 6,576 head. Through the period 1904 to
1914, Indian owned livestock declined from thirty thousand to
six thousand head. A superintendent attributed the loss to
drought, unauthorized grazing by cattle companies (and a resulting shortage of grass), plus the failure of Indians to look after their
livestock properly.''^
The superintendent should also have mentioned the surrender
of grassland to lease agreements. By 1901, a Chicago newspaper
carried an announcement of intention to lease most of the
reservation—2,106,888 acres—on five-year contracts that required
the construction of three-strand barbed wire fences by the lessees. An Indian would be allowed to graze up to a hundred head
on tribal land free of charge, and he could run a greater number
for the payment of a lease fee. In 1902, some substantial lease
agreements were actually drawn. The "Lemmon Lease" alone
contained 865,429.3 acres under a contract that called for the payment of 30.5 mills per acre, a restriction on grazing at a ratio of
forty acres per head, and the provision that Indians could run 385
head of cattle on this pasture. With the coming of allotment in
1906, the acreage available for lease diminished sharply. Yet, even
then, there remained the subdivision of 842,080 acres into four
pastures, which were leased under separate contracts.'^''
What actually happened between 1904 and 1914 to cause the
collapse of the Indian's livestock industry on Standing Rock has
been the subject of considerable speculation. Along with factors
such as drought, unauthorized grazing, and leasing of tribal grasslands, a retrospective account drafted by an extension agent in
1942 suggests yet another practice that contributed to the
problem. Between 1900 and 1907, the agent said, there were
"very few white people on the reservation. Trainloads of cattle
were shipped in by the government as Sioux Benefits and were
branded and turned loose. . . . The Boss Farmer . . . would order
the policeman to go out and shoot a beef when anyone asked for
fresh meat. This was practiced until most of the cattle dissi76, Standing Rock Agent to CIA, 12 Jan, 1903, Letter Press Copy Book, Standing Rock, RG 75, FARC-KC; Standing Rock Superintendent to CIA, 16 Dec, 1916,
Indian Central Classified File, RG 75, NA,
77. Chicago Drovers Journal, issue accompanying E, E. Townsley to CIA, 28
Dec. 1901, Letters Received, RG 75, NA; Standing Rock Agent Bingenheimer to
CIA, 13 Dec. 1902, and Standing Rock Agent W. L, Beiden to CIA, 1 Feb. 1907,
Letters Received, RG 75, NA.
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"^^ Allotment began in 1906 with the subsequent opening
of all tribal surplus land available for public entry by 1915. The
issue of competency certificates and sales of deed land to white
people likewise began in this time period. As the grassland under
Indian control was reduced and commodity issues due tribal members dried up. Standing Rock Sioux sold or consumed the beeves
themselves. They then relied upon lease fees, proceeds from the
sale of allotments, and tribal funds for survival and abandoned
extensive agriculture of any sort, while non-Indians sought
cropland for the production of grain, which was in great demand
until depression set in during the 1920s.•^'*
The history of Cheyenne River reservation was distinctive because of the inclusion of four tribes on the largest per capita acreage of 972 acres in 1889. After allotment, the surplus lands were
78. Agricultural Extension Agent John J. Reeve, Fort Yates, to Superintendent
L. C. Lippert, 26 May 1942, Indian Central Classified File, RG 75, NA.
79. "Proposed Ten-Year Program," Standing Rock Reservation, June 1944, Aberdeen Area Office Filea, RG 76, FARC-KC.

