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PREFACE

No adequate history of the activities of the Texas

state government during the Civil War has been written. In-

stead this phase of state history has been treated only in

a limited manner in general state and Civil War histories.

A history of the state government's functions and role during

this period is essential to understanding Texas' development

as a state and its place in the Confederacy. This work is

an attempt to provide such a history. A study of the internal

political affairs of Texas during the war years, this work

begins with the movement toward secession and ends with the

collapse of the state government and the establishment of

military rule in Texas. Emphasis has been placed on revealing

how the state government attempted to cope with the numerous

problems which the war engendered and the futility of these

attempts.

In 1861 Texans voted overwhelmingly for secession, and

officials who opposed it, such as Governor Sam Houston, were

soon removed from office,leaving the state government in the

hands of the secessionists. The first two Civil War gover-

nors, Edward Clark and Francis R. Lubbock, supported the

Confederacy wholeheartedly, but internal difficulties began

to develop which neither the state nor the Confederacy could

solve.
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The most basic of these problems were the lack of capital

and the lack of manpower. The state government soon found

that Texas simply did not have enough men to fight a major

war, to defend the state from invasion, and to protect the

citizens on the extensive frontier. It also lacked specie

necessary to furnish supplies, to pay its soldiers, and to

carry on the normal governmental processes. Although the

state attempted to handle these difficulties, the measures

it took proved ineffective, and conditions in the state grew

progressively worse.

Under the administration of the last Civil War governor

of the state, Pendleton Murrah, these problems became com-

pletely uncontrollable. As this happened fewer Texans sup-

ported the Confederacy, generally feeling that state affairs

were more important than the affairs of the Richmond govern-

ment, Therefore, the relations of the state with the Con-

federacy became strained, increasing the already desperate

conditions. In the end Texas was defeated not by a Union

army invasion but by insolvable problems brought on by the

Civil War,
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CHAPTER I

POLITICS OF SECESSION

Texas was settled primarily by immigrants from the

southern United States, who brought with them their institu-

tions and ideas concerning government. The cotton economy

of the southern states quickly extended into Texas, and with

it came the plantation system and the institution of slavery.

Although slaveowners in Texas made up only a small part of

the population, they were an influential group. In 1860

only 2,163 of the 21,878 slaveowners held more than twenty

slaves and more than half of them owned less than five

slaves, Nevertheless, the total amount of money invested

in slave property was greater than that invested in Texas

farmland.1 Since Texas had a significant amount of capital

invested in slaves, it had much in common with the economy

and social structure of the other southern states.

It was only natural then that when the North and South

began to divide over the slavery issue Texas joined the pro-

slavery faction of the South. As early as 1857 the extreme

state rights advocates had taken over the Democratic Party

in Texas. John Marshall, editor of the Democratic newspaper,

1Rupert N. Richardson, Texas, The Lone Star State (New
York, 1958), pp. 162-163.
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the Austin State Gazette, was the state party chairman and

a strong supporter of state rights. At this time the Demo-

cratic Party was the only party of any significance in Texas.

The Know-Nothing Party had made a brief appearance in the

state in the mid 1850's but had soon died out. Its major

contribution to Texas politics was that by providing oppo-

sition it helped unify the Democratic Party in the state.
2

The unity of the Democratic Party under state rights

control was evident in the gubernatorial election of 1857,

when it nominated Hardin R. Runnels, a wealthy Texas planter

and a strong state rightist, for governor. Although he was

opposed by Sam Houston, who had never lost an election,

Runnels won with little difficulty. Two years later, how-

ever, the two opposed each other in the governor's race

again, and this time, Houston, advocating preservation of

the union, emerged an easy victor.3 Houston's victory at

this time indicated that although the state rightists were

in firm control of the Democratic Party machinery, they were

moving too rapidly toward secession for most of the people

in the state.

After late 1859 and early 1860, however, public senti-

ment caught up with the movement. The firm control that

the state rights advocates had at the state Democratic

21bid., pp. 181-182.

31bid., pp. 131-132.
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convention which met at Galveston on April 2, 1860, indicated

that this was true when it passed the following five reso-

lutions: Texas had not surrendered her sovereignty upon

entering the Union; Texas could adopt any measures neces-

sary for her defense; Texas could withdraw the authority

she had surrendered to the Union; Texas could withdraw from

the Union; every citizen had the right to move his property

anywhere he so desired. Therefore, it was the responsibility

of the United States government to protect it. The conven-

tion also chose eight delegates, all of whom were in com-

plete agreement with the resolutions passed by the state

convention, to represent Texas at the National Democratic

Convention to be held in Charleston, South Carolina, later

that month.

When the national convention convened on April 23, 1860,

and adopted the platform of the northern representatives,

eight states including Texas bolted the convention. Later

the northern faction nominated Stephen Douglas and the

southern faction nominated John C. Breckinridge. Another

southern party, the Constitutional Union Party, nominated

John Bell. Abraham Lincoln, the Republican candidate, was

elected but polled less than 40 per cent of the popular vote,

which was concentrated almost entirely in the North.5

NMarshall Texas Republican, April.14, 1860.

5J. G. Randall and David Donald, The Civil War and Re-
construction (Boston, 1961), pp. 127-1374~, passim.



In Texas, as in other southern states, the state right-

ists reacted violently to the election of Lincoln. Breckin-

ridge had carried Texas with 47,548 votes, over three times

as many as Bell who polled 15,463. The names of Douglas

and Lincoln had not even appeared on the ballot in Texas.6

The state's overwhelming vote for Breckinridge was taken by

the Democrats in Texas as a mandate meaning the people wanted

the federal government to protect slavery in the territories.

Knowing Lincoln was opposed to this, the Democratic leader-

ship in Texas desired immediate action that would lead to

secession.

Newspaper editorials openly advocated that the state

legislature be called for the purpose of secession. For

example, both the Texas Republican and the Dallas Herald

printed editorials denouncing Lincoln's election and in-

sisting that the South's only recourse was secession.7 Hous-

ton received numerous letters, petitions, and personal pleas

to take action toward secession. Nevertheless, the gov-

ernor stood firm against secession and refused to call the

legislature into session. On November 20, 1860, Houston

wrote, "Mr. Lincoln has been Constitutionally elected and

much as I deprecate his success, no alternative is left to

6Election Returns for President and Vice President,
U. S., 1860, Executive Record Book 279, Archives Division,
Texas State Library, Austin, Texas, p. 150.

7Marshall Texas Republican, February 2, 1861; Dallas
Herald, NovemberFIW, TW0.I
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me but to yield to the Constitution."8  On December 3, he

was more specific in absolutely refusing to call the legis-

lature into session because he felt that the present situa-

tion did not make it necessary and that the state did not

have the funds to pay for a special session. He did an-

nounce to the people of Texas that he had suggested to the

governors of the other southern states that a convention be

called to discuss the problems that had arisen because of

the election of Lincoln.9 On December 27, 1860, Houston

issued a proclamation ordering an election to be held on

February 4, 1861, for the delegates to represent the state

of Texas in a consultation of the southern states.10 Houston,

the only governor in the lower South to openly oppose seces-

sion, delayed it as long as possible in his state, and

primarily because of his efforts Texas was the last state in

the lower South to withdraw from the Union.11

The radicals in the state, greatly displeased with

Houston's actions, decided that, legally or illegally, a

state convention should be called. As early as November

8Houston to H. M. Watkins and Others, November 20, 1860,
Executive Record Book 278, p. 253.

9Address to the People of Texas, December 3, 1860,
Amelia W. Williams and Eugene C. Barker, editors, The
Writings of Sam Houston, 1813-1863, 8 vols. (Austin, TII3)
(hereafTe'rcTed as Writings of Houston), VIII, 210-212.

10Ordering Election of Delegates to the Convention of
the Southern States, December 27, 1860, Executive Record
Book 279, p. 165.

11Ralph A. Wooster, The Secession Conventions of the
South (Princeton, 1962), p~7~1210
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the radicals began planning secession without Houston's ap-

proval. United States Congressman John H. Reagan wrote

state Supreme Court Justice Oran M. Roberts pointing out

that the state constitution allowed the people to take ac-

tions to change their government if they deemed it necessary.

He suggested that if Houston refused to call a convention

the principle officers of the state could do this.12 Other

radicals agreed and the movement for such a convention was

soon underway.

A small group of influential Democrats decided to ini-

tiate the call for a state convention on their own. Among

them were Marshall, Reagan, Roberts, Attorney General George

Flourney, and prominent Texas Ranger John S. Ford. The

radicals met in the attorney general's office and on Decem-

ber 3 issued an address to the people of Texas. This address

suggested that an election be held on January 8 to elect

delegates to a state convention scheduled for January 28,

1861.13 This address was favorably accepted and the elec-

tion was held.

This call for a convention was probably more legal than

is generally believed. The Constitution of Texas at the

12John H. Reagan to Oran M. Roberts, November 1, 1860,
Oran M. Roberts Papers, Archives Division, The University
of Texas Library, Austin, Texas,

13miscellaneous Papers on Secession, 1860-1861, John
Salmon Ford Memoirs, Archives Division, The University of
Texas Library, Austin, Texas, pp. 2-11, passim.
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time did not make any provision for the calling of a state

convention, but it did state in Article One of the Bill of

Rights, "All political power is inherent in the people . . .

and they have at all times the inalienable right to alter,

reform or abolish their form of government in such manner

as they may think expedient." l1 Thus the convention called

in this manner was probably as legal as it would have been

had the governor or the legislature called it.

Realizing that mostly secessionists would be elected

to the convention, Houston decided to call the legislature

into special session in an attempt to divert the plans for

the convention. He decided the legislature should meet one

week before the convention so that it would have at least

a week to plan its course of action. On December 17, Hous-

ton issued a proclamation calling for a special session of

the state legislature to convene on January 21, 1861.15

During these weeks before the convention and the legis-

lature met, emotions ran high. Convinced that most Texans

wanted secession, the radicals believed their actions were

in the best interest of the state. Ford wrote that the

majority of the people favored secession,16 and Roberts

14H. P. N. Gammel, editor and compiler, The Laws of

Texas, 1822-1897, 10 vols. (Austin, 1898), II171277T

15proclamation by the Governor of Texas, December 17,
1861, Executive Record Book 279, p. 159.

16 Ford Memoirs, p. 3.
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received correspondence assuring him that most of the people

were in favor of the convention.17 Still Houston opposed

their actions and denounced the convention as illegal,

On January 21, 1861, the Called Session of the Eighth

Legislature convened at Austin. In a lengthy message to the

legislature, Houston outlined his reasons for calling the

session. He explained that he had called them together be.

cause of "the unsettled condition of our national affairs,

the continued invasion of our frontier by Indians and the

embarrassed condition of the Treasury." 18 Houston then made

recommendations concerning each of these three problems.

Considering the frontier defense to be of utmost im-

portance, Houston outlined the actions he had taken since his

inauguration. At that time the frontier had been completely

unprotected except by federal troops in inadequate numbers

to prevent Indian depredations. He immediately attempted

to protect the frontier by authorizing small companies in

several strategically located places, but soon found these

to be insufficient. On February 21, 1860, Houston authorized

the citizens of the frontier counties to raise companies of

not more than twenty men who could expect payment from the

next session of the legislature. Finding this to be

17R. G. Wheeler to 0. 1. Roberts, January 6, 1861,
Roberts Papers. Letters of similar content may also be
found in his papers,

18Senate Journal of the Eighth Legislature, Called Ses-
sion ofthW State of TexasWTAustin, 1861) (hereafter cited
as Senate Journal E~ighth Called Session), p. 6.
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insufficient, Houston issued a proclamation on March 9, re-

quiring the chief justice of each county to raise a minute

company of fifteen men to enter into active service for the

protection of the people from Indian depredations. The

commander of each company was to purchase necessary supplies

to be distributed among his men. Under this plan 720 men

were brought into service. In addition 100 Colt revolvers,

a number of rifles and muskets, as well as some ammunition

were supplied to the companies. These companies remained

active until May 18 at which time the Indians had been brought

under control. Although disbanded, these units remained in

force on an inactive basis and could be called at a moment's

notice whenever the chief justice of a county felt it to be

necessary. In addition to these special companies the gov.

ernor had needed from time to time to call into service

companies of state troops to deal with frontier problems.19

Financing these measures for frontier defense had been

a serious problem since the governor quickly exhausted the

$106,992.26 in the university fund that the legislature had

previously authorized him to use. Being unable to secure

credit, he attempted to use the $34,708,14 in the state

treasury from the sale of university lands, but the state

treasurer would not allow him to do this. Promising that

the legislature would pay for them as soon as it convened,

191bid., pp. 7-9.
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Houston procured two months' supply of rations from a mer-

chant, S. M. Swenson. In addressing the legislature, Hous-

ton requested that it take appropriate action to meet the

problems on the frontier and that it appropriate funds ac-

cordingly.20

Turning to other problems of finance, Houston pointed

out that the ordinary expenses of government exceeded the

revenue received by the state each year. He reminded the

legislature that he had recommended to the Regular Session

of the Eighth Legislature in February of the preceding year

that taxes be increased. The legislature had failed to

heed this recommendation. He noted that the current out-

standing debt was $345,338.11, and the cost of the called

session of the legislature would increase this considerably.

