
1 

 
John Mason Committee 
 
Report to the Board of Trustees 
 
May 2016 
 
 
Committee Members 
 
Mr. Eric LaForest, chair 
Mr. Elliot Beck 
Ms. Megan Blunden 
Mrs. Lori Caligiuri 
Ms. Karen Parsons 
Mr. Curt Robison 
Taseen Anwar, Class of 2017 
Hanna Hameedy, Class of 2017 
Schylar Jacobs, Class of 2017 
Nathaniel Lyons, Class of 2016 
Gloria Yi, Class of 2017 
Michelle Zhou, Class of 2017 
 
Mr. Mark Williams provided commentary. 
 
 
Organization 
 

I. Preface 
II. Primary Sources and the Historical Record 

III. Secondary Source Literature 
IV. Founders, Trustees, and the Early Twentieth Century 
V. Process and Historical Memory at Other Schools 

VI. Bibliography 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



2 

I. Preface 
 

In 1794, a year before his appointment as president of Yale College, Timothy Dwight IV 
published Greenfield Hill: A Poem in Seven Parts. Meant to inspire in its audience an appreciation of the 
nation’s exceptional virtues and prospects, this epic poem told the tale of a local hero who 
exemplified unparalleled American greatness: John Mason. An excerpt of Dwight’s epic poem reads: 

 
"On the drear walls a sudden splendour glow'd,       

There Mason shone, and there his veterans pour'd.       
Anew the Hero claim'd the fiends of blood,       

While answering storms of arrows round him shower'd,       
And the war-scream the ear with anguish gor'd. 

Alone, he burst the gate: the forest round       
Re-echoed death; the peal of onset roar'd;       

In rush'd the squadrons; earth in blood was drown'd;       
And gloomy spirits fled, and corses hid the ground. [...]       

 
"Soon the sad tale their friends surviving heard;       

And Mason, Mason, rung in every wind;       
Quick from their rugged wilds they disappear'd,       

Howl'd down the hills, and left the blast behind.” 
 

For over a century, the name Mason has been ringing in the wind that moves through 
Grubbs Quadrangle. Mason Hall has been home to hundreds of Loomis Chaffee students, and 
many thousands more have walked by Mason Hall and its plaque. Added to the dormitory in the 
mid-1980s, the plaque reads as follows:  

 
Mason Hall 

Dedicated in honor of 
Major John Mason 

C1600 -- 1672 
Windsor Colonist, Leader in the Pequot War,  

Legislator, Settler of Norwich 
1914 

 
Whereas the inscription affixed to Mason Hall and the paean from Timothy Dwight 

obfuscate the complexity of John Mason’s life and legacy, the fraught history of John Mason’s statue 
more fully addresses the many layers of his story. Before its move from Mystic to Windsor in 1996, 
its inscription stated:  

 
Erected A.D. 1889 by the state of Connecticut to commemorate the heroic 

achievement of Major John Mason and his comrades who, near this spot in 1637 
overthrew the Pequot Indians, and preserved the settlements from destruction. 
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Now, the statue’s inscription sidesteps the question of Mason’s heroism and enumerates instead the 
offices he held over the course of his long career as a founding father and magistrate. It ends with 
these words:  

 
This monument erected at Mystic in 1889 

By the state of Connecticut  
Relocated in 1996 to respect a sacred site  

Of the 1637 Pequot War 
 

As this change and as the report that follows indicate, the changing tides of history have not 
been kind to John Mason. And, yet, his story and our community’s ongoing association with him 
demand our careful and considered attention. To answer that demand, and to provide the Board of 
Trustees with a full context for its deliberations about Mason Hall, twelve Loomis Chaffee 
community members convened throughout the spring term. What follows is our best attempt at 
capturing the many historical and historiographical nuances of this story as well as our observations 
about other institutions’ actions in similar circumstances. Though we do not officially endorse a 
particular action in response to calls from community members to undo the honorific bestowed on 
John Mason, we do hope that this report will inform as well as inspire future decisions.  
 
II. Primary Sources and the Historical Record 

 
The primary source subcommittee was tasked with reading through primary sources in order 

to create a timeline surrounding the massacre of Pequot men, women, and children at a “Pequot 
Fort” in Narragansett Bay. We mainly used an account that was published in 1638 by Captain John 
Underhill, a soldier who served in Connecticut, primarily at the Old Saybrook Fort, as well as an 
account written by John Mason himself and published in 1736. There were some pieces of the 
accounts that were not wholly clear, and the account of the massacre itself was not entirely 
consistent between the two men, but overall we believe that there was enough information to give 
us a clear picture of what happened. 