Ration day at Fort Yates, Standing Rock Indian Reservation
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opened through an act of Congress dated 29 May 1908 and the
presidential proclamation of 10 August 1909. "A total of
1,122,922.75 acres of land was thrown open to Homestead entry.
While the land withdrawn was not all homesteaded, yet in general
the better types of farming and grazing land was alienated in this
manner."^** By 1935, "the familiar tragedy of land cessions, allotments, patents in fee, land sales, etc." had "been enacted on
this reservation as well as all others in the Sioux Area." However,
"the Cheyenne River Sioux" were "more fortunate than most for
they" had a greater amount of "tribal land remaining than any
other reservation" group in this general area.*^' By that year, they
had retained 53.8 percent of the land mass they had held after
the 1889 Agreement, a total of 1,510,259 acres. Partly due to the
retention of so much land, the Cheyenne River Sioux people had
an extraordinary experience with allotment. Beginning in 1906,
5,508 tribal members received 1,261,925.78 acres. The last substantial number assigned was a group of 111 that took 17,884.63
acres in 1933. By then, 355,763.76 acres or 28.2 percent of the
land in allotment had been lost in fee-patent sales, but there remained nearly a million acres in allotments, plus 592,961.15 acres
in tribal land. The Indian Reorganization Act of 18 June 1934 approved the restoration of surplus reservation lands that had never
been entered on by non-Indians to tribal ownership and use. A
federal evaluation indicated substantial economic promise on this
reservation, for 1,414,359.97 acres were prime for grazing, 67,900
acres were suitable for farming, and only 28,000 acres were classified as waste.^2
With so much good tribal land remaining, the Cheyenne River
Sioux were allowed to carry on the allotment process despite its
termination by the opening paragraph of the Indian Reorganization Act in 1934: "hereafter no land of any Indian reservation
. . . shall be allotted in severalty to any Indian."^^ A schedule of
153 proposed allotments unapproved prior to that time was subsequently rejected. On 5 May 1952, however, these applications
80. March 1944 Program, Cheyenne River Social Tribal Program, RG 75, FARCDenver.
81. "Introduction," Rehabilitation Reports, 1935, Cheyenne River, Indian Relief
and Rehabilitation Files, RG 75, NA.
82. Ibid.; Statutes at Large, vol. 48, p. 984 (Public Law 383).
83. Statutes at Large, vol, 48, p. 984. A provision in an act of 15 August 1894,
however, allowed people of Indian descent legal recourse if unlawfully denied
or excluded from an allotment. Ibid,, vol. 28, p. 305. See also vol. 31, p. 760.
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received belated approval. The allotments were awarded thus:
86 in 1955, comprising 13,725.65 acres; 21 in 1958, comprising
3,340.88 acres; and 22 in 1959, comprising 3,520 acres. Eleven
selectees accepted cash iri lieu of land, and the remaining thirteen became eligible for locations initiated in 1959.^^
Suffering the lowest percentage of land loss overall were the
Oglalas or\ Pine Ridge. Beginning with a per capita acreage similar to that at Rosebud or Standing Rock in 1889, they arrived at
mid-century with about 67.2 percent of the 3,155,200 acres they
had received under the 1889 Agreement. Concern underscored
by fear had caused federal officials to give special attention to
this tribe. From the establishment of an agency for them late in
the 1870s to the year 1915, Oglalas were issued great herds of
livestock either as treaty annuities or as Sioux Benefits. Full blood
and mixed-blood allottees alike ran privately owned herds, many
in excess of one hundred head each. Their aggregate holdings of
hvestock peaked about the year 1910. Prominent ranchers included Lone Elk, Red Hawk, Eagle Ring, Sits Poor, Ten Fingers,
and Black Feather in the Wounded Knee district alone. Meanwhile, officials experimented with irrigation and developed community gardens, which changed into subsistence farms after
allotment began in 1904.^5
Nowhere in western Sioux Country did a livestock industry
decline as sharply as it did on Pine Ridge. After the number of
Indian-owned cattle had peaked at some twenty-four thousand,
the total was reduced by about twenty percent during a storm
that hit on 14 March 1913. More than that, the herd shrank in
size due to a " reduction in the quantity of rations issued. ' ' Mainly because of this reduction, wrote a United States inspector in
1913, the Indians at Pine Ridge "have eaten their cattle."^^ Issuebeef reports corroborated his conclusion. The quantity of meat
distributed as treaty or Sioux benefits went from 4,200,000 pounds
in 1900, to 2,000,000 pounds in 1905, to 1,582,000 pounds in 1910,
to 600,000 pounds in 1914.»^ In the absence of an alternative

