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THE JOHN EVANS STUDY COMMITTEE – SAND CREEK MASSACRE
   Today's edition continues with the Study Committee's review and analysis of the federal investigation by the Wade Commission.
   While the Wade Commission recognized and appreciated that while the atrocities  were front and center, there was a larger state of affairs with regard to Indian-settler relations in the Territory. It recognized that “there seemed to have existed among the people inhabiting that region of the country a hostile feeling toward the Indians,” although it was not a normal state of territorial affairs.
   The Wade Commission also acknowledged, “no effort seems to have been made by the authorities there to prevent these hostilities, other than by the commission of even worse acts. The hatred of the whites to the Indians would seem to have been inflamed and existed to the utmost.”
   The Commission made a point of rebuking Evans for how the body parts were brought to the capital for display, “specifically noting the dangerous implications of his August Proclamation for inciting precisely such kinds of violence in the Territory” stating:
· [Settlers'] cupidity was appealed to, for the governor in a proclamation calls upon all, “either individually or in such parties as they may organize,” “to kill and destroy as enemies of the country, wherever they may be found, all such hostile Indians,” authorizing them to “hold to their own private use and benefit all the property of said hostile Indians that they may capture.” What Indians he would ever term friendly it is impossible to tell. His testimony before your committee was characterized by such prevarication and shuffling as has been shown by no witness they have examined during the four years they have been engaged in their investigations; and for the evident purpose of avoiding the admission that he was fully aware that the Indians massacred so brutally at Sand Creek were then, and had been, actuated by the most friendly feelings towards the whites, and had done all in their power to restrain those less friendly disposed. (writer's emphasis)
   The Study Committee made these observations about the overall assessment of Evans by the Wade Commission:
· the Commission did not find Evans' decisions at Camp Weld as a leadership failure, but it recognized his role in exacerbating anti-Indian sentiment in Colorado during a delicate period;
· identified the second proclamation as a pivotal action by civil authorities that created the conditions under which the deeds committed at the massacre were conceivable to ordinary soldiers;
· appreciated that Evans had provided no criteria by which settlers might differentiate between so-called hostile and friendly Indians, nor any way for peace-seeking bands to meet the requirements of his proclamation, other than what they had done.
   Finding the conclusion by the Wade Commission authors persuasive, the Study Committee quoted:  
· “Your committee most sincerely trust that the result of their inquiry will be the adoption of measures which will render impossible the employment of officers, civil and military, such as have heretofore made the administration of Indian affairs in this country a byword and reproach.” (writer's emphasis)
On the Resignation of Evans:  
   The Joint Committee on the Conduct of War issued its report with few military officials in Colorado being spared denunciation. When the Committee submitted its report and testimony to President Johnson, it contained the following recommendations:
· Governor Evans be immediately removed from office;
· that Colonel Chivington and Major Anthony … be at once arrested and brought before a military commission for trial for acts unbecoming officers of the United States military service, and violating the usages of civilized warfare.
   Sadly, “Chivingtom and Anthony could not be tried because they were out of the military.”  Along with the report to President Johnson was an advisement by the lame-duck Secretary of the Interior John Palmer Usher that “the conclusion of the Committee is evidently just, and [Usher] joins in asking that their recommendations be carried out” – but Evans was the only official who could reasonably take the hit.
   Just a week later, Colorado delegate-elect Allen A. Bradford sent a letter to President Johnson advocating for the immediate removal of Evans. Bradford had his critics as he was considered a “bolter” – a Republican who disagreed with the current party line, and his appeal had a “six-point broadside of Evans”:
· he failed to carry out any good policy for the territory;
· engaged in private speculation to the neglect of the public interest;
· was too often away from the territory;
· lost the people's confidence; and
· even (according to Bradford) interfered with elections in the territory for his own interest.
   The sixth of Bradford's “broadside” was specific as to a clear pattern of actions, in a way the others aren't:
· In his mismanagement of the Indian affairs in the territory, [Evans] has pursued a policy that has intensified the hostility of the Indians and provoked their attacks upon the citizens of the Territory and the routes of travel, thus preventing emigration and destroying business and trade. He has given countenance and encouragement to a Massacre [sic] of peaceable Indians and destroyed their faith and confidence in the sincerity of Government Treaties.”