To meet these financial problems Houston presented a budget

for $1,175,956.90 which would pay all state indebtedness as

well as provide for the regular operating expenses for the

government and provide $500,000.00 for frontier protection

for the current year.21

With regard to the national situation Houston said the

question was "whether tis best to abandon the Government

and acknowledge that our Constitution is a failure, or to

maintain in the Union every constitutional right guaranteed

201bid., pp. 10-11.

211bid. , pp. 12-16.
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to us." 22 Further he said that although he deplored the

election of Lincoln, he saw in it no cause for the seces-.

sion of Texas. He did believe, however, that the time had

come for the southern states to meet together and cooperate

to demand redress for any grievances they had suffered at

the hands of the northern states. For this purpose he had

suggested to the other southern states that a convention be

called; he had also issued a proclamation calling for the

election of delegates to such a convention. He felt that

Texas' course concerning the national situation should be

left up to the people exercising their desires at the elec-

tion polls. If the legislature decided to call a convention

Houston would not oppose it, but he suggested that this be

done only as a last resort. Personally, he believed that

Texas' rights could be maintained in the Union which should

be perpetuated.2 3

For the most part the legislature completely ignored

or only partially fulfilled Houston's recommendations. Three

bills were passed to provide frontier protection. The first

provided for the counties along the frontier to organize a

company of forty men or less. These men would provide all

their own supplies and would be paid $1.50 for each day of

actual service.24 The second bill appropriated $25,000 to

2 2 Ibid., p. 17.

23Ibid., pp. 17-21.

24Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 346-347.
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pay for supplies that a number of creditors had furnished to

men on the frontier. This money was to come from the sale

of university lands.25  The third bill appropriated $100,000

to pay the minute men who had defended the frontier during

1860 and to pay those that might serve during 1861. The

money was to come from any funds over and above the cost of

carrying on the ordinary expenses of government. If funds

were insufficient for this, treasury warrants would be issued

to citizens who had claims against the state.26 Legislative

actions providing for frontier protection were inadequate.

More money was due for frontier protection during 1860 than

was appropriated for the following year. Citizens already

held a large number of treasury warrants,and the issuance of

additional warrants would only increase the debt and hurt

the credit of the state.

Houston's address to the legislature indicated that one

of his major concerns was the desperate financial condition

of the state. However, actions of the legislature with re-

gard to finance were even more inadequate than actions deal-

ing with frontier defense. The first session of the Called

Session of the Eighth Legislature passed no bill to increase

taxes or to create new sources of revenue, leaving the state

25 1bid., p. 353. This was the money that Houston had

attempted~7o acquire.

261bid., pp. 353-354.
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in serious financial difficulty.27

Legislative actions concerning national affairs were

exactly the opposite of what Houston had recommended. First

the legislature repealed the joint resolution of February 16,

1858, allowing the governor to attempt to form a convention

of southern states to discuss the national situation.
26 This

voided Houston's proclamation calling for the election of

delegates to such a convention. On January 26, the legisla-

ture passed a joint resolution approving the state convention

that had been called and granting it the power to consider

the relationship of the state to the Union. If, however,

the convention decided to secede from the Union this measure

should be submitted to a vote of the people of the state.
29

Thus it became obvious that the legislature had no intention

of cooperating with Houston in his attempt to keep the state

in the Union. On February 4, 1861, Houston signed the reso-

lution but only "with a protest against the assumption of

any powers, on the part of the said Convention beyond the

reference of the question for a longer connection of Texas

27This session of the legislature was divided into two

parts. The first part adjourned on February 9, 1861; when
the legislature met again Houston had been deposed and re-

placed by Edward Clark. This chapter will deal only with
actions taken during the first session of the called session.
The second session, which convened on March 18, passed sev-
eral bills to increase revenue, but these and other actions
taken in this session will be dealt with in Chapter II.

28Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 391.

291Id., pp. 392-393.
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with the Union."30 The legislature also allowed the conven-

tion to use the hall of the House of Representatives to hold

its meetings.3 1

In spite of Houston's objections the legislature con-

tinued actions directing the state toward secession. Its

next step was to pass a joint resolution declaring that when

the states joined the Union they had not given the federal

government the power to force obedience from them, but had

actually denied this power. If the federal government at-

tempted coercion, then Texas would join with the other

southern states and resist by all possible means.3
2 After

the convention passed the ordinance for secession, the legis-

lature passed a bill submitting it to a vote of the people

for approval or rejection.33 Two days later a supplement to

the bill was passed requiring the governor to issue a proclama-,

tion for this election to be held.34  Houston had no choice

but to comply with the law, and on February 9, he issued a

proclamation calling for the election to be held on

30Approval of the Joint Resolutions Concerning the Con-
vention of the People of Texas, February 4, 1861, Executive
Record Book 278, p. 188.

31Ernest W. Winkler, editor, Journal of the Secession
Convention of Texas, 1861 (Austin,~912T~(Fhireafter cited as
Journal or 9 session Convention), p. 14.

32Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 391-393.

33Ibid.,pp. 347-348.

341bid., p. 354.
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February 23.35 On February 9, the legislature adjourned un-

til March 18.36 Its actions had been in opposition to most

of Houston's recommendations, and it had enthusiastically

complied with the convention's measures to initiate secession.

The Texas State Secession Convention which had been

called by the radical Democrats of the state convened on

January 28, 1861, at two o'clock in the afternoon in the hall

of the House of Representatives. On the first day the var-

ious officials were elected with Judge 0. M. Roberts being

chosen chairman by acclamation. A committee of three was

appointed to keep the governor informed concerning the ac-

tions of the convention. Committees on Federal Relations,

Finance, Public Safety, Resolutions, and a committee to pre-

sent business to the convention were also appointed.37

The following day the convention began carrying out pro-

ceedings to accomplish secession. By a vote of 152 to 6 it

passed a resolution introduced by John Wharton which stated,

"it is the deliberate sense of this Convention that the

State of Texas should separately secede from the Federal

Union." 308 The next day, January 30, T. J. Chambers, chair-

man of the Committee on Federal Relations, placed the Ordi-

nance of Secession before the convention. The ordinance was

35Proclamation by the Governor of the State of Texas,
February 9, 1861, Executive Record Book 279, p. 187.

36Senate Journal Eighth Called Session, p. 109.

37Journal of Secession Convention, pp. 15-19.
38Ibid., p. 25.
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divided into two sections. The first section, which had been

unanimously approved by the committee, was to repeal the com-

pact by which Texas had become a member of the United States

in 1845 and to return the state to the status of a sovereign

republic. The second section provided for the ordinance to

be put before the qualified voters of the state on February 23.

If adopted the ordinance would take effect on March 2. Sev-

eral members of the committee had objected to this latter

portion of the ordinance believing that the convention should

decide whether the state would secede and that a public vote

was unnecessary.39 On January 31, a vote was taken on a

motion to strike out the second section of the ordinance but

it failed by 145 to 29.40 At this time Houston informed the

convention that he would concur with its actions, In a letter

to the president of the convention Houston assured him that

he would support whatever would be conducive to the welfare

of the state. He declared that, "when the voice of the people

of Texas has been declared through the ballot-box, no citizen

will be more ready to yield obedience to its will or risk his

all in its defence than myself,"4l Although Houston believed

secession was the wrong course for the state to take, he

agreed to accept the decision of the people.

391bid.0,pp. 35-36.

4 0Ibid., p. 44.

41Houston to a Committee of the Secession Convention,
January 31, 1861, Writings of Houston, VIII, 254.
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On February 1, the ordinance was submitted to a vote in

the convention and passed by 166 to 8. This was followed

by the passage of a resolution to inform the governor and

legislature of the actions taken and to "request their co-

operation in submitting it to the people of Texas for their

concurrence and ratification." 42 The next day the convention

passed a lengthy declaration of causes for secession, On

February 4, confident that the people would accept the ordi-

nance of secession, the convention chose seven delegates to

represent Texas in the convention at Montgomery, Alabama, to

consider the formation of a southern confederacy. The con-

vention authorized the Committee of Public Safety to seize

all federal property in Texas and later gave it the authority

to defend the state as it saw fit during the recess of the

convention.K3 On February 5, the convention adjourned with

plans to meet again on March 2.44

During the period between the two sessions of the con-

vention the secessionists enjoyed complete success in ac-

complishing their goals. At the polls their demand for seces-

sion was granted by a majority of more than three to one;

the vote was 46,129 in favor of and 14,697 in opposition to

the ordinance of secession,45 The Committee of Public Safety

42journal of Secession Convention, p. 49.

43Ibid., pp. 71, 81-82.

441bid., p. 85.

451bd., pp. 87-88.
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successfully carried out its instructions to seize federal

property. On February 16, 1861, the Committee sent a written

ultimatum to General David E. Twiggs, who was in charge of

federal troops in Texas, demanding that the troops be evacu-

ated and that federal property be turned over to the state.46

Without violence the Committee received the surrender of over

2,700 federal troops stationed in Texas and captured federal

military property valued in excess of $3,000,000. 4 Thus

when the convention resumed its meetings the people had ac-

cepted secession and the state had acquired federal property.

On March 2, the convention reconvened, but not having a

quorum present, it adjourned until Monday, March 4. On that

day the votes concerning the secession ordinance were counted

and Texas was declared to have been a free and independent

nation since March 2.48 Houston issued a proclamation declar-

ing Texas separated from the United States.4 9

On the next day, acting on its own initiative, the con-

vention decided to act on an ordinance requiring the Texas

delegates at Montgomery to apply for the admission of Texas

into the Confederate States of America. The ordinance passed

46Thomas J. Devine, S. A. Maverick, and P. N. Luckett,
Commissioners on behalf of Committee of Public Safety, to
General David E. Twiggs, February 16, 1861, Thomas Jefferson
Devine Papers, Archives Division, The University of Texas
Library, Austin, Texas.

4?Richardson, Texas, The Lone Star State, p. 187.
48Journal of the Secession Convention, pp. 87-88.

49Proclamation by the Governor of the State of Texas,
March 4, 1861, Executive Record Book 279, p. 205.
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by a vote of 109 to 2.50 However, assuming that the conven-

tion would have a quorum and would officially count the votes

on March 2, the Texas delegates had already requested admis-

sion to the Confederacy on that date. Thus the Confederate

Congress Journal dates the admission of Texas from March 2,

1861.51

As soon as Houston was notified of this action he sent

an indignant letter to the convention, In February, Houston

had signed the legislature's joint resolution authorizing

the secession convention, only after protesting that the

convention could assume no powers beyond considering the

relationship of Texas and the United States. He intended

this as a warning to the convention not to join the Confed-

eracy, In his letter to the convention Houston insisted

that the legislature had given it no authority beyond con-

sidering the question of secession. Once the convention had

carried this out and had submitted the question to a vote of

the people, its powers were exhausted.52 Thus Houston re-

fused to recognize the authority of the convention to join

Texas to the Confederacy.

5 0Journal of the Secession Convention, pp. 100-102.