To begin, the Pequot War was the result of a series of escalations and tensions between the 
Native Americans living in Connecticut and the European colonists (both British and Dutch).  A 
chain of events led to a series of overreactions from the British, who sent out a punitive force led by 
John Endecott, which killed some small number of Pequots and burned their homes and crops. 
(Underhill, 7)  As a reaction, the Pequot conducted raids on nearby settlements, ending in the 
kidnapping of a few English citizens.  This was a notable event in large part because it was clear 
through both accounts that this event was used to rile up the populace against the “strongly 
fortified, cruel, warlike, munitioned” Pequots who were attacking fellow Englishmen. (Mason, x) 

Approximately a year after the punitive force led by Underhill (among others), John Mason 
and his men were sent down from northern Connecticut to attack the Pequot.  During the course of 
this offensive, the English troops surrounded an encampment of men, women, and children.  John 
Mason and his men attacked from all sides, and, at first, they tried standard military tactics, entering 
the town with swords and guns and seeking to bring the fight to the Pequots who were present.  
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They were, however, driven back and took some casualties, and it was in response to this setback 
that Mason gave the order, “We must burn them.” (Mason, 8) This burning, and the refusal of the 
English troops to give quarter, led to the slaughter of the entire population within the encampment, 
some 500 or more people. 

The burning of the encampment stands as a testament to the brutality of John Mason’s 
involvement in this conflict.  From our readings, we see three possible explanations for this act.  

The first is the kindest towards John Mason: this interpretation relies on two assumptions.  
First, it assumes that John Mason’s foray into the encampment and subsequent retreat after taking 
casualties indicates that he turned to the burning only as a last resort, a battlefield decision 
reluctantly made in order to save his men from danger.  This interpretation would also assume that 
his orders for the punitive actions were to destroy Pequot society by any means necessary. 

The second interpretation we find to be the most likely: John Mason, upon encountering 
resistance, saw that the easiest method by which to win the day would be to burn out the 
encampment.  At a tactical disadvantage when he and his men were met with albeit limited 
resistance, Mason scrambled to engage the enemy as quickly and as securely as possible. Since both 
Mason and Underhill write at length about God being on their side in this struggle, it can be inferred 
that they did not consider the Pequots equal to themselves in the eyes of God. This would make 
burning the encampment and executing those fleeing the fires a much less immoral act in their eyes, 
and more of a calculated way to suppress the “insolent and barbarous...Pequats”(Underhill, 1). 
Mason later wrote of the event in theological terms, claiming that “God was above them, who 
laughed his enemies and the enemies of his people to scorn, making them as a fiery oven.” (Mason, 
9) 

The third interpretation is the least kind towards John Mason: This assumes that John 
Mason genuinely enjoyed setting fire to the inhabitants of the fort, and that therefore his foray into 
the encampment can be attributed to a desire for conquest and bloodlust rather than any desire for a 
fair fight.  When he realized that there was resistance he simply went outside to order the burning of 
the fort without a second thought.  This interpretation is partially supported by the historical 
narrative.  It is apparent that there was a second fort containing the majority of Pequot forces (as 
laid out in the secondary sources below), and Mason intentionally avoided engaging these warriors, 
opting instead to attack a settlement comprised of mostly non-combattants.  

Of course it is possible for there to be more interpretations, but given the evidence it seems 
that these three are the most likely.  

Another aspect to take into consideration when interpreting Mason’s actions is his 
relationship with other Native groups before and during the Pequot War. Mason classified the local 
Native population into three major nations, the Narragansett, the Pequots, and the Mohegan. The 
introduction of the Pequots, “the most terrible of all those [Native American] nations” (Mason, iv), 
illustrates strong distaste not only by Mason but by Mr. Thomas Prince (who wrote the foreword to 
Mason’s narrative), as well as the general population of the English colonies. While not considered 
to be as “terrible”( Mason, iv) as the Pequots, the Narragansett aligned themselves with the Pequots 
out of fear, contributing to the idea that the Pequots were not the friendliest group. Yet some 
semblance of the “staggering friendship” was preserved between the Narragansett and the English. 
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(Mason, iv) Uncas, the leader of the Mohegans, “fell into an intimate acquaintance” with John 
Mason and treated with the English with “an amicable manner.” (Mason, iv) This friendliness 
between the Mohegans and the English was most likely why the Mohegans sided with the English 
during the war.   

