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The Wade Commission Joint Committee:  
   The Study Committee then turned to the next federal investigation conducted in the aftermath of Sand Creek – Congressman Wade's Joint Committee whose investigation overlapped the Army Commission's investigation, and was mostly composed of Radical Republicans “critical of the new administration.” The committee was criticized as being partisan politics, but experienced, having investigated major campaigns of the Civil War, and “took its job seriously.”
   All major military officials and several civilians appeared, but John Evans    received the most aggressive examination with intense and demanding questioning by the committee about:
· his knowledge of the Indians in his jurisdiction;
· the spring 1864 depredations and whether Black Kettle's band was connected;
· his perception of plans for a general Indian war;
· the Camp Weld meeting and the decision to send the Arapaho and Cheyenne bands to Fort Lyon;
· his lobbying for the regiment to kill Indians; and
· his sense of whether Chivington was justified in attacking the bands of Sand Creek.
   The Study Committee describes the image of Evans that evolves from the interview before the Wade Committee with these remarks:
· emerges as a figure with surprisingly vague knowledge of the Native peoples, distances and landscapes within his superintendency;
· has trouble distinguishing between different bands and leaders, explaining his precise knowledge according to the “roaming” and “nomadic” nature of the plains bands, which seem to him somewhat interchangeable – only names four of the chiefs brought to Denver by Wynkoop, but can't identify the others;
· testimony seems to illuminate the intention and mindset he brought to the Camp Weld council;
· emphasizes that he approached the Camp Weld meeting primarily as a chance to (use modern phrasing), “cull intel from the chiefs”:  “I took the occasion to gather as much information as I could in regard to the extent of hostile feelings among the Indians, and especially in regard to what bands had been committing the depredations along the line and through the settlements, which had been very extensive.” (What information he gathered is unclear.)
· the governor[Evans] betrays no indication that he took seriously the opportunity to negotiate peace;
· he [Evans] conveyed an overriding suspicion of the chiefs' intentions and a determination to characterize even these known peace leaders as war-makers while denying his own authority to make[and] negotiate anything; and
· he [Evans] did not cull any significant information and treated the meeting more like an aggressive political interrogation.
   The Study Committee found Evans' way of phrasing the discussion of peace in the interview before the committee as “interesting.” The analysis:
· first, implies the chiefs saw the onus as being on Evans as the governor-superintendent to broker peace. (If so, this would have been a logical inference based on Evans' instructions in the June Proclamation for “friendly” bands to present themselves to him.);
· Evans described the discussion of peace:  “The Indians made their statement, that they had come in through great fear and tribulation to see me, and proposed that I should make peace with them; or they said to me that they desired me to make peace. To which I replied that I was not the proper authority, as they were at war and had been fighting, and had made an alliance with the Sioux, Kiowas and Comanches to go to war; that they should make their terms of peace with the military authorities. (Emphasis added)
   When asked later in the interview by the Wade Commission, Evans was pressed on whether the chiefs were responding to his instructions as superintendent, Evans evades the question:
· Question. Did these Indians propose to do anything that you, as their superintendent, directed them to do in this matter, for the purpose of keeping the peace?
· Answer. They did not suggest about keeping peace; they proposed to make peace. They acknowledged that they were at war, and had been at war during the spring.
   Evans' response on this exchange was a bit of a reverse – “now the chiefs have proposed making peace, not that he make peace with them.” Such a framing is consistent with Evans' notion that they, not the military, were the ones at war, while insisting on a distinction between the chiefs who want to “make peace” as opposed to “keeping peace.”
   The significance of Evans' response was this:  
· a distinction that underscores his determination to believe the tribes had been at war throughout the spring (which was disputed, at least with regard to these bands) that they were at war in September (which the chiefs admitted, though they said they were working to prevent war and no depredations had occurred for several weeks), and even though they were the most respected peace leaders and had come to Denver at great risk to broker peace, such a negotiation was out of his hands; and
· he categorically rejects the possibility that the chiefs initiated a sincere peace effort.
   Next week, the Study committee gives more in-depth analysis of Evans' testimony and the reaction to his testimony by the Congressional Committee.
   The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com.