51Journal of the Congress of the Confederate States
of America, senEeE tiveDocument No234,5th Cngress,
7nd Session,TVEls. (Washington,~194Z903T(hereafter cited
as Journal of the C. S. A.), , 97.

52Houston to a Committee of the Secession Convention,
March 6, 1861, Writings of Houston, VIII, 265-266.
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After Houston's letter was read to the convention on

March 6, it passed a resolution declaring that the body not

only had the power to pass the ordinance of secession but

that it also had the right to exercise powers incidental to

secession. The latter included the power to connect Texas

with the Confederate States. The resolution passed by a

vote of 126 to 0.53 Thus it was obvious that the convention

had no intention of cooperating with Houston and planned to

disregard his demands.

After the convention had decided that it had the power

to seek admission to the Confederacy, it set about the task

of preparing the state to defend itself in case hostilities

broke out. On March 9, Major Ben McCulloch was authorized

to obtain 1,000 Colt revolvers and 1,000 rifles with the

necessary ammunition for use on the frontier for which he

could pledge the credit of the state.5 4In preparation for

military defense of the state the convention ordered the ad-

jutant general to furnish a statement describing the mili-

tary condition of Texas with regard to the number of available

supplies, troops, and officers,55 and additional steps were

taken to provide for defense of the frontier. On March 8 an

"ordinance to provide for the protection of the frontier"

53Journal of Secession Convention, pp. 119-120.

54bid., pp. 125-127.

551bid., p. 127.
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was first read.56 During the next ten days the ordinance

was re-introduced and debated several times, and as finally

passed on March 18 it provided for a mounted regiment to be

raised and placed on the frontier. This force was to be

under state control until the Confederacy agreed to receive

it. 57 With these limited measures the convention began pre-

paring the state for what was to be a long and costly war.

The convention did not consider it necessary to revise

extensively the laws and Constitution of Texas. Thus it

passed a broad resolution providing that all laws that did

not conflict with secession would remain in effect. The only

significant change in the state constitution was made in

the oath of office in which the words "The United States"

were replaced with "The Confederate States." The convention

then resolved that all state officials, including the state

legislators must take this new oath of office.58 The latter

provision led to the climax of the conflict between Houston

and the convention.

According to the ordinance passed Houston was to take

the oath of allegiance to the Confederacy by noon, March 16.

O. M. Roberts, president of the convention, requested that

George W. Chilton, a member of the convention, deliver to

Houston a letter informing him of the convention's actions

56Ibid., p. 115.

57Ibid., pp. 196-197.

58Ibid., pp. 145-167, passim.
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and copies of the ordinances passed. Chilton did this but

as Houston did not recognize the existence of the conven-

tion, he refused to consider its actions binding.59

At the appointed time on March 16, the president of

the convention announced that the oath of loyalty to the

Confederacy was to be administered and called upon Governor

Sam Houston to come forward. When he failed to do so, Roberts

proceeded to administer the oath to other state officers.

Secretary of State Edward Cave also refused to take the oath.

Then the convention passed an ordinance declaring the gover-

nor's office vacant because of Houston's refusal to take the

oath and providing that Lieutenant Governor Edward Clark would

fill this vacancy. The office of secretary of state was also

declared vacant.6 0 This was the final victory of the seces-

sionists in taking over the state government.

Houston, however, maintained that since the convention

had no authority to depose him, he was still governor. The

day he was deposed Houston issued a lengthy proclamation ac-

cusing the convention of usurpation of authority and protest-

ing its actions. Although he insisted that he remained

governor legally, he declared that rather than bring "civil

strife" upon the state he would make no effort to maintain

59George W. Chilton to 0. M. Roberts, March 15, 1861,
Roberts Papers.

60Journal of Secession Convention, pp. 183-184.
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his position 1  On March 17, Houston prepared a message to

the legislature which was about to convene in which he re-

viewed the events that led to his deposition and declared

all actions of the convention beyond secession illegal.

Urging the legislature to support him rather than the con-

vention, he hoped to regain the office peacefully but refused

to use force to do so.62 On March 29, he refused an offer

of the United States government to use troops to sustain him

as governor.6 3 Houston had hoped the people and the legis-

lature would act to reinstate him, but when it became obvious

that this would not happen Houston peacefully retired, With

his retirement all major opposition to secession and to the

Confederacy ended in Texas' government, After his deposition

the state government concentrated on supporting the Confederacy

and preparing for war.

61proclamation to the People of Texas, March 16, 1861,
Governor's Correspondence, Archives Division, Texas State
Library, Austin, Texas.

62Writing~sof Houston, VIII, 278-292. This message was
not presented to thieT"egilature because Houston was no longer
governor.

6 3Houston to Charles A. Waite, March 29, 1861, ibid.,
p. 294.



CHAPTER II

ORGANIZING A CONFEDERATE STATE

On March 16, 1861, Edward Clark became the chief execu-

tive of the state of Texas, and for the next eight months he

was to be the central figure in the state government. Shortly

after Clark took office the state Secession Convention ad-

journed sine die and the state legislature adjourned, not to

meet again until Clark had left office. Thus a study of the

state government and its actions during this period is pri-

marily a study of the activities of the governor. During

these months the state government had to make the difficult

transition from concern with peacetime problems to involve-

ment in a full-scale war. The difficulties that the state

was to face throughout the war emerged during this time and

became worse as the war progressed. Therefore, Clark's ad-

ministration was the first to face the problems that were to

beset Texas under the Confederacy.

Since the Confederate government was to operate much as

the United States government, the legislature agreed with

the Secession Convention that little change in the state

government was necessary. The legislature divided the state

into six Congressional districts and provided for the election

of representatives to the Confederate rather than the United

24
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States Congress. It also arranged for the election of elec-

tors to vote for the President and Vice-President of the Con-

federacy.2 With only minor changes then the state government

continued to operate in much the same manner as before seces-

sion. With the state at war, however, the government was

concerned with far more serious problems, and the governor

and other state officials directed most of their energy toward

seeking solutions to these.

Immediately after secession the state government found

it necessary to provide protection for the Texas frontier.

Formerly the United States government had posted approximately

2,700 troops there to protect citizens from Indians. Since

this force had been insufficient to provide complete protec-

tion, the issue of frontier defense had been a constant con-

cern of the state government even before secession. When the

United States troops were removed Indian attacks upon the

frontier settlements immediately became more frequent.3 In

his first speech to the legislature Clark pointed out that

Indians were doing much damage on the northern and western

frontiers and suggested that action be taken to protect those

settlers. The problem of Clark's administration was either

1Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 371-372.

2lbid,, pp. 381-382.

3clark to Jefferson Davis, April 4, 1861, The War of the
Rebellion, Official Records of the Union and Confederate Ar-
mies, 130 vols. (WashingtonT80l9fl)F(hereater cited as
_0.), series 1, 1, 621.

4Dallas Herald, April 24, 1861.
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to provide troops at state expense or to convince the Con-

federate government to do so. Throughout the war the state

government was unable to provide adequate protection because

of lack of funds and supplies. Concentrating its forces on

the war in the East, the Confederacy also failed to provide

adequate forces to protect the frontier.

Both the Secession Convention and the state legislature

recognized the problem and attempted to solve it. The con-.

vention provided for the formation of a regiment of mounted

volunteers, but when Clark took office it had not been or-

ganized. On March 21, Clark began its actual organization

by writing to ten prominent men requesting that each raise a

company of one hundred men.5 More than enough volunteers

answered the call, and the frontier regiment, which was to

remain under the pay and supervision of the state government

until it could be transferred to the Confederate service,

was soon formed. After receiving several requests from the

governor and other state officials, the Confederate Secretary

of War agreed to accept the regiment into the Confederate

army.6

5Clark to Messrs. Byron, Stafford, Whaley, Webb, Short,
Benevides, Walker, Hammer, Crawford, Hardeman, March 21,
1861, Executive Record Book 80, p. 8.

6James M. Day, editor and compiler, House Journal of
the Ninth Legislature Re Session of The State of Texas

Tis TJIn, 1964)0pp.20-21. Between 1963 and 1966>Day edited
and compiled all of the House and Senate Journals of the
Ninth and Tenth Legislatures.
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State officials believed frontier protection was the

duty of the Confederacy, and the governor immediately began

to insist that the Confederacy provide this protection. On

April 4, Clark wrote to Jefferson Davis pointing out that

Texas had 1,700 miles of frontier to be protected and that

the Confederate government had provided only one regiment

to replace the 2,700 United States troops that had been re-

moved; therefore, the state had been forced to provide ad-

ditional protection. Clark reminded Davis that Union senti-

ment on the frontier was strong and implied that if the Con-

federacy failed to give the settlers adequate protection they

might oppose the Confederate government.7 In additional

letters Clark requested both supplies and troops for the

frontier but received little response from the Confederacy.

Not only was the state government responsible for raising

troops to protect the state, but it was also the intermediary

through which troops were raised for the Confederate army.

During Clark's administration he received three requisitions

from Confederate Secretary of War L. P. Walker. The first

requisition, issued April 9, 1861, was for 3,000 men,8 the

second, issued April 16, was for 5,000 men,9 and the final

7 Clark to Davis, April 4, 1861, 0. R., series 1, I, 621.

8 j. P. Hooper to Clark, April 9, 1861, ibid., series 4,

I, 213.

9LP. Walker to Clark, April 16, 1861, ibid., pp. 221-
222.
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requisition made in June was for 2,000 men.1 In a proclama-

tion on April 17, Clark outlined the system which was to be

successful in filling each of these requisitions, Dividing

the state into six districts, he appointed an aid-de-camp to

represent each district. Each of the six districts was fur-

ther divided into five smaller districts in each of which an

enrolling officer was appointed and assigned the number of

men to be enrolled from that district. After enrolling the

required number these officers forwarded the lists of names

to the aide-de-camp who sent them on to the governor. The

men enrolled were not to be paid until they were actually ac-

cepted into the Confederate service.11

Clark attempted to muster every able-bodied man in the

state into militia companies that would stand ready to enter

the service of either the state or the Confederacy when

needed, Brigadier generals were appointed in the thirty-two

districts of the state and each general was to organize the

men in his district into volunteer companies, The governor

and others urged the people to join these companies,12 but

in one of his last speeches to the legislature Clark admitted

that their organization had not been entirely successful.13

10L. P. Walker to Clark, June 30, 1861, ibid., pp. 237-
240.

11 Clark to the People of Texas, April 17, 1861, Executive
Record Book 279, pp. 237-240.

12Clark to Jacob Waelder, October 17, 1861, Executive
Record Book 80, p. 153.

13House Journal Ninth Regular Session, p. 26.



29

To prepare Texans for military service Clark attempted

to establish training camps throughout the state, a plan

which he explained in a proclamation issued on June 8. Each

of the six aides-de..camp was to establish a training camp

in his district where food and equipment were to be provided

by the men themselves or by donations from the people of the

area, While training in these camps the men were not to re-

ceive any pay,14 In a second proclamation the governor an-

nounced that such training camps had been established and

asked that volunteer companies use them frequently for drill-

ing and training, He also urged that all men muster them-

selves into volunteer companies and that the commanding of-

ficer of each company report its location to the adjutant

general's office.1 5 In a speech to the legislature Clark

admitted that these camps had not been as successful as he

had hoped but pointed out that they had been of little ex-

pense to the state,16

In fulfilling the requests of the Confederacy for troops

the state government was more than successful, By the end

of Clark's administration: over 20,000 Texans were serving in

the Confederate army whereas the secretary of war had requested

only 10,000,17 Some of these were state troops that had been

14Camps of Instruction Proclamation, June 8, Executive
Record Book 279, pp. 267-269,

15Proclamation to the People of Texas, July 16, 1861,
ibid., pp. 279-280,

16House Journal Ninth Regular Session, p. 26.

171idtp. 28.
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formed into companies and accepted by the Confederacy and

others had joined the Confederate army directly. Probably

even more troops would have been signed into service if the

governor had had the authority to enlist men immediately.

Soon after the war broke out Clark received numerous offers

of companies but could not accept them because he lacked

the authority.

