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THE JOHN EVANS STUDY COMMITTEE – SAND CREEK MASSACRE
   A preface to today's edition is probably appropriate due to the orientation column   appearing several months previously (February 2015).
   As mentioned several times during recent months, Northwestern University in Illinois was also founded by John Evans. Until 2013, neither of the universities founded by John Evans had ever taken a critical, systematic look at Evans' role in the Sand Creek Massacre.
   As the 150th anniversary of that event approached –  November 29, 1864 – students at Northwestern urged Northwestern's leaders to address Evans' role  in the Sand Creek Massacre “frankly and honestly” and the process of Indian removal more broadly. (At the time, Northwestern did not have any specialists in Native American history or culture. Also acknowledged was Northwestern being considerably removed from the site of the massacre.)
   In February of 2013, the University of Denver (DU) was contacted to see if it also intended to conduct a similar inquiry. Soon after, a faculty-led inquiry at DU was under way after discussion with the University's Provost, Chancellor, Chair of the Department of Anthropology and other faculty members. All agreed such an inquiry “would be of significant value and interest to the University of Denver community as the institution's sesquicentennial celebration also coincided with this event.” DU's Study Committee was not selected by the Provost but was made up of faculty from across the university who volunteered to contribute research, scholarship and time investigating Evans' role in the massacre.
   A disclaimer of sorts should be reiterated – the Provost and Chancellor provided financial support for some of the study committee's activities, but as a whole the group has conducted its research and writing independently of administrative oversight. Also, “the report represents the findings and critical insights of the committee itself, and not the University of Denver writ large . . .”
   Today's edition presents the Study Committee's reassessment of Evans' culpability and its findings that are a departure from the report prepared by Northwestern University.
   This summation first:  
· “Nearly every situation involving Native people in Colorado – from the confused and neglected situation at the Upper Arkansas  Agency;
· to the failed treaty council of September, 1863;
· to the orchestration of the only successful treaty signing during Evans' tenure as superintendent, which occurred without his involvement;
· to the inability to scale back suspicion and hostility toward the Cheyenne and Arapaho in order to ensure their security and rights; and
· to the outright rejection of conciliation.
   All these results reflect Evans' superintendency, as a function of his governorship, as a failed undertaking. ( writer's emphasis)
   Additionally, “in utilizing Republican Party loyalty and commitment to abolitionism as the primary indicators of suitability for appointment to high office, Abraham Lincoln erred substantially in the case of Dr. Evans. When compared with Nye and Doty, it is clear that Evans never should have been appointed Colorado's Superintendent of Indian Affairs.” (Governor James Nye of Nevada Territory and Governor James Duane Doty, fifth Governor of Utah Territory)
   The Study Committee addresses whether or not Evans knew in advance about Chivington's plan to attack Sand Creek. The Northwestern reports concluded that Evans could not have possibly have known about Chivington's plans for the massacre, and “evaluated Evans as 'small-minded,' preoccupied with his personal reputation, but also 'consistently honest and hardworking,' if also 'condescending and sometimes uncomprehending'.”
   The Northwestern report also implied that Evans' condescension and incomprehension resulted in his not acting 'in a manner that befitted an official with a federal duty to look out for the tribes,' but that such a failure may be inexcusable.”
   The DU Study Committee addressed the issue of a fiduciary relationship which describes the position that was in place between the United States and the Superintendent of Indians Affairs with regard to the Indians. “The fiduciary relationship is one of trust and responsibility. The fiduciary is 'held to a standard of conduct and trust above that of a stranger or of a casual business person.' The fiduciary has the power and obligation to act for another, the beneficiary, and 'extends to every possible case in which one side places confidence in the other and  such confidence is accepted.” “If looking out for the tribes was indeed a fiduciary relationship, Evans clearly violated it.”
   The DU Study Committee references a characterization of Evans by Gary Roberts (author of Sand Creek) as “well-intentioned at the beginning of his tenure as governor, but with little concern for Indian affairs, while also regarding him as 'not in lock step' with Chivington.”
   At this point, the Northwestern Report took the characterization even further and implied that Chivington wanted to kill Indians just for the sake of killing Indians, whereas Evans had no such desire, claiming that Evans neither knew about the impending Sand Creek massacre in November of 1864, nor by extension, did he approve of it. The DU Study Committee relates Roberts' evaluation of Evans as governor with these comments:
· Evans lacked an understanding of the importance of his position as Superintendent of Indians Affairs, abrogating the responsibilities  to seek peace as a specification of that position;
· Evans was incapable of balancing his responsibilities to both settlers and Native peoples which were necessarily at odds;
· Evans was a cold and calculating official, but as nonetheless promoting a “climate of fear and hatred,” in which he routinely blamed others “for every misstep”;
· in all three federal hearings conducted regarding accountability, Evans consistently denied knowing anything about Chivington's plans and intentions;
· Evans may have known that Chivington was going to march on Fort Lyon, but there was no conspiracy between Evans and Chivington, noting that Evans could not have possibly condoned the killing of women and children; and
· Evans could not have anticipated “the extremes to which Chivington and his troops would go”;
   The DU Study Committee agreed with Roberts' final conclusion that “Evans was nonetheless 'responsible more than any other, for creating the atmosphere for Sand Creek, and therefore being, by design or by weakness … deeply culpable for the Sand Creek massacre,' through the role in which he 'promoted the inevitably of an Indian war ...'”
   A portion of Evans' statement “To the Public,” issued from the Executive Departments, Area Superintendent of Indians Affairs, CT, Denver, on August 6, 1865, just prior to the end of his term [removal from office]:  “'It will appear in evidence that I had no intimation of the direction in which the campaign against the hostile Indians was to move or against what bands it was to be made ...' and further insisted, 'by every means within my power, I endeavored to preserve peace and protect the interests of the people of the Territory.'”
   The DU Study Committee analyzed Evans' statement:  “For Evans,  neither the words 'people' nor 'community' could include Indians.”
   The cold piercing statement by Evans twenty years later to historian H. H. Bancroft, was repeated again by the DU Study Committee:  “...the benefit to Colorado, of that massacre, as they call it, was very great, for it ridded the plains of the Indians, for there was a sentiment that Indians ought not to be in the midst of the community. It relieved us very much the roaming tribes of Indians.” (writer's emphasis)
   The DU Study Committee points out that “The clarify of expression in which this idea was offered ran directly counter to government policy of the time – that the 'destiny' of Native people 'must be determined and worked out where they are'.” Further acknowledgment is made of the contradiction such a statement speaks to of the obvious disunity in relation to testimony and public statements Evans made concerning Sand Creek in the immediate aftermath of the event.
   This is the question the DU Study Committee states it is left with: “What did Evans do that he thought would excise Indians from 'the community'; rid the settler colonists of the roaming Indians; and make the Sand Creek massacre merely the culmination of a series of actions that would have made it a logical conclusion to his vision as Superintendent of Indians Affairs for the Territory of Colorado?”
   This profound statement by the DU Study Committee:  “There between the idea and the reality, the motion and the act, is the shadow that seems to appear as a resolutely logical progression of events that lead inexorably to the answer we seek.”  
   Next week, Seeing the Round Corners presents the conclusion and summary of the Report of the John Evans Study Committee by the University of Denver.
   The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com.