After the conclusion of the attack on the “Pequot Fort” also known as “Fort Mystic,” the 
few Pequots that survived the attack were taken into forced servitude. (Mason, 16) Mason’s men 
gathered 200 surviving Pequots, 180 of which became slaves. These slaves were kept among the 
English and were also sold to other Natives who had been allies in the Pequot War. In his narrative 
Mason also referenced a “covenant” that intentionally threatened the very existence of the Pequot 
identity. (Mason, 18; see the section on the Treaty of Hartford below) 

Overall, when examining the firsthand accounts of two participants in the Mystic Massacre, 
this subcommittee confirms the atrocities described by later historians, though it is important to 
note that neither Mason nor Underhill viewed their attacks as atrocities—at least outwardly—despite 
acknowledgement by Underhill that without God on their side, these acts may have been considered 
less favorably. Instead, the perpetrators of these attacks continued to justify them, either as revenge 
for lives lost or as religiously sanctioned acts (or both). These justifications have faced great scrutiny 
since. As Mason stated after the attack, “Thus did the LORD judge among the Heathen, filling the 
Place with dead Bodies!” (Mason, 10) Given Mason’s other interactions with Native Americans, the 
public’s commendation of Mason’s actions after the fact, and the stripping away of Pequot identity, 
this subcommittee concludes that the broader historical context for Mason’s actions holds great 
significance, whether our school decides to condemn the name Mason or to continue to honor him.  

 
III. Secondary Source Literature 
 

There is no question that historians’ interpretations of the Pequot War and John Mason’s 
involvement in it have changed drastically over time. As we considered historians’ treatment of John 
Mason’s life and legacy, the members of this subcommittee have weighed four main questions:  

 
 -How does the massacre compare to other European rules of war at the time? 

-How do historians assess the role of the Pequots before the massacre occurred?  
-How did other Puritans treat Pequots after the massacre, and how do Mason’s actions compare?  

-How have historians’ interpretations of Mason changed in the last forty years?   
 