The problem of providing supplies for the troops plagued

both the state and Confederate governments throughout the

war years. Since the state legislature assumed that the

Confederacy would supply the troops, no funds had been ap-

propriated for this purpose. Because the Confederate govern-

ment failed to supply them, the Texas soldiers both at home

and on the war front were soon in desperate need of such

things as clothing, bedding, arms, and ammunition which the

people of the state were urged to donate. In response to

Clark's request that supplies be donated to the training

camps, one man offered to give one-fourth of the grain he

raised during the war and 2,000 pounds of beef each year to

the state.18 Similar offers were made by other people who

wished to do all they could to help prosecute the war.

Clark urged people to give generously to the war effort

and to accept state bonds in exchange for heavy clothing. On

August 31, he issued a proclamation requesting that the people

18J. P. McKinney to Clark, June 3, 1861, Governor's Cor-
respondence.
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of the state contribute money, clothing, and bedding for the

troops. He instructed each county to form a committee to

gather the supplies and send them to the nearest of the six

cities that would serve as supply centers.1 9 Several counties

formed such committees and responded to Clark's requests.

In September the people of Smith County informed Clark that

they had furnished 177 troops in Missouri with clothing and

wagons,20 Newspapers joined in the campaign to encourage

people to contribute to the war effort. In July the Texas

Republican issued a plea for the people to donate winter

clothing to the troops,21 and in September the Dallas Herald

printed a similar editorial requesting clothing.
22 Thus the

press helped keep the people aware of the soldiers' needs

and encouraged citizens to contribute freely,

The women of Texas also attempted to alleviate the

clothing and supply shortage by forming community organiza-

tions that worked enthusiastically to provide these goods.

The newspapers praised and encouraged their work, For ex-

ample, the Texas Republican praised the ladies of Marshall

19Proclamation to the People of Texas, August 31, 1861,
Executive Record Book 80, p. 124. The supply centers were
Houston, Marshall, Dallas, Sherman, Austin, and San Antonio.

20Samuel Gibbs to Clark, September 18, 1861, Governor's
Correspondence.

21Marshall Texas Republican, July 27, 1861.

22Dallas Herald, September 25, 1861.
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for providing cotton and linen bandages, lint, and pillow

cases for the soldiers.23 Other ladies reported to Clark

that they had formed ladies' aid societies which were anxious

to help the soldiers but were often unable to acquire the

material necessary for their projects.24  Nevertheless, the

women of Texas made a notable attempt to supply soldiers and

soon became an important source of clothing supply.

Clark's administration began the system of using the

penitentiary at Huntsville to manufacture cloth, but this

did not prove highly successful until after he left office.

On May 24, Clark asked the director of the state penitentiary

to investigate the establishment of a program to manufacture

tents, uniforms, and other military supplies at the prison.25

When the director did not reply Clark wrote again pointing

out the importance of the program and asking that the director

inform him as to the amount of goods that could be produced

each month by directing the entire energies of the peniten-

tiary to that task.26 In September Clark wrote Secretary

Walker telling him that a large amount of wool could be pur-

chased in Texas for Confederate bonds and explaining that

this wool could be turned into cloth at the rate of 1,000

23Marshall Texas Republican, September 21, 1861.

24Josephine Munger to Clark, October 24, 1861, Gover-
nor's Correspondence.

25Clark to Thomas P. Carothers, May 24, 1861, Executive

Record Book 80, p. 83.

26 Clark to Carothers, August 29, 1861, ibid., p. 123.
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yards per day in the penitentiary and then made into cloth-

ing.27 In early October an order to supply M. F. Locke's

regiment with fifteen to twenty tents was made,
28 and- similar

orders soon followed. During Clark's administration the

prison system did not really have time to demonstrate how

effective it could be, but during later years it became ex.

tremely valuable in supplying troops.

Clark and other state officials made numerous attempts

to convince the Confederate government of its obligation to

supply the troops. Although the Confederacy was unable to

do this it attempted to work out a satisfactory arrangement

with the state governments. In August Secretary of War Walker

instructed Clark and the other governors to have the quarter-

master's department supply the troops of each state with

woolen goods that were to be charged to the Confederacy.
29

In October Clark received word from Judah P. Benjamin, acting

Secretary of War of the Confederacy, that an act had passed

providing a new system for supplying Confederate troops by

which each state was to supply clothing for its own troops;

the Confederacy would repay each state twenty-five dollars

27 Clark to L. P. Walker, September 7, 1861, 0, P., series
i, IV, 101.

28Clark to Carothers, October 3, 1861, Executive Record

Book 80, p. 155.

29L, P. Walker to Clark, August 7, 1861, 0. H., series 4,

I, 534.
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for each man it supplied for six months)30  Neither the state

nor the Confederate government was able to solve this problem,

however, and it became worse as the war progressed.

More difficult than supplying clothing for troops was

the problem of supplying arms and ammunition. The Confed.

eracy was unable to provide an adequate supply; thus, the

shortage of arms in the state was a problem from the very

beginning of the war. Since the Confederacy would not act,

the state government had to attempt to provide weapons and

ammunition. When federal troops in Texas surrendered in

1861, Ben McCulloch took 4,000 stands of muskets and rifles

from General David E. Twiggs, who had been United States com-

mander of the Department of Texas, and additional guns and

ammunition were taken from the federal troops at Indianola3
1

On April 6, 1861, however, the state legislature passed a

joint resolution turning these supplies over to the Con-

federate government.32

Soon after the war began both civilians and military

men became alarmed about the shortage of arms within the

state. In May, John Marshall, editor of the State Gazette,

warned Clark that the entire country was excited about this

3 0J, P. Benjamin to Clark, October 13, 1861, ibid.,
series 1, IV, 120.

31William F. Austin to L. A. Thompson, May 7, 1861,
ibid., I, 634.

32Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 395.
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shortage. He advised Clark to begin negotiating for the

purchase of weapons and ammunition. Another citizen, Joseph

Taylor, wrote to Clark pointing out that men going to the war

carried with them all the arms, leaving the home citizens no

means to defend themselves and asking that the state provide

arms.33 Similar appeals were also made to the Confederate

government throughout the war. As early as April, 1861, a

Texan wrote to Jefferson Davis that the military companies

of the state "must have ordnance, arms, and munitions, of

war, and these can only be obtained through your government ."

However, neither the state nor the Confederate government was

able to fulfill such requests to any satisfactory extent.

Throughout his administration, Clark received urgent

requests for arms and ammunition from military men. This

lack of arms prohibited some companies from entering the

service. In May Clark received word that a company had been

formed in Jasper and could enter the service as soon as it

was provided with arms,35 and another company formed at Fort

Brown offered to enter service for the duration of the war

if arms could be provided.36 The companies already in service

33John Marshall to Clark, May 13, 1861; Joseph Taylor to
Clark, May 10, 1861, Governor's Correspondence.

34Benjamin F. Neal to Davis, April 28, 0. R., series 1,
i, 629-630.

35John Blount to Clark, May 20, 1861, Governor's Corres-
pondence.

36W. H. Brewin to Clark, August 25, 1861, ibid.
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were also in dire need of weapons as M. F. Locke indicated

in his request to Clark that his regiment be supplied swords

and pistols.37 The state government could do little as it

had neither the supplies nor the funds to meet these re-

quests.

Since authorities feared a federal invasion would be

attempted through Galveston, the shortage of supplies there

was particularly alarming. Some of the arms seized from fed-

eral soldiers in Texas were sent to aid in the defense of

Galveston. This measure proved inadequate and the governor

began insisting that the Confederacy accept this responsibi-

lity. In May Clark wrote to President Davis saying that re-

quests for arms came to him every day from all parts of the

state but that the state could not grant these requests. He

expressed particular concern for the coast and asked that

an engineer be appointed to provide proper protection of

Galveston and that arms be sent by the Confederacy.38 Finally

such an officer was provided by the Confederacy and further

steps were taken to protect the coast, relieving the state

somewhat of the responsibility.39

Because neither the state nor the Confederacy was able

to supply guns, Clark asked that volunteer soldiers supply

their own weapons. In a proclamation issued in July he

3 7 M. F. Locke to Clark, October 11, 1861, ibid.
38Clark to Davis, May 12, 1861, Executive Record Book

80, p. 60.
39House Journal Ninth Regular Session, p. 24.
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instructed volunteers to bring any arms they could secure,

told the citizens to put all their firearms in good working

order, and asked the people of the state to donate arms to

the military.40 With limited state funds available Clark at-

tempt&d to buy munitions from merchants within the state but

was able to obtain only a small amount in this way. In an

attempt to determine how successfully the state could be de-

fended against an invasion, Clark instructed each chief jus-

tice to survey his county and determine the number of arms

held by private citizens there. Although the survey was in-

complete it revealed that at least 40,000 privately owned

guns were in Texas.41

The state government made several attempts to purchase

arms. The Secession Convention authorized Ben McCulloch

to purchase armaments, and before war broke out he was able

to arrange to have 1,000 Colt revolvers delivered by a mer-

chant from the North. When the guns arrived the state was

to pay $25,000 for them, but upon their arrival the treasury

lacked the funds necessary to complete the transaction.

Clark ordered that the guns be taken anyway, and when he left

office he reminded the legislature that this debt was still

unpaid, but also pointed out that it was owed to a citizen

of the United States.43

40Proclamation to the People of Texas, July 16, 1861,
Executive Record Book 279, pp. 279-280.

4lHouse Journal Ninth Regular Session, pp. 24-25.
42Clark to Ben McCulloch, April 13, 1861, Executive

Record Book 80, p. 23.

43House Journal Ninth R Session, p. 34.
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A less successful attempt to acquire arms was made when

Clark authorized E. B. Nichols, a financial agent for the

state, to spend $50,000, $100,000, or even more to buy a

large number of guns. He was to pledge the credit of the

state if he needed to and to spend funds owed Texas by the

Confederacy. Nichols reported that he had talked to people

who had traveled throughout the Confederacy and in Mexico

and Europe without locating arms. Other Confederate states

had agents attempting to do the same thing he was, but wea-

pons were available only for cash. Merchants would not ac-

cept the credit of the state.45 Therefore, his mission was

unsuccessful.

Another agent, S. A. Maverick, was authorized to buy

lead, gunpowder, and as many guns as possible in Mexico.

Although he was able to buy some lead and powder, he could

purchase no guns.46 Hamilton P. Bee, whom the governor

commissioned on August 15 to go to Mexico to get powder,

lead, caps, and guns, was almost successful. His instruc-

tions were to use either state bonds or the United States

bonds held by the state to complete the purchase. Negotiating

with the United States bonds, he was able to get several

Clark to E. B. Nichols, May 17, 1861, Executive Record
Book 80, p. 71.

45Nichols to Clark, September 18, 1861, Governor's Cor-
respondence.

46Clark to S. A. Maverick, July 17, 1861, Executive Re-
cord Book 80, p. 93.
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thousand rifles. In the meantime, however, Clark was in.-

formed that the United States government had repudiated all

bonds held by the rebelling states. When Clark sent Bee

word of this repudiation the transaction was broken off.4

Too late, Clark learned that the bonds had not been repud-.

iated. Therefore, in general, the major attempts to acquire

guns and ammunition during Clark's administration were un-

successful. Thus the troops began the war inadequately

armed, and this major problem of the state and the Confederacy

began to develop during the first months of the war.

One of the most important concerns of the state govern-

ment during the Civil War was state finance. When Clark took

office Texas had the largest deficit in its history. Since

the tax system was inadequate and the credit of the state

was failing, completely solving the financial problem was

impossible. The state was now responsible for expenses that

had been paid by the United States government as well as the

added expenses that the war brought.

In his first message to the legislature Clark made ex-

tensive recommendations concerning state finance. His first

recommendation was that state bonds totaling $1,000,000 be

sold at an interest rate of 8 per cent payable in semi-annual

installments. Assuming that the bonds would sell for at

least ninety cents on the dollar, Clark believed this would

I'Clark to Hamilton Bee, September 17, 1861, ibid.,
pp. 133-134.



bring $900,000 into the state treasury. Revenue from other

sources would amount to about $350,000 giving a total of

$1,250,000 to meet the state's expenses until June 1, 1862.

