Part One—Sitting Bull and the Lakotas
As we wrap up our Westward Expansion unit, please read the article on Sitting Bull and the
Lakotas and answer the attached questions.
READING:
As a child, the American Indian who would eventually be known as Sitting Bull (c. 1831–1890) was given the
name "Slow" because of his lack of skills. By the age of 14, however, his success in hunting buffalo and
participating in war parties had earned him a new name, which is a translation of the Sioux Tatanka-Iyotanka.
As an adult, Sitting Bull became dedicated to opposing attempts by the U.S. Army to take Indian lands and took
part in an 1865 attack on Fort Rice, in what is now North Dakota. His bravery in this and other battles allowed
him to rise to chief of the Lakota Sioux Nation in 1868.
Sitting Bull's greatest success came as a result of U.S. efforts to claim land in the Black Hills of South Dakota
that had been granted to the Sioux under the Fort Laramie Treaty of 1868. This land, which was sacred ground
to the Lakota Sioux, came into dispute after an 1874 expedition led by General George Custer found gold there.
An initial offer to purchase the Black Hills was rejected by the Sioux, who chose to defend the sacred land
against U.S. incursion. At a Sioux dance ceremony in June 1876, Sitting Bull danced for 36 consecutive hours
and had a vision of his forces defeating the U.S. Army. The vision proved accurate later that month, as a result
of Custer's decision to divide his already outnumbered troops into three separate forces. Sitting Bull then killed
all 260 of Custer's remaining soldiers in the Battle of Little Bighorn, also known as Custer's Last Stand.
In truth, however, the battle was in effect Sitting Bull's last stand. The U.S. responded by sending additional
forces to defeat the Indians and force them onto reservations and then formally took the Black Hills back under
a congressional act in 1877 that rescinded the Fort Laramie Treaty. Sitting Bull retreated to Canada, where he
remained until he returned to the Dakota Territory in1881. He was then captured and imprisoned for two years.
Upon his release, a friendship with the sharpshooter Annie Oakley led him to briefly perform in the Buffalo Bill
Cody Wild West Show; however, he quickly left after declaring that he would "rather die an Indian than live a
white man." Sitting Bull's participation in an 1889 Ghost Dance, intended to rid Indian land of white people,
brought him to the attention of U.S. officials once again, and he was killed in a gunfight while resisting arrest in
1890.
The Lakota Sioux Nation continued to press its claim for the Black Hills in a controversy that lasted for over a
century. In 1980, the United States Supreme Court declared that the territory had been taken from the Sioux
improperly and awarded the tribe $100 million in damages. In 2012, the Lakota were finally able to repurchase
the land from its owners at the time for $9 million.

Questions:
1. What was the source of Sitting Bull’s leadership?

2. What did each side get in the Fort Laramie Treaty?

3. Why were the Black Hills important to the Lakota, and why did they become attractive to
Americans?

4. Who made his “last stand” at the Battle of Little Bighorn? Explain.

Part Two: Choose any CNN Ten from this week and summarize it below.
Summary:

Part Three: define the following terms and use each of them in an original sentence.
Define the following terms and use each of them in an original sentence
Word
ruthless

tycoon

amass

Definition

Sentence

impeccable

prime

innovative

human
trafficking
barring

collaborator

rapport

arduous

Part Four: Short Answer
5. Why does the author say Franklin and Armfield’s timing was “impeccable?”

6. What does the Joshua Rothman mean when he says “history, too, has largely let them off scot-free?”

7.

What does the author mean when she says that Franklin and Armfield “developed cruel stratagems
to boost their bottom line?”

8. What does the author mean when she says, “Neither Franklin nor Armfield earned recrimination
from their peers during their lifetimes?”

Part Five—Extended Response: The author claims that it was a myth that slave traders like
Franklin and Armfield were not allowed into “polite society.” In other words, she claims that it is wrong to
think slave traders were shunned and cast out by the wealthy upper-class. Explain how the lives of Franklin and
Armfield show that this was in fact a myth.