To begin, we found that John Mason’s actions were consistent with the European rules of 
war at the time. Many historians reflected on the traditional style of John Mason’s warfare. As Adam 
Hirsch wrote in the Journal of American History,  “For the most part, however, the Puritans deferred to 
the experts and installed a military system rooted in European tradition.” (Hirsch, 1188) This 
statement shows that the method John Mason used to conquer the Pequots was comparable to that 
of many European conquerors of that time and in previous eras, particularly when the conquerors 
deemed their opponents to be inferior. As Hirsch wrote, “In seventeenth century European practice, 
armed conflict remained a ritualized activity, regulated by a code of honor and fought between 
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armies, not entire populations.” (Hirsch, 1188)  This generalization demonstrates that, even though 
the warfare had taken place on American soil, the same degree of regulation was enforced.  
 Although opinions vary on the role the Pequots played in starting the war against the 
Puritans, the general consensus of modern historians seems to be that they played a minor part in 
engendering the conflict. Unfortunately, however, as Alfred Cave points out in his extensive work 
on the Pequot War, the origins of the conflict are murky at best, contradictory at worst. So all the 
events described here must be viewed in that light, especially taking into consideration the fact that 
most of the information we have gathered on this momentous event in American history comes 
from the Puritans themselves. 
 Unsurprisingly, the Puritans foist most of the blame on the Pequots, ostensibly in an effort 
to rid the area of a group that “threatened the security of Puritan New England.” (Cave, 3) These 
claims are backed by some historical facts, however tenuous they may be. Originally, the Pequots 
approached the English in an effort to make peace, especially because the Dutch had begun 
infringing on their territory and thus their fur-trading monopoly. After the Pequots killed the crew 
of an English ship, led by a Captain Stone, the Puritans’ view of the tribe was irreversibly harmed. 
Nevertheless, when the Pequots approached the Puritans for a treaty, the English demanded not 
only the return of Stone’s body, but also “exclusive trading privileges and an invitation to settle the 
Connecticut country.” (Karr, 896) Needless to say, once this treaty reached the Pequot leaders, they 
“refused to ratify the agreement.” (Karr, 897) The Pequot refusal to accept the terms came too late 
to stop the inflow of settlers into the Connecticut region; without an official ratified treaty, Puritans 
still poured into the area.  Eventually, after a dubious report claiming the Pequots had grown to 
distrust the English living in close proximity to them, as well as the fact that “Pequots had plotted to 
attack Plymouth’s trading ship and had killed two Englishmen on Long Island” (Karr, 897), the 
English issued an ultimatum to the Pequots. When the tribe refused to accept the terms, the 
Englishmen returned the Pequots’ gifts from earlier negotiations, “signifying that the peace 
agreement was null and void.” (Karr, 899) The final straw, however, was the death of another 
Englishman, John Oldham, at the hands of the Block Islands Indians. Since this group was closely 
associated with the Narragansett, and the English dared not attack such a large tribe, they opted to 
attack the Block Island Indians. As Karr wrote, “the Pequots would also be dealt with … not 
because they had anything to do with the death of Oldham, but apparently because the 
expeditionary force would already be in the vicinity.” (Karr, 897) Even more intriguing, at the 
beginning of the conflict, Pequots would not fight the English at all - “this insolent refusal to fight 
properly, combined with Indian taunts, enraged the Puritans.” (Karr, 897) 
 Alfred A. Cave, author of the only full monograph on the Pequot War, casts some doubts on 
the Pequots’ role in starting the conflict, despite the isolated events that did occur at their hands. He 
claims that “in their justification of the war, Puritan writers advanced interpretations of Pequot 
character and intentions based on prejudice and supposition rather than hard evidence” (Cave, 3). 
He believes their stereotypes had no factual basis, that the Puritans’ image of a “cruell, barbarous, 
and bloudy race” simply do not align with reality. Perhaps fear is a more powerful motivator than it 
is given credit for.  
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We found also that John Mason’s actions on May 26, 1637 were consistent with subsequent 
Puritan policies and attitudes. A year after the Pequot Massacre, the neighboring tribes and the 
English colonists signed the Treaty of Hartford, which officially outlawed any outward expression of 
Pequot identity. It also “subjugated the Pequots to the Narragansetts and the Mohegans.” (Tucker et 
al, 472) When some Pequots refused to abide by this law, Mason “led another expedition later that 
year against a Pequot group that was trying to live independently.” (Tucker et al, 472) The Puritans 
pursued Pequots at every turn. As Alan Taylor wrote in his Pulitzer-Prize-winning book American 
Colonies, “During the rest of 1637, mop-up expeditions killed or captured most of the remaining 
Pequot. The victors executed some captives and enslaved others for their own use or for profitable 
sale in the West Indies. But they bartered most of their captives--principally women and children--to 
their native allies in return for wampum...The colonial leaders formally declared the Pequot nation 
dissolved.” (Taylor, 196)  It should be noted that there were no other massacres in New England 
that were comparable in scale and brutality until King Philip’s War in the 1670s, when, ironically and 
perhaps surprisingly, the remnants of the Pequot tribe united with the colonists in their conflict with 
the Narragansett.  

Historians are in agreement that the Treaty of Hartford years were no departure from the 
policies that led to the Mystic Massacre. Steven T. Katz and Michael Freeman, two historians who 
disagreed in the pages of the New England Quarterly about the label of “genocide” for the massacre, 
did find common ground on the question of whether Puritans sought to extend the destruction 
wrought by Mason. Katz wrote in 1991 that “The treaty arrangement as well as the previous pattern 
of killing all adult males suggests that the anti-Pequot forces, both Indian and European, were 
determined to eliminate the Pequot threat once and for all...The survivors were now no longer to be 
known as Pequots or to reside in their tribal lands, and the Pequot River was renamed the Thames 
and the Pequot village, New London. These treaty stipulations, which required the extinction of 
Pequot identity and the assignment of Pequot survivors to other tribes, and some to slavery, suggest 
an overt, unambiguous form of cultural genocide, here employed in the name of military security.” 
(Katz. 219-220) In his 1995 response, Freeman agreed, noting that “The war was brought to an end 
in September 1638, when the sachems for the remaining Pequots were forced to sign the Treaty of 
Hartford, by which the Pequot nation was officially declared to be dissolved. The colonial 
authorities forbade the use of the Pequot name in order, in Captain Mason’s words, ‘to cut off the 
remembrance of them from the earth.’ Estimates of Pequot killed range from one quarter to two 
thirds of the tribe.” (Freeman, 289) Ronald Dale Karr summarized the consensus well in his 1998 
Journal of American History article: “The demoralized Pequots were hunted down like animals, the men 
slaughtered without mercy (even if they surrendered), the women and children sold into slavery. 
Mason was rewarded by promotion to major and was subsequently elected deputy, magistrate, 
assistant, and ultimately deputy governor.” (Karr, 906)  