After deducting the civil expenditures of the government, the

expense of the Secession Convention and the legislature,

military claims, interest on bonds and treasury warrants,

and other obligations of the government, he estimated only

$170,000 would remain in the state treasury. He felt this

would not be enough to defend the frontier adequately and

meet additional expenses of the government that might arise

before the end of the fiscal year ending June 1, 1862.48

For this reason Clark recommended several tax increases.

He suggested that the ad valorem tax be increased from twelve

and one-half cents to twenty cents per $100 property evalua-

tion and that the poll tax be raised from fifty cents to one

dollar. These measures would increase state revenue from

$350,000 to $540,000. If these increases proved insufficient

Clark suggested that the state borrow from the school fund

or from the money acquired from the sale of university lands.

He believed, however, that the state should use these funds

only if it became absolutely necessary, Clark also suggested

that a tax be placed on holdings other than property, such

as money.49 The governor's program was an attempt to place

48Dallas Herald, April 24, 1861.

49Ibid.



41,

the state on a sound financial basis. Since Clark could not

foresee the financial crisis that the state would soon face,

his program probably would not have been sufficient even if

the legislature had adopted it.

The legislature did act upon some of Clark's recommen-

dations, but most of its actions increased the liabilities

and failed to increase the revenue of the state by appro-

priating funds without providing adequate sources for revenue.

On March 20 the legislature passed an act providing for the

funding of the debt contracted in protecting the frontier.

State bonds were issued for $300,000, and the holder of any

warrant issued under laws for frontier protection could ex-

change it for the new bonds which would pay 8 per cent in-

terest.50 On April 5 the legislature passed an act appro-

priating $100,000 to pay the debt acquired in protecting the

frontier and to provide for its future protection.51

Three days later the legislature passed an act providing

for the $1,000,000 bond issue that Clark had recommended.

These bonds were to be sold in New Orleans by an agent ap-

pointed by the governor. In order to pay the debt and the

interest on it the ad valorem tax was increased four cents

per $100, falling short of Clark's recommended increase.52

On April 8 the legislature also appropriated $75,000 to

50Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 360.

51Ibid., p. 368.

521bid., pp. 375-378.
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provide supplies and transport them to the frontier regiment

authorized by the Secession Convention.53 On the same day

the legislature authorized the governor to borrow $90,000

for twelve months at an interest rate of not more than 10

per cent to pay the debts created by the Secession Conven-

tion.54

The legislature also made some changes in the tax system.

It passed a tax of twenty cents on each $100 loaned at

interest and levied a tax on persons or firms "engaged in

the sale of goods, wares, and merchandise, vinous or spiri-

tuous liquors.'"55 Much of the legislature's time was spent

dealing with financial matters, but it did not raise the poll

tax and it failed to raise the ad valorem tax, as much as

Clark suggested. The most important result of the legislative

actions was to increase greatly the debt of the state and

the measures it provided proved highly inadequate.

After the legislature adjourned it became evident that

it had not provided the government with adequate means of

raising revenue. Clark appointed E. B. Nichols to go to

New Orleans to sell $500,000 of the $1,000,000 bond issue.

Nichols was authorized to sell the bonds for no less than

12 per cent discount but to accept payment in bank notes

531bid., p. 383.

541bid,, pp. 384-385.

55Ibid., p. 388.



from any specie paying bank in New Orleans. Clark also

authorized him to negotiate the $90,000 loan set up by the

legislature.56

The bonds were ready for sale by the middle of August,

but by that time Texas' credit had fallen so that Nichols was

unable to sell bonds of either issue, He reported that

New Orleans was in a state of depression, and he was forced

to give up, admitting total defeat.5? A company in Austin

offered to buy $35,000 of the bonds at eighty-five cents on

the dollar, but Clark turned the offer down.58 Thus Clark's

money raising plans failed, and the treasury remained empty

during his administration.

In his annual report C. R. Johns, the Comptroller, re-

ported that the state treasury contained only $36,267.33,

which would only pay the state's expenses for about a month.

He urged that additional means of raising money be considered

but discouraged the issuance of further bonds and warrants

that would have to be sold at a discount. This would only

raise the debt and lower the credit of the state. He also

suggested that the state make further attempts to collect

the money owed the state by the United States and by the

56Clark to Nichols, May 13, 1861, Executive Record Book
279, pp. 249-250.

57Nichols to Clark, September 18, 1861, Governor's
Correspondence.

58Clark to Nichols, August 14, 1861, Executive Record
Book 80, p. 106.
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Confederacy.59 This shortage of funds in the state treasury

made other problems, such as those of defense and supply,

more serious.

Throughout Clark's administration relations between the

state and Confederate government were generally good. Con-

ditions within the Confederacy had not yet become bad enough

to strain relations with the state governments. The governor

and other state officials attempted to comply with all re-

quests from the Confederate government, and were particularly

enthusiastic about recruiting troops. During these first

months of the war public response to calls for troops was

also enthusiastic, so that the state government had little

difficulty in mustering troops for the Confederacy. The

only serious hindrance to recruitment was that the Confederacy

wanted infantry and the Texans wished to serve in the cav-.

alry,60 Nevertheless, the state provided more troops than

the Confederacy requested.

The controversy that developed between the state and

Confederate governments involved the recruitment of too many

rather than too few troops. Because of its unusual position

the state felt more troops than were being provided by the

Confederacy were necessary for state protection. To the

south the state was bordered by a foreign country and to the

59Report of the Comptroller of Texas for the Fiscal
Years 1860-186T~(Wuit inl8 ,pp. T 0~0 l~~1T~112.

60House Journal Ninth Regular Session, p. 27.



north and west by Indian territory, causing concern about

attacks from Indians as well as from the United States. To

protect the state against such attacks the government often

first raised regiments itself and then sought to have them

admitted into Confederate service. As noted, one of the

first actions taken was to provide a frontier regiment, which

after several requests from state officials the Confederacy

finally accepted.6 1 Clark, fearing a federal invasion from

across the northern border, authorized the formation of

several additional regiments for the protection of the state.

Since Texas could not afford to maintain these, immediate

attempts were made to have them accepted into the Confederate

service,62 and after several months the Confederacy received

them.63

Officials also feared a federal invasion through Gal-

veston and urgently requested that the Confederacy provide

defenses for the coast.64 Although the Confederacy provided

an officer in August who placed regiments along the coast,

Texans still felt it was inadequately defended.6 5 State

officials, of course, felt that the protection of the state

6 lJohn Marshall to Clark, May 13, 1861, Governor's Cor-
respondence.

62Special Orders No. 18 issued by William Byrd, July 25,
1861, 0. R., series 1, IV, 95-96.

6 3p, 0. Hebert to Clark, October 3, 1861, ibid.., p. 113.

64"News" Office, Galveston, to E. C. Wharton, April 9,
1861, ibid., p. 625.

65Hebert to J. P. Benjamin, October 24, 1861, ibid.,
p. 127.
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was the duty of the Confederate government. The secretary

of war, on the other hand, believed that troops were more

urgently needed further east where the fighting was actually

taking place and that Texas was too far west to be in serious

danger of attack,

A similar controversy arose with regard to supplies,

which the Confederacy also concentrated in the East. From

the beginning of the war state requests for supplies from

the Confederate government were frequent, but, as noted ear-

lier, were seldom granted.

Another conflict that arose between the state and Con-

federate government involved the method of recruiting troops.

Although Clark felt that all recruiting should be done through

the state government, the Confederacy dispatched officials

to Texas who enlisted soldiers without informing the state

officials. In his last message to the legislature Clark

pointed this out and suggested that something be done about

it. 6 6

Politics during Clark's administration were characterized

by lack of party strife. All of the prominent leaders of

the state shared one goal--successful prosecution of the war.

Even during the gubernatorial campaign of 1861 very little

political controversy existed within the state. By June of

1861, four candidates had announced for the office; they were

66House Journal Ninth Regular Session, p. 27.
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Francis R. Lubbock, T. J. Chambers, Edward Clark, and F. S.

Stockdale,67 but the latter dropped out before the election.

All candidates being states' rights Democrats, they pledged

their fullest support to the war effort, and thus the cam-

paign was largely concerned with personalities rather than

issues. The Democratic Party of Texas planned to hold a

nominating convention to name candidates for the offices of

governor, lieutenant governor, and commissioner of the gen-

eral land office. However, this convention which met in

Dallas on May 27, was too small to justify the nominations

of candidates as only twenty-six counties were represented.68

Of the campaign Lubbock said, "We all pledged ourselves

to support the war and there was nothing else discussed."69

Just six weeks before the election occurred the Texas R

lican pointed out the lack of interest that had characterized

it. Scarcely anything had been done by candidates, politi-

cians, or the press to bring issues before the people.70

Only Chambers campaigned actively. Clark had never been an

active politician, and during the election he devoted his

time to the duties of his office, He had been elected

67Marshall Texas Republican, June 29, 1861.

68Dallas Herald, April 17, 1861; May 29, 1861.

6 9Francis R. Lubbock, Six Decades in Texas or Memoirs of
Francis Richard Lubbock, ediTed by C. W.~Raines Tiustin,
1900), p. 3241

70 Marshall Texas Republican, June 22, 1861.
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lieutenant governor in 1859 largely because he was running

on the ticket with Sam Houston, an extremely popular candi-

date. Since Lubbock had covered the state during that elec-

tion when he was running for lieutenant governor, he found

it unnecessary to do so again. He had the support of such

important political leaders as John Marshall, editor of the

State Gazette, and E. H. Cushing, editor of the Houston Tele-

graph.71 The election proved to be a close one, with Lubbock

defeating Clark by only 124 votes.72

Although he spent only eight months in office, Clark

faced most of the problems that impeded the Confederacy

throughout the war years. One of the major concerns of the

state government during this time was raising troops both to

defend the state and to fulfill requisitions from the Con-

federacy. During the early months of the war people were

anxious to fight; thus the government had little difficulty

raising troops. Another serious problem concerned supply,

especially the supply of munitions. These could not be pro-

vided largely because of the shortage of funds in the state

treasury, and the state's resources for dealing with the

added war expenses proved inadequate. The state expected

help from the Confederacy with the problems of defense, supply,

and finance. The Confederacy, however, felt the war effort

71Lubbock, Six Decades in Texas, p. 324.

72 House Journal Ninth Regular Sess p. 7.
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was more important than the defense of Texas; thus the state

received little help from that government. Nevertheless

relations between the two governments remained cordial during

Clark's administration with state officials attempting to

comply with all Confederate demands. War difficulties over-

shadowed political strife in the state so that the only active

political party was the states' rights faction of the Demo-

cratic Party. The activities of the state government were

largely involved in trying to solve these wartime problems,

but it enjoyed little success, and the problems became worse

as the war progressed.



CHAPTER III

LUBBOCK AND THE POLITICS OF COOPERATION

On November 7, 1861, Francis Richard Lubbock was inaug-

urated as governor of Texas, and for the next two years he

was the most influential figure in state politics. The theme

of his inaugural address, which was a patriotic pledge to

devote his energies to prosecuting the Civil War,1 became

the basic theme of his administration. A history of the

state government during this period is one of devotion to

and cooperation with the Confederacy, and most state activi-

ties directly or indirectly involved the war effort. The

problems of protecting the state, providing troops and ade-

quately supplying them, and financing the state government

and the war, which had begun during Clark's administration,

became even more acute during Lubbock's administration. Most

of these problems proved insurmountable, and the state

government was never completely successful in solving them.

One of the first orders of business that arose during

Lubbock's administration was the necessity of electing Con-

federate officials. Two senators were to be chosen by the

state legislature for a term of six years, and six representa.

tives were to be chosen by the people of designated districts

1Marshall Texas Republican, December 7, 1861.
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for a term of two years. The Regular Session of the Ninth

Legislature elected L. T. Wigfall and W. S. Oldham Senators

on November 16, 1861.2 Public elections were held in the

congressional districts, and the returns were declared offi-

cial on December 16, 1861, sending John A. Wilcox, C. C.

Herbert, F. W. Gray, F. B, Sexton, M. D. Graham, and W. B.

