August 31, 2015
   Today's edition presents the DU Study Committee's Reassessment of Culpability and its “departure” from the Northwestern University Report on John Evans.
   This writer believes that a portion of the August 24th edition of Seeing the Round Corners should be repeated:
· Evans endorsed the Bear River Massacre and was thrilled when (he thought) General Connor might get to led the 3rd Regiment.
· Evans wrote Brigadier General Connor on October 24, 1864 saying, “I am glad that you are coming. I have no doubt the Indians may be chastised during the winter, which they very much need. Bring all the forces you can; then pursue kill and destroy them, until which we will have no permanent peace on the plains.”
   Point-of-Information:  Brigadier General Connor led 300 troops in January, 1863 against the Shoshone Camp on Bear River in what was then Washington Territory. Those killed or later died from their wounds was more than 500. Witnesses reported seeing soldiers “holding infants by their heels and beating their brains out against 'any hard surface they could find.'” This statement speaks to the savagery military leaders were capable of during those days.
   We take up the core conclusions reached by the Study Committee as to Evans' culpability with number 4.  
4. Evans would have opposed the attack at Sand Creek (verbatim from the report):
· Northwestern's report included this conclusion:  “The extant evidence suggests that he [Evans] did not consider the Indians at Sand Creek a threat and that he would have opposed the attack that took place.”
· The DU Study Committee states the first clause is true as evidenced by Evans' ostensible efforts to prevent vigilantes from attacking the Arapaho Camp at Camp Collins and his telegram to Stanton while he was enroute to Washington, D.C.
· Evans' entire pattern of actions in 1864 belies the second portion of the statement – that he would have opposed the attack that took place [at Sand Creek].
· Evans' historonics and inflammatory verbiage in correspondence with just about everybody he wrote to, indicates a keen enthusiasm for a ruthless, “punishing” winter attack on Indians, under conditions in which they would precisely be gathered as family groups.
· His [Evans'] aggressive responses to the overtures made by the Cheyennes in the Camp Weld meeting indicates that he was not in the habit of opposing attacks on Indians – indeed he made clear to them that he planned to attack.
· There were also numerous attacks between mid-1863 and mid-1864 that included killings of women and children. Did Evans ever step in or take a stand against them?
· Even after decades to consider it, Evans defended “what they call a massacre” as having had a “very great benefit” to Colorado in the long run, for it relieved us very much of the roaming tribes of Indians.”
5. Evans was the top political authority in the territory and central to creating the conditions in which the massacre was possible and even likely.
· Evans was not just one of the several individuals who, in serving a flawed and poorly implemented federal Indian policy helped create a situation that made the Sand Creek Massacre possible – he was the top political authority in the territory.
· The DU Study Committee disagreed with the Northwestern assessment – a muddled framing of culpability given Evans' coterminous position as governor and superintendent of Indian Affairs.
· The “several” referred to in the Northwestern Report were Colley, Curtis, and officials in the Indian office (such as Dole and Usher).
· Usher was pitched into the Secretary of the Interior post by happenstance. Curtis after winning a stunning victory against Confederates in Missouri had nothing more to do than pursue Indians.
· The accusation by Indians that Colley was corrupt was never investigated.
· There is no indication that Dole did anything to help the situation that made the massacre possible.
· Dole's position was consistently in favor of conciliation and peace, until Evans basically hamstrung him by de facto giving civil authority over to Chivington.  
· The two universities agreed that Curtis certainly seemed to give Chivington carte blanche to conduct search and destroy campaigns against Indians.
· Evans' dictum that he “wants no peace with the Indians” must be taken in context.
· Curtis had command of the Department of Kansas, including the Territories of Colorado and Nebraska and Indian Territory. There had already been altercations involving Kiowas, possibly Sioux and probably Comanche in Kansas, Nebraska, and the boundary separating Texas, Kansas and the boundary separating Texas, Kansas and Indian Territory.
· Curtis was also pursuing Confederate troops in Missouri and actually, in October, 1864, led an army of Kansans to victory over the Confederates in what was the largest battle in Missouri. Missouri saw the largest number of battles of the Civil War.
· The interpretation as a command to have no peace with the Indians until he [Evans] declared it may well have been an off-hand comment that a fail-safe position had to be maintained on the western front while he concerned himself with Confederates in the eastern part of his command.
· There was also an assumption that he, Curtis, was not in charge because in fact Evans had given over civilian authority to Chivington.
6. Evans' actions before the massacre reveals a “deep moral failure,” not the response to it.
· The DU Study Committee did not agree with Northwestern's conclusion that Evans' deliberate abandonment of responsibilities and deserving of blame can be attributed merely to his small-minded preoccupation with his personal reputation.
· Northwestern speculated that Evans may have believed he was negotiating a limited truce in a cycle of recurrent warfare – but there WAS no cycle of recurrent warfare.
· There were far fewer skirmishes in Colorado Territory than had occurred west of South Pass in Washington, Utah and Nevada Territories.
· Not only does his conduct “after the Sand Creek Massacre” reveal “a deep moral failure,” it is his conduct before the massacre that does so. It is not his response to the Sand Creek Massacre that was “reprehensibly obtuse and self-interested,” reflecting “indifference to the suffering inflicted on the Cheyennes and Arapahos,” it is all the actions he undertook and the attitude that he maintained before the massacre that not only reflected “indifference to the suffering inflicted on the Cheyennes and Arapahos,” but promoted the suffering.
   Next week, a recap of the Report and the DU Study Committee's final conclusions.