All told, we have found little to suggest that John Mason’s actions were at odds with other 
Puritan policies in the mid-seventeenth century. Our contemporary perspective certainly convinces 
us that the Mystic Massacre was a nadir, but a long view of English-Native American relations in 
Connecticut suggests that Mason’s involvement was not seen by many or most as a disruption or 
departure.  
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 The historiography of John Mason corresponds closely with broader trends in American 
historical scholarship. The firsthand accounts of Mason and others--along with Americans’ 
prevailing attitudes about colonization, race, and civilization--led scholars to argue for nearly three 
hundred years that the Pequots had provoked and threatened the English. Alfred A. Cave wrote that 
“With very few exceptions, writers for three centuries uncritically echoed Puritan fantasies about 
Pequot malevolence. The eighteenth-century Connecticut poet Timothy Dwight, in ‘Greenfield 
Hill,” described the Pequots as ‘murderous fiends’ inspired by ‘vindictive rage.’” (Cave, 3) Cave 
reports that the famous historian Francis Parkman described Pequots as “‘far worse than wolves or 
rattlesnakes.’” (Cave, 3) Some historians dissented—including most interestingly Loyalist governor 
Thomas Hutchinson and part-Pequot Methodist minister and autobiographer William Apess—but it 
was not until well into the twentieth century when a majority of historians began to question the 
Puritan view that John Mason’s actions were defensive and therefore defensible.  

By the 1970s and 1980s the pendulum had swung toward the interpretation that the English 
had (intentionally or not) overreacted to the threat posed by the Pequots. As Katz wrote, “It is well 
known that in the 1970s and 1980s traditional scholarly analyses and judgments of the motives and 
events surrounding the Pequot War of 1637 came to be revised.” (Katz, 206) Revisionist momentum 
gathered behind the work of Francis Jennings, whose seminal 1975 text The Invasion of America: 
Indians, Colonialism, and the Cant of Conquest shaped the conversations that followed. Jennings accused 
Mason of targeting civilians and sidestepping a formal engagement with Pequot warriors: “Mason 
proposed to avoid attacking Pequot warriors, which would have overtaxed his unseasoned, 
unreliable troops. Battle, as such, was not his purpose. Battle is only one of the ways to destroy an 
enemy’s will to fight. Massacre can accomplish the same end with less risk, and Mason had 
determined that massacre would be his objective.” (Jennings, 220) The only remaining Puritan 
apologist within the late-twentieth-century academy was historian Alden T. Vaughan, Professor 
Emeritus of Columbia University, who in 1964 insisted that “In seeking to identify the causes of the 
war and apportion responsibility for its outbreak, one must begin with the fact established by the 
testimony of all the whites and most Indians that the Pequots were blatantly and persistently 
provocative and aggressive.” (Vaughan, “Pequots and Puritans,” 268) By 1980, however, other 
historians had moved away from that interpretation and had begun to analyze the Mystic Massacre 
as a possible genocide; most notably, as Katz summarized, Richard Drinnon, “in his Facing West: The 
Metaphysics of Indian Hating and Empire Building (1980), has argued that the unusual violence of the 
operation signals the colonists’ ‘genocidal intentions.’” (Katz, 213)  

In a word, as Cave wrote, “Twentieth-century writers have generally been reluctant to accept 
earlier rationalizations for racial massacre.” (Cave, 4) We can point to a range of reasons why this 
revision has received such strong support from professional historians. Cave explains this consensus 
well by noting that “The work of revisionist historians critical of Puritan Indian policy, combined 
with a growing sensitivity to past injustices committed against Native Americans, has led to a partial 
transformation of the Pequot image. Pequots are now often celebrated rather than excoriated for 
their resistance to English expansionism.” (Cave, 7) A bold statement of the pervasiveness of this 
interpretation comes from the doyen of Atlantic World history, Bernard Bailyn, who wrote in 2012 
that “Obliteration--total and final annihilation--of the Satanic enemy was the ultimate if 
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unobtainable object...And all Pequots were then and forever barred from returning to their native 
country.” (Bailyn, 448) This committee concludes that contemporary historians’ nearly unqualified 
condemnation of John Mason raises important questions about our community’s continued 
association with his name.  
 