America's cruelest, richest slave traders
By Washington Post, adapted by Newsela staff on 10.11.19
Word Count 734
Level 830L

Image 1. A window in the basement of Isaac Franklin and John Armfield's slaveholding "pen" in Alexandria, Virginia. The two men, largely
forgotten today, were the most successful -— and cruelest — domestic slave traders in American history. Photo from: Washington Post/Matt
McClain.

The two most ruthless slave traders in America were Isaac Franklin and John Armfield. Together,
they sold more enslaved people and separated more families than almost anyone else in America.
They also made more money. Between the 1820s and 1830s, the two men were the tycoons of the
domestic slave trade.
In 2019, the United States marked the 400th anniversary of the arrival of the first enslaved
Africans in Jamestown. America still struggles to confront slavery's brutality. It is also having to
come to terms with the people who profited from slavery. Few grew richer than these two Virginia
slave traders.
The success of Franklin and Armfield was immense. The duo made a fortune worth several billions
in today's dollars. They retired as two of the nation's wealthiest men, according to Joshua
Rothman. Rothman, a professor of history at the University of Alabama, is writing a book about
them. Franklin and Armfield transported an estimated 10,000 enslaved people during their
careers, according to Rothman.
This article is available at 5 reading levels at https://newsela.com.

Turned Slave Trade Into Modern, Organized Business

"They're the ones who turned the business of selling
humans from one part of the U.S. to another ... into a
very modern, organized business," said Maurie D.
McInnis. She is a professor at the University of Texas
at Austin who studies the cultural history of slavery.
Yet today, almost no one knows their names.
"I think America continues to be uncomfortable
talking about the original sin of slavery," McInnis
said. "And this is one of its most horrific chapters."
The slave trade was all Isaac Franklin ever knew. He was born in 1789 to a wealthy planter family
in Tennessee. His family owned "a significant number" of enslaved people, according to Rothman.
In his late teens, the United States passed a law ending the transatlantic slave trade. Franklin and
his older brothers grew interested in the domestic version. They began transporting small
numbers of enslaved people between Virginia and the Deep South.
Franklin connected with John Armfield in the early
1820s. The two immediately developed a deep
friendship, Rothman said. They launched the slavetrading firm Franklin & Armfield. They moved it into
an Alexandria townhouse — today a museum — in
1828.
Rothman noted, "Part of the reason they're successful
is they work well together: Each understands the
other's strengths, they trust and respect each other."
Kept In "Holding Pens" Like Animals

Their business worked like this: Relying on a network of headhunters spread across Virginia,
Maryland and Washington, Armfield would round up enslaved people. He held them in an openair pen behind the house in Alexandria. Sometimes they were packed into its crowded, filthy
basement. He would collect a large number: usually between 100 and 200. Then, he'd send the
group on a 1,000-mile march to slave markets in Natchez, Mississippi, or New Orleans, Louisiana;
or he'd stuff them into one of the company's three ships to make the same journey by water.
At the peak of their business, the two men were moving roughly 1,000 people a year. Franklin and
Armfield treated the enslaved people in their "holding pen" like animals.
"The whole thing was so evil," McInnis said.
They quit the business around 1837. Franklin died in 1846; Arnfield, in 1871. Neither man earned
criticism from their peers during their lifetime, but were celebrated for their wealth, success and
charming natures. Nor did they feel the slightest remorse about buying and selling humans,
according to their papers.
Never Thought Slavery Might Be Bad
This article is available at 5 reading levels at https://newsela.com.

"It never occurs to them to think slavery might be bad: Slavery is what made their society work, it
made them rich, it was a given that that was what black people were for," Rothman said.
Sometimes, he finds it difficult to keep going. Probing the dark activities and darker minds of
Franklin and Armfield is depressing.
Then he remembers why he wanted to write the book.
"People are still talking about how the slave trade was marginal, slave traders were these
ostracized dirtbags, and slaveholders only bought and sold people when they had to," Rothman
said. Those myths, Rothman said, need to be demolished.

This article is available at 5 reading levels at https://newsela.com.