3
Wright to the Confederate House of Representatives. In

electing the President and Vice President of the Confederacy

Texas was allowed eight electoral votes, all of which were

cast on December 4, 1861, for Jefferson Davis for President

and Alexander Stephens for Vice President.4

During the war years these Confederate officials joined

state officials in seeking solutions to the difficulties that

beset Texas and the other Confederate states. In Texas the

need for frontier protection was one of the most pressing

problems facing the state government, and in addition the

state had a vast coastline and a foreign border to protect.

As in other Confederate states the Texas government had to

be concerned with the unusual wartime problems of finance

and with the difficulty of providing troops to fight the war

and of supplying these troops with guns, ammunition, and

2House Journal Ninth Regular Session, pp. 58-59.

3Election Returns for Representatives to the Confederate
Congress, December 16, 1861, Executive Record Book 279, p. 39.

4Election Returns for President and Vice President of the
Confederate States, December 4, 1861, ibid., p. 26.
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other necessities. Texas, having a strong Union faction

within the state, also faced the difficulty of keeping the

people politically united.

Activities of the state government for this period

commenced with the meeting of the Ninth Legislature. Ad-

dressing this body on November 15, 1861, Lubbock reviewed

the situation that had led to the Civil War and briefly dis-

cussed the condition of the state. He pointed out that it

was the duty of the legislature not only to provide means

for defending the state but also to devise measures to enable

Texas to help carry on the war. It must also contend with

the difficulties engendered by the fact that the tax and

military structures of the state were suited to peace and

not war time.5

Also in this address to the legislature, Lubbock dis-

cussed the difficulties on the Texas frontier, pointing out

that Indian depredations had been constant. He believed

that the only way these could be stopped was to defeat the

Indians in war thus proving to them that the state government

would not tolerate their hostile activities. He disagreed

with the reservation system but maintained if it was used

Indians should not be allowed to leave the reservations.

The state legislature needed to devise suitable means of

frontier protection and urge adoption of these by the

5Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 15, 1861, 0. R., series 4, 1, 725-726.
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Confederate government,6  When Lubbock took office, Ben

McCulloch's regiment was stationed on the frontier, but since

it had been enrolled for only twelve months, the troops'

terms of service were about to expire. The governor received

numerous reports from citizens of the frontier counties plead-

ing for additional protection and supplies. Several offers

came from citizens to organize frontier regiments if the

state would recognize them.7 When he was informed that

frontier families were without ammunition, Lubbock sent one

hundred pounds of powder but insisted that the recipients

repay the state for it.8  Thus when Lubbock took office

legislation to alleviate the situation on the frontier was

essential.

The Regular Session of the Ninth Legislature acted on

Lubbock's suggestion by providing for a frontier regiment of

ten companies, which was to be subject to the rules and regu-

lations of the Confederate army. In detachments of not less

than twenty-five, the troops were to be stationed about

twenty-five miles apart in a line from the Red River to the

Rio Grande and down the Rio Grande to its mouth, Men to fill

the companies were to be enrolled from the frontier counties

designated in the act, and the regiment was not to be removed

6 1bid., pp. 726-727.

7N. A. Mitchel to Lubbock, December 10, 1861; D. C.
Barmore to John Hancock, December 15, 1861, Governor's Cor-
respondence.

8Lubbock to George Isbel, November 29, 1861, Executive
Record Book 81, p. 27.
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from the state's frontier. The governor was instructed to

take the necessary steps to have it accepted into the Con-

federate service to avoid a large expense that the state

could Ill afford.9

Governor Lubbock immediately set about the task of

organizing the regiment and of getting the Confederacy to

accept it. First, he wrote the state adjutant general ap-

pointing brigadier generals to form the necessary companies.
10

The men of the frontier responded well to the call for troops

to complete the regiment. Then the governor began to seek

Confederate acceptance of the regiment by writing to Post-

master General John Reagan and the Texas members of Con-

gress. He pointed out that no other system besides daily

patrolling of the frontier would adequately protect it and

requested that they make this clear to the Confederate govern-

ment.1 In a letter to Secretary of War J. P. Benjamin

Lubbock explained the problems of frontier defense, pointed

out that this was the Confederacy's duty, and urged acceptance

of this regiment.12 On April 2, 1862, the Confederate Con-

gress passed an act authorizing the secretary of war to re-

ceive this regiment. 3 However, President Davis vetoed the

9 Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 452-454.

10Lubbock to Dashieles, December 30, 1861, Executive
Record Book 81, p. 69.

11Lubbock to John Reagan, December 27, 1861, ibid., p.65.

12Lubbock to J. P. Benjamin, December 28, 1861, ibid.,
p. 67.

13Journal of the C. S. A., V, 173.
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act saying that he could accept the regiment only if all con-

ditions were removed including the one that it remain in

the state.l'

Thus the regiment was maintained at state expense and

under state control. Since the state lacked funds to supply

it properly Lubbock urged the citizens of frontier counties

to help sustain it. 15 Conditions on the frontier were one

reason for calling the legislature into special session in

February, 1863. In reviewing the history of the frontier

regiment to the legislature, the governor stated that at

one time he had almost agreed to remove all restrictions

from the company and turn it over to the Confederacy uncon-

ditionally, believing that it would be maintained on the

frontier. He was arranging for the transfer when he learned

that some companies would be withdrawn to withstand an ex-

pected invasion from across the Rio Grande. Thus Lubbock

decided to wait until the legislature could decide what should

be done with the regiment.16

Undoubtedly, protection of the frontier was the Con-

federacy's duty, but the war made it necessary that the state

take some action to defend itself. Although the cost of the

14James D. Richardson, editor, The Messages and Papers
of Jefferson Davis and the ConfederaE"~1=-1b6,'2 vols.
TeW York,=9 ,I~T60.-

15Lubbock to Kendall, February 3, 1862, Executive Record
Book 81, pp. 128-129.

16Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
February 5, 1863, Executive Record Book 279, p. 137.
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regiment, which had been $800,000, had been a burden on the

state, Lubbock recommended that it not be turned over to the

Confederacy until another arrangement had been made to pro-

tect the frontier. Offering a less expensive plan to accom-

plish this, Lubbock suggested that twenty-five counties from

the Red River to the Rio Grande be selected and that a captain

and twenty men from each be sworn in as soldiers. The cap-

tains would receive $750 and each enlisted man $500 per year,

and they would furnish their own supplies. This would cost

only about one-fourth as much as the other frontier regiment.

These companies in addition to any protection provided by the

Confederacy would insure the safety of the frontier and would

then allow the present regiment to be turned over to the

Confederacy.17

The legislature did not accept Lubbock's plan but chose

to continue the regiment as it existed and appropriated

$800,000 for maintaining it. 18  Greatly displeased with this

action of the legislature, Lubbock believed that to sustain

the regiment properly would cost at least twice as much as

appropriated.19 Petitions and letters from citizens of

frontier counties flooded the governor's desk complaining

that the regiment was poorly supplied and that it was not

17Ibid., pp. 137-138.

18Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 607-608.

19Lubbock to James Bourland, March 11, 1863, Executive
Record Book 82, p. 57.
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doing its duty in protecting the frontier, where Indian depre-

dations were continuous.20  Lubbock replied that with such

limited funds he could not increase the size of the regiment,

but he did ask Macgruder to send men from the coast for addi-

tional protection.21

In his final address delivered to the Tenth Legislature

in November, 1863, Lubbock pointed out that the frontier

regiment was still in the service of the state since the

Confederacy would not agree to guarantee that it would remain

on the Texas frontier. Funds provided by the Ninth Called

Session were exhausted and immediate appropriations were

needed. Lubbock did not directly recommend turning the regi-

ment over to the Confederacy, but he did point out that

Lieutenant General E. Kirby Smith, commander of the Trans-

Mississippi Department, was familiar with the problems of

the frontier and if the regiment was transferred he would

probably be sympathetic.22 However, the difficulties of the

frontier remained unsolved; both the Confederacy and the

state lacked adequate funds and manpower to protect it pro.

perly while executing the war.

20Nat Terry to Lubbock, August 18, 1863, Governor's Cor-
respondence; Lubbock to D. W. Taylor, April 23, 1862, Execu-
tive Record Book 81, p. 231.

21Lubbock to James Bourland, March 11, 1863, Executive
Record Book 82, p. 57.

22Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 4, 1863, Executive Record Book 279, pp. 232-233.
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In addition to the frontier, Texas had an immense coast-

line to protect from Union invasion. This proved particularly

difficult since Texas had no shore batteries, warships, or

heavy guns. Early in the war the Union established a blockade

of the Texas coast which it maintained throughout the war.

Because Governor Lubbock felt the Confederacy did not main-

tain a sufficient force on the coast, he organized an addi-

tional state unit called the "coast guards," in March, 1862,

which acted as scouts and spies in the counties on the Gulf,

The force consisted of twenty-five men organized under a

brigadier general in each of these counties. The men furnished

their own horses, arms, and supplies, and received no pay

from the state.2 In March, 1863, however, the legislature

decided this force was no longer necessary and ordered it

disbanded. 24

Throughout Lubbock's administration both state and Con-

federate authorities feared that the state would be invaded

at some point along the coast. Continuous Union activity

near Galveston made this the most likely point of attack.

Lubbock and other officials feared that if the Union took

Galveston it would serve as winter quarters and lead to the

occupation of the state. The governor's apprehension was so

great that on December 7, 1861, when it seemed evident that

23Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
February 4, 1863, ibid., pp. 152-153.

24Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 225.
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Galveston could not be defended he wrote to Paul 0. Hebert,

the Confederate commander of Texas, offering to share the

responsibility for burning Galveston and destroying every-

thing in the city. He felt that if Galveston were destroyed

its capture would not prove advantageous to the enemy.25

This suggestion brought a storm of protest from Galveston and

on December 16, 1861, the mayor wrote Lubbock demanding a

full explanation for his actions.26 Lubbock replied that he

certainly felt no hostility for the city but that he acted

out of patriotism for his state and country, feeling this

would be the wisest policy.27

Hebert did not accept Lubbock's recommendation and in

October, 1862, Galveston was surrendered intact to Union

forces. Several hundred soldiers occupied the city, and a

large force under General Nathaniel P. Banks was preparing

to carry out the plan to use Galveston as a starting point

for an invasion of Texas. As commander of Texas Hebert had

been greatly disliked by both the people of Texas and state

officials. Partially for this reason he was replaced by

Major General John B. Magruder in late November, 1862. Mag-

ruder immediately began operations to recapture the island

25Lubbock to Hebert, December 7, 1861, Executive Record
Book 81, pp. 31-34

26T. Joseph to Lubbock, December 16, 1861, Governor's
Correspondence.

27Lubbock to T. Joseph, December 19, 1861, Executive
Record Book 81, p. 49.
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which were completed January 1, 1863.28 Although the coast

remained blockaded during Lubbock's term only one other major

invasion was attempted, at Sabine Pass, where Union forces

were badly defeated.29

In order to defend the state the government had to de-

vise an effective method of mustering troops into the service.

When Lubbock took office all state troops had been mustered

into the Confederate service.3 He pointed out in his first

speech to the legislature that if Texas were invaded by the

Union it would be entirely up to the state to defend itself.

For this reason Lubbock urged that a more adequate militia

law be passed whereby every able-bodied man between seventeen

and fifty would be enrolled in the state militia and organized

into companies.31 The legislature implemented part of Lub-

bock's recommendation with the passage on December 25, 1861,

of "An Act to perfect the organization of State Troops, and

place the same on a war footing." This made all white men

in the state between the ages of eighteen and fifty subject

to perform militia duty, granting certain exemptions and

allowing substitutes to be hired.32 The act divided the

28Lubbock, Six Decades in Texas, pp. 416-445, passim.
291bid., pp. 504-506.

30Lubbock to M. W. Dawson, November 11, 1861, Executive
Record Book 81, p. 4.

3 1Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 15, 1861, 0. R., series 4, I, 727.