IV. Founders, Trustees, and the Early Twentieth Century 
 

Our subcommittee sought to understand the historical and cultural influences on the naming 
of school Founder John Mason Loomis in 1825 and the naming of Mason Hall in 1914. In 
observing these two decisions within their historical contexts, we examined the meanings ascribed 
by Americans during the Early Republic and the early twentieth century to the Pequot War and to 
the life and career of Major John Mason. Interestingly, audiences during the later time period made 
connections between Major John Mason and John Mason Loomis.  

Col. John Mason Loomis was born in 1825, the last of six children. His father, Col. James 
Loomis, was a Windsor native who admired Captain John Mason. As Philip Gould, a late twentieth-
century historian, explains, “narratives of military heroism” epitomized the meaning of virtue, 
citizenship, and patriotism during the Early Republic, the three decades preceding John’s birth. 
Gould even points to the Pequot War as one of the “mythologized episodes of American 
history...which filled the pages of popular national histories.” (Gould, 644) Timothy Dwight’s 1821-
1822 Travels in New England and New York, provides an example of these glorified narratives of the 
Pequot War with their admiration for John Mason as “the statesman and the hero” (as quoted in 
Gould, 648). It is no surprise then, that Col. James Loomis gave his youngest son the namesake of 
Windsor’s pride, remembered as the military genius and hero of the Pequot War: Captain John 
Mason. 

John Mason Loomis did, in fact, follow a military career in the Civil War. He became a 
revered colonel, having raised the 26th Illinois Volunteer Infantry and supplied arms to soldiers with 
his own fortune. With “great personal courage and active mind” and an infectious spirit, Col. John 
Mason Loomis led his regiment to a record of service “both honorable and brilliant” (Memorial to 
John Mason Loomis, 5). As a military figure, he was celebrated as “a fighting Colonel, a rigid 
disciplinarian...unyielding in his requirement of honest and faithful service” and loved by soldiers as 
“a father and trusted leader” (Memorial, 7). After the war, John Mason Loomis revived his Chicago 
lumber business with great acclaim, and because of this success was able to give back through his 
service to community and veterans’ associations. Furthermore, in the wake of the 1871 Great Fire of 
Chicago and the stagnation of the Illinois National Guard, John Mason Loomis played a crucial role 
as a generous financial contributor to revitalize the community. Fully devoted to the idea of the 
Loomis Institute and charged with the mission he and his siblings had begun, John Mason Loomis 
also designated the rest of his wealth to go to the Institute, to nurture future civic leaders who would 
serve a broader community. His business success, especially after the Chicago Fire, allowed him to 
make the largest financial contribution among the Founders. 

After John Mason Loomis’s death in 1905, obituaries traced his life story back to his 
namesake and retrospectively drew parallels between the two lives. John Mason Loomis had been 
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celebrated for his Civil War service and his civic service in his community afterwards. Early school 
catalogues (while acknowledging the connection between the two names) indicated Mason Dorm 
was named for John Mason, “a Colonial soldier and legislator,” again saluting both aspects of 
leadership. The student handbooks of Loomis’ early years go into more detail: “Mason was not only 
a wise counselor in peace, but a doughty fighter in war, for years the chief military officer of the 
colony, who won distinction by leading his ‘army’, scarcely more than a handful of men, in a 
victorious war against the Pequot Indians.” Both figures played a key role in securing a new country 
fit for freedom at critical points in history -- fighting Pequots to defend American colonial 
civilization and fighting Rebels to draw forth a stronger nation and save a union so tenuous. 

The story of the Pequot War held interest for readers in the decades following the Civil War; 
at least seven works on the war were published or reprinted between 1864 and 1900, including an 
1897 reprinting of the original seventeenth-century narratives by Mason, Underhill, Vincent, and 
Gardner. In Charles Orr’s introduction to this volume, he quoted a fellow Victorian-era historian, 
Hartford native and Harvard educated, John Fiske who viewed the Anglo violence of the Pequot 
War through the lens of Social Darwinism: “...if the founders of Connecticut, in confronting a 
danger which threatened their very existence, struck with savage fierceness, we cannot blame them. 
The world is so made that it is only in that way that the higher races have been able to preserve 
themselves and carry on their progressive work.” (Orr, xviii)  

Trustees Records of 1913-1914 offer only the brief notation that the West dormitory will be 
named Mason Hall. At that time, the board included five Hartford area businessmen; John McLaren, 
a Chicago resident and former business associate and friend of John Mason Loomis; Jennie Loomis, 
cousin of the Founders and resident of the Homestead; and Mr. Batchelder. John Metcalf Taylor, 
President of The Connecticut Mutual Life Insurance Company, served as the Board’s President.  

