. - Our Indian wards

discharge of the duty assizned hime. In view of the fact that,

acs & commissioner on tne part of the United States, he was &

party to the treaty of 1868, by which the integrity of the reser-
vation and tne unceded Indian couuntry was guarasntesd to the

Indians, with the undisturbed use and occunation of the same, it

has sesmed a cruel thing for his superiors to »nut him in the field
tc punish ths Indigns for exercising rights acquired under the treaty.
As a good soldier,.he must obey orddrs, there being no alterunativs
other than resignation of his office. A4As to Geun. Cryok, his reports
overflow with charges aund alleg.tiocns aguinst tue zzency Sioux.

Fe said officially, on Septewber 26, 1876, that, from the date of
the tre.ty of 1868 to the preseunt tiise, there had been no time that
the settiecrs waere f.ae from depre: utions; that the Indiaus, wi%hout
interruption, attacked persdns at home, murdered and scalped them,
stole their stock, and, in fact, violated every leadiug feature of
their treaty. Ie said/igzt "the reservutions, instead of being

the abode of loyal JTundiaus, hcolding the terus of the agreement
sécred, hhave been althiag but nests of disloyalty to their treaties
and the governsent, avd scourges to the deorle whnose misfortune

it has been to be within their reach.™ Vhen it is ctated that

Geaq. Crook, from the date of the treaty with the Sioux, in 1868,
uptil a brief period previous to the tire he wrote the above, had been
located on the Pacific coast and in Arizona, and hence ~ersonally
fgnorant of fhe conditi n, teuper, and ceonduct of the agency 3ioux,
the reader will know what weight to give tc such bold and reckless
statemsnts. . ‘

.

It is presumed tht the wor dspartosot wus nroperly iv-