32Some examples of the exemptions allowed include state
government officials, postmasters, ferrymen on public roads,
penitentiary officials, judges, and conductors on railroads.



state into thirty-three brigade districts and formed the men

in each district into companies, battalions, regiments, and

brigades, which would assemble periodically for drill and

instruction. The governor was given the power to call these

state troops into the field during an invasion, insurrection,

or rebellion and to supply requisitions of the Confederate

government from the ranks of these troops.33

During the first few months of the war Texans had readily

volunteered, but during Lubbock's administration enrolling

troops into both the state and Confederate service became

more difficult. In November, 1861, when Hebert called for

5,000 troops to defend the state against an invasion he wrote

the Confederate secretary of war that it was already becoming

difficult to get men into the service. Recruiting infantry

units was particularly difficult since Texans preferred ser-

vice in the cavalry, When 0. M. Roberts was instructed to

raise a regiment of infantry he found that few men desired

to enter the service in that manner, but he claimed that he

could have raised a dozen cavalry regiments.3 5 When General

Earl Van Dorn planned a campaign into Missouri in February,

1862, he requested two regiments of infantry and two of

cavalry to be supplied by March 1. Lubbock found complying

33Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 455-465.

3 Hebert to J. P. Benjamin, November 15, 1861, O. R.,
series 1, IV, 139.

3 5 E. P. Nicholson to 0. M. Roberts, January 28, 1862,
Roberts Papers.
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with this request an impossible task, since the state had

no organized troops to call into action. Thus the best he

could do was to instruct some regiments in Texas to move to

Missouri and to urge Hebert to comply with Van Dorn's request?6

Patriotic fervor for the war began to die down during Lub-

book's administration and men were no longer so anxious to

serve their state and country.

Because the Confederacy needed a more definite plan for

acquiring troops than depending on volunteers it adopted a

quota system early in 1862. According to this system each

state was to furnish the number of soldiers equivalent to 6

per cent of its white population. On February 3, Benjamin

informed Lubbock of this act and told him that according to

this system Texas needed to furnish fifteen additional regi-

ments of troops which were to be ready by March 15.3 Lubbock

was willing and anxious to fulfill the demands of the Con-

federacy but encountered much difficulty in doing so.

These difficulties were largely caused by the activities

of Confederate officials in the state. Lubbock soon learned

that Confederate enrolling officers had been commissioned to

raise troops for twelve months service in the cavalry, whereas

his call had been for 15,000 infantrymen to serve the duration

36 Lubbock to J. P. Benjamin, February, 1862, Executive
Record Book 81, p. 148.

37 J. P. Benjamin to Lubbock, February 3, 1862, Governor's
Correspondence.
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of the war. The governor sent numerous complaints to Con-

federate authorities pointing out that in this way Texas

was furnishing soldiers but getting no credit for them. The

offer being made by other officials was obviously more at-

tractive than that being made by the governor, so men could

not be expected to join regiments called into service by him.

He insisted that if the governor was expected to raise troops,

the people must know they could enter the service only through

the executive of the state.39 In April, Lubbock wrote that

Texas, had more than provided her quota of soldiers. He

estimated that rather than the required 6 per cent Texas had

12 per cent in the Confederate service, most of whom had been

recruited without the knowledge of the executive.4O

The quota system did not long fulfill the needs of the

Confederacy, and on April 16, 1862, Congress passed the first

conscription act which subjected all white males between the

ages of eighteen and thirty-five to military duty, unless

they could obtain an exemption or hire a substitute. In

September the law was modified to include men through the

38J. E. Harwell to Lubbock, March 9, 1862, ibid.

39Lubbock to J. P. Benjamin, March 13, 1862, Executive
Record Book 81, p. 173; Lubbock to Benjamin, March 17, ibid.,
p. 187; Lubbock to Randolph, April18, 1862, ibid., p. 224.

40Lubbock to Governor Pickens, April 18, 1862, Executive
Record Book 81, p. 224.
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age of forty-five.41 In June, 1862, Texas enrolling officers

were instructed to make a list of all men in their counties

between eighteen and thirty-five and swear all those subject

to military duty into the Confederate army for three years

or for the duration of the war, excepting only those having

valid exemptions,42

Lubbock, unlike some southern governors, supported the

conscription laws and attempted to see that they were enforced

in Texas, but he did urge special consideration in some

cases,4 When Texas was threatened with invasion state offi-

cials attempted to have the Confederate government postpone

conscription, feeling that it drained manpower needed to

defend the state. In December, 1862, when Magruder asked

Lubbock to call out state troops, this proved almost impos-

sible because conscription had taken most eligible men from

Texas. As opposition to conscription rose the press printed

editorials opposing it. The Galveston Weekly News asked

Lubbock to protest the removal of any more troops from Texas

until the threat of invasion had ended. It asserted that

his duty was to protect Texas first, and that if conscription

continued enough men would not remain in the state to defend

41james M. Matthews, editor, Statutes at Large of the
Confederate States offAmerica, First Congress, ndrs si on
(Richmond, IBT2W Fpp. 60-61

42Special Instructions to Enrolling Officers by John S
Ford, June 25, 1862, Roberts Papers.

43Lubbock to Randolph, June 27, 1862, Executive Record
Book 81, pp. 281-282.
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it, However, conscription continued despite these pro-

tests.

Many Texans complained about the way the draft was con-

ducted in Texas. One citizen wrote the governor that the

enrolling officer in Bonham had drafted persons overage, dis-

abled, and those who were already in the army.45 Senator

William Oldham believed the laws were poorly administered,

with enrolling officers misusing their authority, overlooking

some who were liable for service in return for special favors,

and drafting others who were not even liable for service.46

Such inconsistency in administering the laws heightened the

opposition that arose across the state.

Objections to conscription laws were particularly common

on the frontier. Many of the frontiersmen had not supported

the Confederacy to begin with and objected to sending men

off to fight another war when the Indian war was very real

and immediate at home. Since adequate protection was not

provided, the men felt they were needed to defend their own

homes and families. Lubbock received numerous petitions

asking that frontier counties be exempt from drafting of sol-

diers and that men on the frontier be allowed to remain

44 Magruder to Lubbock, December 21, 1862, 0. R., series 1
XV, 904; Galveston Weekly News, December 31, 186~1.

45$olomon Sias to Lubbock, August 10, 1863, Governor's
Correspondence.

46 WilliamSimpson Oldham Memoirs, 1861-1865, Archives
Division, The University of Texas Library, Austin, Texas,
pp. 348-349.
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there.7 In some cases Lubbock complied with these requests

and exempted the frontier from calls for troops to provide

local defense,

The strongest opposition to the draft laws came from

the German settlements in southern central Texas. These

people opposed slavery and had opposed secession in the first

place. In November, 1862, they began to hold meetings and

organize into militia companies to resist conscription. By

January they were refusing to enter the service and threaten-.

ing open rebellion in Washington, Fayette, Lavaca, and Colo-

rado Counties. Officials asked for a cavalry regiment to

enforce the conscript laws,.9 When the soldiers arrived the

Germans were forced to submit to the draft.50 This necessity

of forcing men into service proves extensive dissatisfaction

concerning conscription existed in Texas.

Another indication of this was the flood of requests

for exemptions that Lubbock received in late 1862 and 1863.

47Petition of Citizens of Gillespie County, 1863; Peti-
tion of Citizens of Lampasas County, July, 1863, Governor's
Correspondence,

48 Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 4, 1863, Executive Record Book 279, p. 232,

49A. J. Bell to J. P. Flewellen, November 28, 1862,
0. R., series 1, Xv, 886; A. J. Bell to J. P. Flewellen,
January 3, 1863, ibid., p. 925.

50Henry L. Webb to Edmund Turner, January 21, 1863,
0. R., series 1, XV, 955. For additional information see
Robert W. Shook, "German Unionism in Texas during the Civil
War and Reconstruction," unpublished master's thesis, Depart-
ment of History, North Texas State University, Denton, Texas,
1957.
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This was a sharp contrast to the early days of the war when

the governor's correspondence abounded with requests to be

accepted into the service. As authorities attempted to en-

force conscription citizens wrote to the governor offering

excuses for not entering the service. These included such

reasons as, "I suffer from bleeding at my lungs," "I am caring

for soldiers families," and "My wife has fits and needs my,

attention." Lubbock also received numerous petitions for

occupational exemptions which included requests to exempt

such persons as physicians, blacksmiths, millers, shoe makers,

tanners, and carpenters.51  Thus the governor found filling

Confederate requests an increasingly difficult task.

When Lubbock left office he pointed out the inadequacies

in the conscription system and suggested that the practice

of hiring substitutes be done away with as it operated un-

fairly. He also believed that the granting of exemptions

to certain individuals was unfair and as a remedy suggested

that every able-bodied man be drafted into the Confederate

service regardless of his occupation. Then the army could

detail men to do the jobs that were absolutely necessary. 52

These suggestions indicate Lubbock's strong support of con-

scription and any other actions he believed necessary to win

the war.

51L. D. Collins and others to Lubbock, January 5, 1863;
H. L. Rankin and others to Lubbock, January 7, 1863; Petition
from citizens of Springfield, August 6, 1863, Governor's Cor-
respondence. Numerous similar letters dominate the governor's
correspondence during this period.

52Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 4, 1863, Executive Record Book 279, p. 228.
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Not only was Texas unprepared for the war with regard

to providing defense and supplying troops, but the state also

lacked the capital necessary to prosecute an expensive war.

Pointing this out in his first address to the Ninth Legis-

lature, Lubbock advised against the state's negotiating a

loan because this would only hurt the already failing credit

of Texas. In his outline of the financial difficulties of

the state, he maintained that necessary expenditures for the

next two fiscal years to support the civil government amounted

to $608,810. In addition the debt of the state acquired from

such expenditures as support of the frontier regiment and

purchase of arms amounted to $939,903.63. The anticipated

income for the coming two years was $976,6 5 1.24. This meant

that the sum required to support the civil government and

for the payment of the outstanding debt amounted to $572,962.39

over the estimated receipts for the same period. To meet

this deficit Lubbock suggested an increase in the ad valorem

tax to twenty-five cents on $100 worth of taxable property

and a reduction of the price of public lands to fifty cents

an acre. He urged the legislature to give the matter of

finance their most careful attention and revise the tax

structure to meet the emergency. Since the treasury lacked

funds for supporting the government until taxes were again

collected, the legislature had to devise some means of doing

this. Lubbock's only suggestion was that treasury warrants

be issued. However, those warrants already in circulation
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had depreciated in value so much that he suggested that

further notes bear no interest. To stop depreciation Lubbock

suggested that treasury warrants and Confederate notes be

accepted in payment of taxes and other public dues.53

In response to the governor's request, the legislature

passed several significant financial measures. Besides the

appropriations made for the ordinary expenses of government,

the legislature appropriated funds to pay Ford's Regiment

for the time it was in the state's service, to pay for sending

supplies to Texas troops in Confederate service, to establish

a hospital fund for the relief of Confederate Texas soldiers,

and to arm, supply, and pay state troops.54 The most sig-

nificant tax bill passed raised the ad valorem tax to twenty-

five cents upon each $100 worth of property valuation, levied

a poll tax of $1.00 per person, and levied certain occupa-

tion taxes.55 The price of public lands was lowered to fifty

cents an acre.56 Following Lubbock's suggestion the legis-

lature enacted a law providing that additional treasury war-

rants issued would not bear interest. In an attempt to

53Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 15, 1861, 0. R., series 4, I, 730-731.

54Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 491-493, 451, 473, 475, 473-
474.

551bid., pp. 494-495. Examples of the occupation tax in-
clude taxes on keepers of hotels, restaurants, breweries,
and storage warehouses, as well as peddlers and Negro traders.

561bid., p. 466.
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increase public confidence in state and Confederate money

the state legislature passed an act stating that only taxes

levied for the specific purpose of paying interest and prin-

ciple of loans must be collected in specie. Other taxes,

payment for public lands, and other dues to the state could

be paid in treasury warrants or Confederate outrency.57

Despite its efforts the actions of the Ninth Regular

Session failed to solve the pressing financial problems of

the state which included inflation and an empty treasury.