If Taylor’s role in naming the dorm was instrumental because of his board leadership, his 
deep engagement with colonial Connecticut history may have guided those discussions.  A 
September 1914 Hartford Courant article announcing the opening of the Loomis School described 
Taylor as “proud of his knowledge of the history of old Windsor.” Another Courant article states that 
early in life Taylor developed a strong interest in history and biography, vocations manifested in his 
adult life with the publication of books on witchcraft in colonial Connecticut and early Connecticut 
resident Roger Ludlow, who with John Mason oversaw the construction of Boston’s first 
fortification on Castle Island in Boston Harbor. The Courant’s detailed obituary for Taylor, published 
in 1918, underscored the texture of Taylor’s love for colonial history: he “ [gave] trained and 
profound study to his favorite characters in history, especially early founders of the Hartford colony, 
a study which was a comingling of pleasure and painstaking and thorough research work.”  

As for the school’s memory of John Mason, students in 1917 published an issue of the LOG 
dedicated to Mason Hall and the history behind its name. Though no mention of John Mason 
Loomis is made, the students embraced the only visualization they had of the revered historical 
figure, Capt. John Mason: “In person he was tall and large in form, full of martial bravery and vigor, 
of a stern, energetic, but not headstrong, disposition, of a moral and religious character. His life and 
conversation were of the Puritan stamp, without ostentation, and above reproach”(“The Memorial 
History of Harford County,” Vol. II, Page 525, as quoted in the LOG, March 14, 1917). The article 
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credits Capt. John Mason with securing the land, achieving “a lasting peace” that ensued for over 
forty years” (LOG, March 14, 1917). To the students in 1917, John Mason merited admiration as a 
civic leader as well, “no less active in peace than times of war.” Mason’s resume of civic service 
includes, among many duties, Deputy Governor of the Connecticut Colony (1660-1668); Acting 
Governor (1661-1663); Overseer and Administrator of Mohegan Lands (1659-1672); Deputy for 
Windsor to the Connecticut Court (1637-1641) and Commissioner for United Colonies for a 
number of years. Perhaps most historically significant is Mason’s role as a patentee for the colony’s 
original constitution in the early 1660s.  

The legend of John Mason continued to find an audience throughout the centuries, as it 
appealed to John Mason Loomis’s parents in the Early Republic and to readers after the death of 
John Mason Loomis. Rather than the name itself, it appears as though people were drawn to the 
story behind the name and grew attached to the ideals of heroism and virtue that were woven into 
the narrative. 
 

V. Process and Historical Memory at Other Schools 
 

This subcommittee was charged with researching different processes implemented by several 
prominent academic institutions, as they grappled with how to reconcile their connections to 
individuals in history whose actions were not always congruent with their schools’ values. After 
reviewing these processes, the subcommittee found that a common practice was to commission a 
report such as this one as well as to solicit input from major stakeholders before reaching a decision. 
Given the gravity of removing a name from one of the oldest buildings on campus, and given the 
tensions that such a decision might create (Swarns and Remnick), this subcommittee notes that 
broadening the conversation has led to many positive results for other institutions, even as some 
schools--most notably Duke University and The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill--have 
renamed buildings with less far-ranging discussions. (Stancill and Baccellieri) We share these 
observations so that our own process might be informed by others’ approaches. In particular we 
chose to highlight the processes by Princeton University, Harvard Law School, and Northwestern 
University.  
  
Woodrow Wilson School of Policy at Princeton University 

In November of 2015, the Black Justice League at Princeton University demanded that the 
name of Woodrow Wilson, a heralded alum and segregationist, be removed from a residential 
college, from the Woodrow Wilson School of Public Policy and International Affairs, and any other 
buildings present on the Princeton campus. 