84. "Aberdeen Area Progress Report, Fiscal Years 1953-1958," Aberdeen Area
Office, 22 Jan. 1959, RG 75, FARC-Denver.
85. Extension Division, Pine Ridge, "Excerpt from Report of Superintendent
of Pine Ridge Reservation," 1932, RG 75, NA,
86. S, A. M, Young, "Inspection Report," 23 May 1913, Indian Central Classified File, RG 75, NA,
87. "Beef Cattle for Pine Ridge: Quantity Furnished Annually," Decimal File,
Pine Ridge, RG 75, FARC-KC,
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source of food, Oglala people simply consumed their livestock industry.
Between 1904 and 1916, allotments on about half of the land
of the Pine Ridge reservation went to 8,275 individuals in tracts
varying from one hundred sixty to six hundred forty acres. In
1912, non-Indian homesteaders entered 169,592 acres in the Bennett County area. Beginning in 1908, federal officials issued fee
patents, and the numbers increased steadily to peak under the
"forced fee patent" policies installed during 1918 and 1919. The
largest quantity of allotment acreage was sold in the years 1918
to 1922, but the issue of fee patents and their sales continued
steadily until 1934. From then until 1939, the number of feepatent sales diminished to only a few each year.
During July of 1942, however, federal officials again violated
the intention of the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934, which contained in Sections 2, 3, and 5 a fairly clear design to enlarge rather
than alienate either tribal or allotment land holdings within reservation boundaries. Exercising the authority of eminent domain
at a time of national crisis (World War II), they evicted 125 Oglala
families and reduced Pine Ridge land holdings by the seizure of
approximately three hundred forty thousand acres for use as a
gunnery range to give personnel in training at the United States
Army Air Corps Base near Rapid City experience with live ammunition prior to assignment overseas. A "taking area" fortythree miles long and twelve and a half miles wide included good
pasture lands, a part of the flourishing Red Shirt Table Agricultural Community, and the Thunder Butte communal cannery. Because federal officials would accept only 93,427 acres of tribal
land under lease, 125 Indian families (1,186 people) were given
thirty days' notice to vacate a taking area of 194,106 acres on
which 2,018 Oglala owners surrendered title at a low price without
resistance. In 1947, a report indicated that a total of 914,225 acres
had been alienated on this reservation since 1889. There remained
1,872,314 acres: 1,554,706 in allotments; 250,987 on tribal tracts;
and 66,621 for administrative uses. Pine Ridge Indians used less
than half of their land themselves, and non-Indians occupied approximately fifty-four percent under contracts of lease.^^

88. Missouri River Basias Investigations, "Economy of the Pine Ridge Reservation," 14 Apr. 1947, Aberdeen Area Office Files, RG 75, FARC-KC; "Reservation
Programs," Pine Ridge. "Proposed Programs for the Consideration of the Tribal
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No one set of statistics provides an adequate portrait of land
holdings and economic conditions among the western Sioux by
mid-century, and no set is wholly reliable. From appearances, the
variation in figures advanced for any year resulted either from
a bureaucratic tendency to submit the most recent set in the files
on demand or from the propensity of personnel to select statistics skewed to satisfy the particular concerns of people in their
own divisions of the Indian Service. Recognizing a margin of error up to about five percent, in or about the year 1950 statistics
for the western Sioux populations were more or less as follows:

RKSERVATION

Cheyenne River
Crow Creek
Lower Brule
Pine Ridge
Rosebud
Standing Rock

PüPULATION

4,307
846
416
10,648
6,500
4,500

ANNUAL INCOMK
PER FAMILY

$1,620
1,167
1,814
1,290
1,035
767

ACRES

CATTLK

1,601,000
154,872
132,686
2 ,074,881
1,087,064
1,064,000

16,849
1,897
5,632
30,655
16,384
8,555

Statistics that reduce land to type of ownership and use seem
to contain even greater margins of error, but they are also revealing. For the late 1940s, several reports of (1) land in personal
allotments, (2) land in tribal ownership, (3) land owned by the federal government for Indian use, and (4) area farmed or ranched
by tribal members contained the following statistics:

Council," 1950, Accession #75A457, Box 63085, RG 75, FARC-Denver; H. C. McCuliocb, ' T h e Economy of the Pine Ridge Reservation as affected by the Ango.stura
and Rocky Ford Irrigation Projects," Missouri River Basin Investigations, 14 Apr.
1947, Indian Central Classified File, RG 75, NA; Louis E. HoUoway, "Report to
the Public Lands Committee, United States House of Representatives, on the Taking
by Condemnation Proceedings of Lands Belonging to Members of the Oglala Sioux
Tribe of tbe Pine Ridge Indian Reservation, South Dakota, for Use as an Aerial
Gunnery Range," Missouri River Basin Investigations, Report no. 21 (1951), RG
75, FARC-KC.
89. "Indian Reservations in the Aberdeen Area," 1950, House Public Lands Commission Survey; Fort Thompson Superintendent Frell M. Owi to Aberdeen Area
Office Director G. Warren Spaulding, 12 Jan. 1950, including "Information for
House Public Lands Committee" from Crow Creek Agency, 12 Jan. 1950; and
Rosebud Superintendent C. R. Whitlock to G. Warren Spaulding, 24 Jan. 1950,
with "House Public Lands Committee Survey"; all in RG 75, FARC-Denver. Faring worse than any of these, 1,500 Yanktons on 44,938 acres reported 585 cattle
and $730 average annual income per family.
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RESERVATION

Cheyenne River
Crow Creek
Lower Brule
Pine Ridge
Rosebud
Standing Rock

FKHSUNAI.
Al.UlTME.NTS

TRIBAL
OWNERSHIP

FKUKHAI.
OWNE!ÎS1II['

899,762
152,640
94,793
1,559,305
995,870
895,987

713.126
2,232
37,893
250,987
71,067
157,331

6,003
22,710
14,823
64,319
28,730
10,964

F.MiMf:ii UV
INDIANS

525.936
.34,539
64,940
66.'5.371
299,003
181,966 '

At first blush, these figures suggest that promise remained for
economic support of tribal life through a land-based eci>nomy.
White ranchers remained eager to lease crop or grazing land at
equitable rates. Examples include independent operators Ted Jennings and Joe Knippling and the substantial Frank Cable (Sr.) Land
and Cattle Company at Crow Creek. A quirk in inheritance procedure caused trouble with lease arrangements, however. Few allottees ever drew up wills. Most of their acreages went on bequest
according to the rules of inheritance prescribed by state law. This
situation led to the fractionation of interests at ludicrous proportions. In one instance, forty heirs owned twenty acres by fractions of interest ranging from 583200/4665600 (12.5 percent) down
to 4320/466560 (9/100 of 1 percent). In another case, ten heirs
owned a few acres by fractions ranging from 378/756 to 12/756.
Although some heirs received valuable bequests, the vast majority
held fractionated interests of trifling value. Becau.se federal officials declined to pay rental fees due an heir in an amount less than
one dollar, some received no payment whatsoever. By and large,
the proceeds from lease on more than 71 percent of the remaining acreage was of limited value or no worth at all to most of the
28,687 western Sioux reservation residents.'*^

