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THE JOHN EVANS STUDY COMMITTEE - SAND CREEK MASSACRE
   Today's edition presents a summary of the findings by the University of Denver John Evans Study Committee. The Study Committee determined that “John Evans bears serious culpability for the Sand Creek Massacre having occurred,” for at least  four reasons:
· Abrogation of Duties as Superintendent;
· Advocacy of War Over Peace;
· Authorization for the 3rd Regiment; and
· Deferral of Authority of the Military.
   The Study Committee acknowledges that in order to recognize the culpability of Evans, even though he did not physically participate in the massacre, it is necessary to “understand the specific responsibilities, power and influence John Evans held as the highest ranking authority in Colorado Territory in 1864.”
   “Power in Office:  The Coterminous Roles of Governor and Superintendent of Indian Affairs” (presented beginning next week) will explain that territorial governors had dual responsibilities in the mountain west of the 1860's, with each position having enormous powers and responsibilities in their jurisdictions over two distinct populations – settler colonists and Native peoples.  
  The Study states, “Given the relatively loose governing structures of territories so far removed from Washington, Indian superintendents had a great deal of latitude in interpreting and implementing policy and managing relations with Native peoples within their jurisdictions.
   Now to the reasons for Evans' culpability.
Abrogation of Duties as Superintendent:  
· Evans did not respond seriously to his mandate from Indian Commissioner Dole to negotiate a treaty of peace with the Cheyenne and Arapaho.
· As superintendent, he repeatedly made decisions or failed to resolve problems in ways that amounted to letting the Native people, whose rights he was legally obligated to protect, fend for themselves against settler-colonists and the military intruding on what was, by previous occupancy and American law, their land.
· Under dangerous conditions, Evans exerted grossly insufficient legal enforcement of claims on behalf of the tribes and largely ignored their complaints, thereby contributing to the acceleration in conflict.
· Compared with neighboring superintendents working under similar or even more challenging conditions, Evans delayed, evaded and blamed his Native constituents, while his counterparts in Nevada and Utah successfully negotiated treaties with the Native populations and averted escalation of violence.
· When faced with a last desperate attempt by leaders from those nations to make a peace that might have changed the trajectory of events, Evans blamed and rebuffed them, and arbitrarily, without sufficient cause, passed off his authority to the military.
· This [Evans'] pattern of irresponsible leadership amounted to dereliction of his duties as superintendent.
Advocacy of War Over Peace:  
· From late 1863 onward, when faced repeatedly with the opportunity to allay settler colonists' fears of Native people and agitations for war, Evans instead chose escalation and panic.
· [Evans'] consistent conjectures of war and lobbying for the use of military force were far out of bounds with regard to his duties as superintendent and irresponsible exercise of his civic influence as governor.
· Evans' two proclamations in June and August of 1864 represent effective declarations of war (an authority he did not have) which acted to inflame settler passions and put peace-making Native leaders in a dangerously untenable position.
· Neither proclamation defined criteria for differentiating so-called “hostile Indians” from “friendly” ones; and the caveats provided, urging that attacks on “friendly Indians” be avoided, were grossly inadequate to the conditions that prevailed in the Territory by summer of 1864.
· [Both] proclamations were anomalous in comparison.
· As directives issuing from the governor's office they [the proclamations] cannot but have influenced the attitudes of the untrained volunteers who enlisted in the 3rd Regiment, a force raised explicitly to “kill Indians.”
· Even early on and when there was evidence to the contrary, Evans was attached to the idea that a general Indian war was on its way, and his reactions to this terrifying specter created an environment in which it became likely.
Deferral of Authority to the Military:
· Evans was given a clear mandate by Indian Commissioner Dole to do everything he could to broker peace with the tribes who had not signed onto or did not support the treaty of Fort Wise.
· John Evans was not obligated to surrender authority to the military, given his political authority and influence as territorial governor.
·  Although a military official instructed him [Evans] not to make peace with Native Americans in the early fall of 1864, as Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Evans could have brokered an agreement even if it displeased military officials, as the military had no authority over the Indian affairs settlement process.
· Rather than pursuing the perhaps less popular path of peace, Evans allowed Colonel Chivington to declare martial law.
· In doing so, the governor-superintendent handed the fate of Colorado's Native inhabitants to a military hungry for war; to a commander dead set on achieving glory before this commission expired (though technically it already had, as had the 3rd  Regiment's commission); and to a regiment populated with untrained settle colonists whose anti-Native fervor Evans had explicitly helped incite. (writer's emphasis)
   The Study Committee took care to lay out a case for a fuller reading of Evans' culpability for the Sand Creek Massacre, stating their analysis did not pivot upon Evans' personal prejudices, his character nor his personal philosophy. As support of that premise the Study Committee made these points:
· Evans shared the same (and in some cases more restrained) views in comparison to many of his settler compatriots regarding whether it was possible for settler colonists in the Colorado Territory to share land and resources with the Native inhabitants who held title to the land when the settlers arrived.
· Evans fundamentally disagreed with the principles upon which the treaty-making process was based and believed Native peoples needed to be “civilized,” through relocation and force if necessary.
· These beliefs are relevant to his actions and they can help explain his motivations, but they do not particularly distinguish him from other territorial leaders, but his decisions and actions in his official capacities do.
· It is important to understand Evans' worldview with regard to civilization, progress and the fate of Native people – and to understand how the effects of such a worldview have ultimately redounded to the material benefit of members of our Colorado community today.
· The difficulties Evans faced as a leader charged with the seemingly impossible task of protecting settler interests and Native rights simultaneously.
· In some ways, his two posts were inherently in contradiction with one another. Evans' deepest commitments were to the settler community and to bringing progress, as he understood it, to an area of the country he viewed as uncivilized.
· It is important to examine how a man who led so well in other respects and cared so much about the people of Colorado could have made such reckless decisions with regard to the Native people within his jurisdiction – “decisions in 1863 that resulted in Evans' seeming acceleration toward war and away from treaty-making efforts.”
   Next week, “Power In Officer:  The Coterminous Roles of Governor and Superintendent of Indian Affairs.”
   The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com.
