
The repor t  of the Mili tary Invest igat ion Committee was obaected t o  by 
Chivington and those on h i s  s ide  on t h e  ground t h a t  the  Cornmission was pre- 
judiced--which was t rue ,  t o  some extent .  The head of the Committee, Col. 
S.F,  Tappan, was an open enemy of Chivington's, but so f a r  as I could t e l l  
the  testimony was taken wi th  a f a i r l y  open mind on the pa r t  of those b ar lng  
it. Chivington was not on t*, and he was permitted t o  have a lawyer, who 
made numerous objections , many of whic h were sus ta ined,  In  one instance 
Tappan d id  oppose a n  object ion t o  the testimony aad then upheld h i s  own ob- 
jection--whit h i s  ce r t a in ly  i l l e g a l ,  but  considering what t h e  testirmony was 
t h a t  he objected to ,  I bel ieve he was j u s t i f i ed ,  Here i t  is :  

Captain S i l a s  S, Soule was the f i r s t  witness ca l led ,  and one of t h e  
most damaging t o  Chiv-ton. He had been a t  For t  Lyon and Sand Creek, and 
was opposed t o  wbat Chivington did. There i s  no need to go i n t o  h i s  t e s t i -  
mony here,  which covers pages of the repor t ,  but among o ther  th ings  he t e l l s  
of seeing women and chi ldren shot down while holding up t h e i r  hands $or mercy 
Soule was, I believe, Instrumental i n  saving t h e  l i f e  of "~ent's son . 

Inves t iga t i  ons were conducted a t  Fort  Lyon a s  well  as a t  Denver, and 
nere Lieut .  James Dean Cannon, of Company K, t he  New Mexico Volunteers, rk~ o 
was a t  Fort  Lyon and Sand Creek, t e s t i f i e d  a s  t o  having seen scalping and mu- 
t i l a t i n g  during t h e  fl ght. (Many others  a l so  t ee t l f i ed . )  Cannon a l ao  sub- 
mitted an a f f idav i t  a s  t o  h i s  conversation with Anthony before the  f i gh t ,  

The Commission returned t o  Denver f o r  fu r the r  testimony 
24, 186% adjourned f o r  the  day i n  respect  to  the memory of 
who, while i n  t he  pewformame of h i s  duty a s  p o v o s t  
ea s s imted  by a so ld i e r  of bad character  named Squires or  Squiers, The t a l e  
of the murder, a s  t o l d  by the Rocky Mountain News, i a  extremely f ishy--to 
one fami l ia r  with gangster methods i t  has the appearance of being a hired 
job. Squires escaped t o  New Mexico--1'11 return t o  him l a t e r .  

Chivington now took the  stand, introducing a f f i d a v i t s  and testimony i n  
defense of Sand Creek, Among these  was an a f f i d a v i t  from one Lipman Myer, a 
r r e igh te r  going from Leavenworth t o  Taos on the  2nd o r  3rd of December, 1864, 
soon a f t e r  Sand Creek. Soule and a very small escor t  
Myer's t r a i n ,  and war Nyerts testimony i e  t o  the  
would not pursue Indians, anhh* and h i s  men stole some blankets. Lieuten- 
a n t  Cannon was present,  and waa also  accused 8;a of having s to l en  blankbts. 

I t  aaa on this occasion (and possibly on others)  when Col, Tappan, t he  
nead of the  Commission, introduced h i s  object ion t o  ~ h i v i n ~ t o n '  a t estimony, 
and helped suata in  it. H e  introduced an a f f idav i t  from Capt. George F. Price  
of the 2nd Cal i fornia  Cavalry t o  t he  e f f e c t  t ha t  Soule had t o l d  him, while 
the  two men were on t h e i r  way t o  Central Ci ty  i n  a buga  a f t e r  Sans Creek and 
Sou le t s  testimony, t h a t  he--Souls--knew he was t o  be aseaasinated, and that  
a f t e r  h i s  death  an attempt would be nade to  blacken h i s  character ,  

There had been two other  attempts made t o  murder Soule, and Tappants 
object ion was based not  only on Pr ice ' s  a f f i d a v i t ,  b u t  on the grounds t h a t  
the  evidence introduced by Chivington (Nyert s a f f i d a v i t )  had nothing t o  do 
with Sand Creek, *ich was qu i te  true. Incidenta l ly ,  Price camss f o r t h  again, 
l a t e  i n  the  0 m e r  of 1865, when Byers, the ed i to r  o f  t h e  News, and the  Post- 
master of Denver, was acoueed of holding up the repor t  of the Military In- 
ves t iga t ing  Commission, Pr ice  t e s t i f i e s  t h a t  t h i s  was not true--which .are ul8  
Ind ica te  t h a t  he% was unprejudiced i n  the  a f f a i r ,  

Chivington objected t o  P r i ce ' s  a f f i d a v i t  on t h e  grounds tha t  it waa 
not  becoming to  the digni ty  of the  t r i b u n a l  t o  accept t h i s  evidence when sub- 
mit ted by Tappan-ahlch was probably t rue ,  