90. Pine Ridge Superintendent C. H. Powers to CIA, 13 Jan, 1950, with
"Memorandum of Information: Relating to the Proposed Legislation (H.R. 6405
and S. 2687) to provide for the Rehabilitation of the Sioux Tribes of Indians of
North and South Dakota, and for other purposes," Pine Ridge Agency. ÍÍ'63087;
C. R. Whitlock toG. Warren Spaulding. 24 Jan. 1950, with "House Public Lands
Committee Survey"; and Frell M. Owl toG. Warren Spaulding, 12 Jan. 1950, including "Information for House Public Lands Committee" from Crow Creek Agency, 12 Jan. 1950; all in RG 75, FARC-Denver.
91. Interview with Gerald Little, 21 Nov. 1988. The Handbook of Laws of Succession used to govern Indian inheritance in the absence of a will required that
property of the deceased go in equal .shares to a surviving spouse and child; where
there was more than one child, in shares of one-third to the spou.se and remainder
by equal parts to the children or their issue; where only children survived, in equal
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By mid century, nearly all of their Individual Indian Money Accounts had been closed or reduced to trifling balances. The tribal
funds were nearly gone: Cheyenne River had $37,986.36; Crow
Creek, $7,865.66; Lower Brule. $5,254.35; Pine Ridge, $18,528.31;
Rosebud, $81,264; and Standing Rock, $32,258.00.»^ In contrast,
conditions advantageous for the white .settler were implicit in the
developments described above. During an era in which immigration into the United States peaked at more than one million a year
and arable or grazing land grew scarce at other places along the
Anglo-American frontier, the western Sioux relinquished for private entry 9,053,935 acres in the 1889 Agreement, plus substantial acreages left over after allotment within reservation
boundaries. Along with opportunity to homestead or purchase
land on large surplus tracts, the settlers had the chance to lease
tribal acreages and individual allotments and to purchase allotments as they came onto the market. In little more than a quarter century, the western Sioux made available some fifteen miUion
acres for non Indian homestead or purchase plus the majority of
more than six million acres for lease. Management for most transactions came free of charge through federal officials assigned to
look after the interests of the Sioux.
Along with land came ready markets. Cattlemen sold livestock
at advantageous prices with little transportation cost for distribution on issue days or as a part of the diet at agency installations, schools, and missions across Sioux Country. They marketed
cattle on the hoof for foundation herds, purchased with tribal trust
funds for distribution among resident allottees. Immigrant farmers sold grain and food products to agencies, while urban residents
eryoyed steady markets for building materials, supplies, and
services.
Out of Sioux coffers came a continuous cash flow to the aggregate white population of millions of dollars distributed in
shares among the children or to their offspring: where neither spouse nor child
survived, to brothers and sisters, or their offspring, or other nearest relations. These
rules set by ihe 1887 edition changed little in a revised edition published in 1913.
One of numerous copies scattered through agency records can be found in Subject Correspondence P'iles, Crow Creek Agency, RG 75, FARC-KC. Examples of
fractionated land interest are readily available in "The Yankton Tract Book: 1936,"
RG 75, FARC-KC. A good published di,scu.ssion of heirship land problems occurs
in Michael L. Laws(»n, "Indian Heirship Lands: The Lake Traverse Experience,"
Smth Dakota History 12 (Winter 1982): 213-31.
92. "Memorandum of Information: Relating to Proposed Legislation (H.R. 6405
and S. 2687)," RG 75, FARC Denver.
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hundreds of thousands of little drafts. The people who complained
about "Indian payments" and "government checks" casbed them
with confidence and earned substantial profits, while allottees and
their families depleted their funds to buy necessities more often
than luxuries. Bankers, automobile dealers, clothiers, and
storekeepers who suffered losses endured them mainly by extending credit to individuals against the advice of agency personnel.
The positive impact of cash flow through expenditures by more
than twenty-five thousand reservation residents over half a century can hardly be overestimated.
Along with the funds came jobs. Many newcomers found work
among regular agency employees in the United States Civil Service and irregular employment in such specialized functions as
livestock management and construction, as well as work at federal or ecclesiastical schools, As a case in point, numerous nonIndians in the Chamberlain area have thrived on jobs at Saint
Joseph Indian School since the Priests of the Sacred Heart opened
it in 1927 primarily for youngsters from Crow Creek and Lower
Brule reservations. Even with opportunities like these, however,
life in west river South Dakota was not easy. The twentiethcentury experience of non Indian settlers reveals that even had
the Sioux people brought a long tradition of family farming and
ranching to the task, few could have survived on their allotments
without almost continuous governmental assistance."-*
As Agent McGillycuddy had pointed out, the west river country was "not much of a 'land in severalty' " region. A combination of geographical circumstances and congressional policies had
forced the Sioux to struggle on small parcels of land with little
assistance. A hundred years after the 1889 Sioux Agreement, Tim
Giago expressed the sentiment of many Sioux people when he
asked: "What is there to celehrate?" Perhaps there is no other
instance in trans-Mississippi western history where so many Indian people entered an era with as much promise for a land-based
economy and emerged half a century later with so little to show
for it.
93, Paula M, i^ehon's A/ter the We.'it WasWon:HnmesteadersandTown-Build<^rs
in Western South Dakota, 1900-1fU7 (hma City: University of Iowa Press, 1986)
contains a recent accmmt of the while settlers' experiences, failures, and adaptations with agriculture in the west river region.
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