   What this amounted to, according to the Study Committee, was “a repudiation of Evan's action in the governor-superintendent role in the terms of nineteenth century western settlement.” While it was not exactly from the eye of a neutral observer, “the letter makes the connection between mismanagement of Indian affairs, the troubles in the Territory and the massacre.” The repudiation by Bradford, along with several others, “kept up the pressure on President Johnson to initiate Evans' removal.
   Evans was not without his defenders, including Ohio Congressman and friend James M. Ashley who denounced the Wade Report, blaming the charges against Evans as orchestrated by Copperheads and a few “bolters,” and that it was unjust because “Governor Evans was not in the Territory at the time and could not be responsible for the acts of any military officer acting under the direction of a Major Genl[sic] of the United States army.”
   Ashley recounts a meeting between Evans and President Lincoln which proves an indication that Evans believed the administration would protect him. Also telling in Ashley's recounting of the meeting is a provision of a window into mid-nineteenth century patronage dynamics:
· The Governor was the personal friend of Mr. Lincoln and in my presence the whole matter was talked over and satisfactorally [sic] explained, at least to Mr. Lincoln[,] and Governor Evans was requested by Mr. Lincoln to go back to the Territory, with the assurance that he would not be disturbed by any efforts which might be made by the “bolting' delegate-elect [Bradford], and not only so, but the Governor was assured that his recommendations, when endorsed by the Chairman of the Committee on the Territories for any new appointments or changes in the Territorial officers, should be recognized. It was also agreed the opposition Delegate for any of the Territories – or Delegates elected by the entire copperhead votes and a few bolters – against the 'regular' union nominees should not control the patronage of the administration, but that the Governors representing the administration and its policy and the Chairman of the Committee on Territories when united should controll [sic] all such appointments.
   The Study Committee set forth two overall biases back in Denver:  1)The public was defensive about Easterners who settlers felt didn't know a thing about Indian conflicts and made the region appear callous and uncivilized; and 2) One can only imagine how a public that had been angry with Governor Evans for being weak on Indians might be befuddled that he was now being connected with an event many could not recognize as a massacre – even to the point that “Ned Byers of the Rocky Mountain News chalked up attacks on Evans to a conspiracy among his political enemies.” Cyrus Kingsley, the leading Methodist clergyman in Denver and a few others tried to save him. All were to no avail, Evans was out! By the end of summer of 1865, the three investigations were complete and Evans resigned his post on August 1, 1865.
  It was mid-June before dispatches reached Denver that Evans had been removed from office and General John Slough had been named to succeed him. Slough had become anpersonal enemy of Chivington partly as a result of having fought at Glorieta Pass as the first commander of the 1st Colorado Cavalry.
   Evans requested that the actual transfer of power be delayed until he could complete negotiations with the Utes, an ironic twist in light of his previous lack of conscientious efforts towards treaties. Evans' rationalization, “Though a better man may be my successor, it will be dangerous to the peace with these Indians to make the contemplated change until after the proposed council as no one can gain the confidence of the Indians in a day,” demonstrating a new found solemnity in regard to peace with the Utes.  
   Removal from office did not end Evans' determination to clear his name of association with the Sand Creek affair. Evans' rebuttal to the Wade report asserted that his “vindication shall be full, clear, and triumphant,” with local papers in Denver and other American papers issuing irate editorials condemning the findings of the Wade Commission. Most Colorado papers supported Evans' published Reply to the Wade Commission, except for the Denver Gazette, edited by Fred J. Stanton, long critical of the Evans administration, seeming to relish Evans' plight.
   The Reply published by Evans received a bit more of a hearing before the Doolittle Commission, but even that could not save Evans from the pressure to resign.
   Next week, an interview conducted in 1884 by the famous American historian and ethnologist Hubert Howe Bancroft, which affords a very telling view – in that interview the idea of Indian land title, Evans attributed erroneously to William Penn:  “I never saw the rediculous nature of it until I got to see the consequence of teaching people that the country belonged to them and then robbing them of it.”          The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com.