The student-led organization staged a thirty-two-hour sit-in in the University president’s 
office in order to emphasize the needed augmentation of diversity on campus, starting with the 
removal of Wilson’s name. (Wong) The meeting concluded with President Christopher Eisgruber 
signing a contract that ensured the further consideration of the renaming. He then established a 
committee comprised of ten history scholars who evaluated Wilson’s legacy through on-campus 
group discussions and an online forum. From their accumulated evidence and their subsequent 
deliberation, a conclusion was made in early April 2016: they decided against renaming the buildings. 
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Although President Wilson’s name will remain on campus, Princeton pledged to institute other 
changes, such as creating a pipeline program to encourage more minority students to pursue 
doctoral degrees and diversifying campus symbols and art in order to make up for past grievances 
concocted by Woodrow Wilson. 
  
Harvard Law School 
         In March of this year, Harvard Law School announced that it would remove the family crest 
of donor and slave-owner Isaac Royall from its shield (find the full report in the C. Parker article 
listed below) . The crest, which pictured three sheaves of grain, was found to honor slave labor, 
which directly contributed to the success of the Royall Family. James Bowers, Loomis Chaffee P ’01 
‘02, Harvard Law School alumnus, and Senior Counsel at Day Pitney LLP, served as one of two 
alumni committee members. James Bowers described the process undertaken by the Law School in 
an article written by Nell Gluckman for The American Lawyer. According to Mr. Bowers: 
 

“What the committee was trying to establish was transparency and an openness to views. Two 
community meetings were held at the law school, in which I participated. Each had about 100 
students, staff and some faculty members. And we basically sat and listened. We took notes without 
stating what our thinking was. We just wanted to hear from them. We circulated those notes. In 
addition to that input, the Harvard Law faculty was invited to share its views through a listserv. 
Additionally, the alumni community was sent a separate email invitation. At the end of the day, we 
had in excess of 1,000 responses. When we went into deliberation we had a fair sense of what the 
community. As the report said, the community was all over the place. It didn’t divide neatly along any 
lines—gender, faculty, students, people of color. I reached out to a number of my African American 
friends and they were split.” 
 

Mr. Bowers then went on to explain that the committee received all of the feedback and deliberated. 
In the end, the committee voted to remove the shield. According to Mr. Bowers, “There’s no right 
answer here. The best that we can do is what we think is reasoned and principled. And it’s a close 
call for me, but I [was] inclined to support the dissent.” (Gluckman) It should be noted, however, 
that Mr. Bowers did differentiate between the shield of a school and the naming of a building. 
During the interview he explains, “This isn’t like a name on a building because a name on a building 
is isolated. This is about the whole law school marching under a single banner.” (Gluckman) 
 
Northwestern University 

Northwestern University has long grappled with the fact that John Evans, who played a 
significant role in the founding of their institution in 1851, served as ex officio Superintendent of 
Indian Affairs under President Lincoln when the gruesome Sand Creek Massacre occurred. In 1864, 
at the Sand Creek Massacre, US cavalry claimed the lives of 150 Cheyenne and Arapaho Native 
Americans, many of whom were women and children. Evans was later forced to resign because of 
his role in creating policies that led to the attack. 
         For a year, the John Evans Study Committee, comprised of faculty members from 
Northwestern University as well as the University of Arkansas, the University of Illinois at Urbana-
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Champaign, the University of Oklahoma, and Yale University, studied Evans’s personal and 
professional history, involvement with the massacre, and personal consequences of the massacre. 
The group’s main conclusion was that just as Northwestern has commended Evans for all of the 
good that he did for the institution, it failed to acknowledge “a deplorable aspect of Evans’s career 
that exposed a deep flaw in his moral character.” ( Blackhawk et al.) The group noted: “The most 
significant way in which the University can move to correct this is by taking steps that are in keeping 
with its leadership role in society as an institution of higher learning. These include increasing the 
access of Native Americans to a Northwestern education and of all Northwestern students to the 
study of Native American history and cultures.” (Blackhawk et al.) 
         Perhaps the most notable element of this process is the idea that the Committee recognized 
valued input from various members of the Northwestern community. First, the Committee was 
formed in response to a petition from the Native American and Indigenous Students Association 
(NAISA). In addition, the Committee hosted a public forum to answer questions and solicit 
feedback from the school community (Caminer, 2013). Finally, the University recognized the need 
for an additional group, the Native American Outreach and Inclusion Task Force, to “assess the 
state of services for Native Americans on campus, and offer recommendations to the provost to 
remedy weaknesses” (Caminer, 2014). These actions highlight the importance of including various 
constituents in the process of examining and questioning the past and in considering best practices 
for the present and future community. 
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