This depressing financial condition was one reason for call-

ing the special session which met on February 5, 1863. By

this time inflation had become a serious problem and the high

cost of goods had made government expenditures higher; thus

the state treasury was empty. To remedy the situation, Lub-

bock suggested withdrawing some of the Confederate treasury

notes from circulation. Since more money was in circulation

the people were better able to pay taxes; therefore, state

taxes should be doubled. He also urged punishment of the

extortioners and monopolizers who were taking advantage of

the situation to make private profit. Lubbock pointed out

that the balance remaining in the state treasury was only

$2,482.28. He estimated that the income of the state at the

current rate of taxation for the coming two years would be

$500,000, three-fifths of which would be used for the support

57Ibid., pp. 478, 481.
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of the civil government leaving only $200,000 to repay

treasury warrants, to protect the frontier, and to defend

the state, To solve this shortage Lubbock recommended that

taxes to double the income of the state be passed. Feeling

that the 8 per cent interest rate on state bonds was too

high, he recommended that it be lowered to 6 per cent and

discouraged placing additional bonds in circulation.58

The Called Session acted on some of these recommendations

and took additional financial measures. It made numerous

appropriations, including funds to increase the hospital

fund, to aid needy families of soldiers, and to pay state

troops, as well as to pay the civil expenses of the govern-

ment.59 Formerly the Confederate treasury notes had been

used only for military purposes; now the legislature author-

ized their use for civil purposes as well.60 The most im-

portant measure to increase the state's revenue was the in-

crease in the ad valorem tax to fifty cents on each $100

valuation of real and personal property including cotton and

other such products. It also taxed money loaned or hoarded

and increased the occupation tax.61 These measures replenished

the state treasury for a time.

58Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
February 5, 1863, Executive Record Book 279, pp. 145-146,
148-149, 156-159.

5 9 Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 599-600, 617, 618, 619.

60Ibid., p. 611.
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When Lubbock left office in November, 1863, the state

treasury appeared to be in good condition, having $633,222.50

over all demands on the treasury. Since the comptroller

estimated that at the current rate of taxation there would

be over $2,668,122.50 in the treasury at the end of the next

two years, Lubbock in his speech to the Tenth Legislature

recommended that taxes not be raised. The state's financial

condition, however, was not as good as it appeared on the

surface. The primary reason so much money was available in

the state treasury was inflation and the actual buying power

of the money was very low. Lubbock attributed the causes of

inflation to the large number of Confederate notes in circula-

tion and to the fact that Texans traded with Mexico where

specie only was accepted. He felt the situation could be

alleviated by the Confederate government's taking some notes

out of circulation, by the impressment law which forced people

to sell their goods to the government for paper money, and

by the Confederacy's regulating trade in cotton, tobacco, and

naval stores.62 Although financial problems caused the state

government much concern throughout Lubbock's administration,

they were never solved. Finance was to remain one of the

Confederacy's greatest problems throughout the war years.

61Ibid.,p. 613.

62 Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representative,
November 4, 1863, Executive Record Book 279, pp. 241-243.
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The problem of furnishing supplies was very closely

linked to the state's financial situation. The failing

credit of both state and Confederate governments made obtain-

ing supplies without specie difficult and sometimes impossible.

Early in the war military men in Texas wrote Confederate offi-

cials that their regiments were short of supplies but that

they could get them if specie were available.63 By December,

1861, troops stationed on the frontier and along the Rio

Grande were without such necessities as flour and corn which

had to be transported from the interior of Mexico, Trans-

portation had to be paid for in specie, and merchants in

Mexico would not accept the credit of the Confederacy or

Texas.64 Thus early in the war the shortage of specie pre-

sented a problem in obtaining supplies.

Texas was located too far from the center of fighting

for the Confederacy to be greatly concerned with providing

supplies for the troops in the state. In November, 1861,

Hebert, fearing a federal invasion, wrote Confederate authori-

ties asking for more arms and ammunition. He regarded the

defense of Galveston impossible without heavy guns which he

had not yet received,65 Both civil and military authorities

made constant pleas to the Confederate officials pointing

out the severe shortage of supplies in Texas. In December,

63Buchel to Samuel Davis, November 30, 1861, 0. R.,
series 1, IV, 150.

64Buchel to Samuel Davis, December 7, 1861, ibid.,
pp. 154-155.

65Hebert to J. P. Benjamin, November 15, 1861, ibid.,
p. 139.
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1862, Lubbock wrote that the regiments in the state were only

half armed.66  Magruder, who had replaced Hebert as commander

of Texas, also pointed out this shortage of arms and ammuni-

tion, writing that in John R. Baylor's command only thirty-

five of the 500 men were armed. The general feared an invasion

but if he called out state militia he would not be able to

arm them. To remedy the problem he asked for 12,000 stand

of arms.6 Later Magruder wrote that only one-third of the

forces under his command were properly armed.68 The Con-

federacy was never able or willing to supply the state's

demand for arms, ammunition, and other supplies.

Not only did the Confederacy fail to supply men serving

in Texas but it also failed to provide adequate supplies for

Texas troops serving in other parts of the Confederacy. Acting

as a brigadier general early in December, 1861, Louis Wigfall

wrote that the Texas regiment he commanded was so poorly

supplied that he had to spend more time in keeping his men

from starving than in fighting the war.69 Since it was often

left up to the state to supply Texas men, the citizens of

the state were called upon to donate articles of clothing

6 6Lubbock to Magruder, December 6, 1862, ibid., XV, 896-
897.

67Magruder to Cooper, December 9, 1862, ibid., pp. 894-
895.

68Magruder to Gorgas, May 30, 1863, ibid., XXVI, 24.

69Wigfall to John Hemphill and J. H. Reagan, December 3,
1861, Louis T. Wigfall Papers, Archives Division, The Univer-
sity of Texas Library, Austin, Texas.
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and other supplies. Newspapers printed frequent editorials

asking people to act in behalf of the suffering Texas sol-

diers and the people responded well.70 For example, the

people of Sweet Home made up a large shipment of clothing for

Terry's Texas Rangers.7 1

After such contributions had been made, however, trans-

porting them to soldiers in the field was an additional

problem. In January, 1862, Lubbock told the legislature

that the condition of Texas soldiers was destitute largely

because of a scarcity of bedding and clothing and asked for

funds to send an agent to distribute goods contributed by

Texans,72 The legislature acted favorably on this recommenda-

tion.73

The state took additional actions to relieve Texas troops

by establishing a hospital fund for their benefit. This was

first established on January 8, 1862, when the legislature

appropriated $150,000 to provide hospitals and care for sick

and wounded Texas soldiers. The Called Session of the Ninth

Legislature appropriated an additional $200,000 for this

70Galveston Weekly News, December 3, 1862; December 17,
1862.

?1J. A. York and others to Lubbock, December 8, 1861,

Governor's Correspondence.

72Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representative,
January 4, 1862, Executive Record Book 81, pp. 86-87.

73 Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 473, 503.
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74
purpose. To administer this fund Lubbock appointed R. T.

Flewellen and A. H. Rippetoe to go to Kentucky and Virginia,

respectively.75 He also appointed J. W. Fennell who estab-

lished a separate hospital at Richmond exclusively for Texans.

Lewis A. Bryan was appointed to administer aid to Texas sol-

diers in Mississippi and George A. Ferris to aid those in

Arkansas.77

Since Texas was primarily an agricultural state, few

factories capable of manufacturing war materials existed.

Perhaps the most important factory that served this purpose

was the state penitentiary, which had begun operation under

Clark and was extended under Lubbock. In his first address

to the legislature Lubbock suggested that its operations be

extended to include a tannery, shoe factory, and hat manu-

factory,78 The penitentiary became one of the most important

sources of clothing supply west of the Mississippi, aiding

both the state and the Confederacy, When Lubbock took office

the penitentiary had been doing business largely on a credit

basis, and a contract had been made with a Confederate

741bid.., pp. 475, 599.

7 5Lubbock to R. T. Flewellen, January 27, 1862; Lubbock
to A. H. Rippetoe, January 27, 1862, Executive Record Book
81, p. 114.

76J. W. Fennell to Lubbock, December 3, 1862, Governor's
Correspondence.

7 7Lubbock to Lewis A. Bryan, November 29, 1862, Executive
Record Book 81, p. 430; Lubbock to George A. Ferris, Novem-
ber 29, 1862, ibid., p. 425.

78 Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 15, 1861, 0. R., series 4, 1, 728.



77

quartermaster Irby Morgan for one-half the goods produced

there. Lubbock immediately informed him that further trans-

actions would have to be made on a cash basis and instructed

directors of the penitentiary to sell goods only for cash.79

Since the penitentiary was a self-sustaining institution

Lubbock felt that goods must be paid for. When the Confederate

officer Major McLin refused to pay, Lubbock wrote Hebert re-

fusing to supply McLin's regiment until payment had been

made80  The Confederate army received most of the goods pro-

duced there, but Lubbock complained that the penitentiary

could not supply one fiftieth of the demands made upon it.8 1

Hoping that the shortage of clothing supplies within

the state might be partially alleviated Lubbock instructed

the directors of the penitentiary to sell to consumers any

goods not needed by the army. This resulted in thousands of

petitions from people across the state, and, of course, the

penitentiary could comply with only a few. During the period

from December, 1861, until December, 1862, the institution

had manufactured 1,376,700 yards of cotton goods and 211,151.2

yards of woolen goods. Over one-half of the cotton goods

and three-fourths of the woolen goods were sold to the army.

79Lubbock to I. Morgan, December 2, 1861, Executive
Record Book 81, p. 30; Lubbock to W. W. Allen and others,
December 10, 1861, ibid., p. 36.

80Lubbock to Hebert, December 16, 1861, ibid., pp. 45-47.

81Lubbock to Boggess, White, Dicksonand Carrothers,
August 30, 1862, ibid., p. 331.
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The rest had been used by the penitentiary, the lunatic asy-

lum, and the soldiers' families and a limited amount had been

sold to civilian consumers. At the end of 1862 the peniten-.

tiary had been so successful that it had not only sustained

itself but also had a cash balance on hand of $8,527,69.82

The institution had proved so important and beneficial in

providing much needed supplies that the Called Session of the

Ninth Legislature passed an act allowing the directors to

buy machinery to enlarge its workings.83

The state government's most ambitious attempts to deal

with some of the problems of finance and supply involved the

activities of the Military Board. In a message to the Regular

Session of the Ninth Legislature Lubbock announced that

Secretary of War Benjamin had proposed that the state ex-

change the United States 5 per cent bonds which Texas had

received in return for a portion of her public lands for 8

per cent Confederate bonds, provided the United States bonds

could be used to purchase arms and ammunition. In his message

Lubbock urged acceptance of this proposal since he believed

that the United States bonds would be worthless.8 4 In response

to Lubbock's requests the state legislature created the

82Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
February 5, 1863, Executive Record Book 279, pp. 140-143.

83Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 606.

84 Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
January 9, 1862, Executive Record Book 81, p. 93.
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Military Board composed of the governor, comptroller, and

treasurer and empowered the board to dispose of any bonds

in the treasury and replace them with an equal amount of Con-

federate bonds. The legislature also set aside $500,000 of

the state bonds which had been authorized in April, 1861,

and gave the Board the power to sell or exchange them for

supplies. The Board was also granted the power to establish

a foundry to produce ordnance and factories to produce small

arms.85

Thus created by the legislature the activities of the

Board became many and varied. It first handed over 100 of

the United States bonds to George H. Giddings, a Confederate

financial agent, expecting to receive Confederate bonds in

return. However, the secretary of war refused to exchange

Confederate bonds directly for the United States bonds, but

he did agree to buy any supplies that Giddings could purchase

with them. Unable to negotiate the bonds Giddings returned

them to the Board.86  On January 29, the Board enlisted the

services of Pryor Lea who was to visit Mexican border cities

and determine whether either the state bonds or the United

States bonds would be accepted in return for arms and muni-

tions or if the bonds eould be negotiated for specie.87

85Gammel, Laws of Texas,. V, 499, 484, 486.

86Report of the Military Board, House Journal Tenth
Regular Session, p. 233.

87Texas State Military Board to Pryor Lea, January 29,
1862, State Military Board Record Book 101, Archives Division,
Texas State Library, Austin, Texas, pp. 17-19.
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The Board planned to purchase cotton to use in acquiring

supplies. In a circular, "Address to the People of Texas,"

it proposed to purchase cotton from the people of the state

with 8 per cent state bonds which would be paid in specie.88

In order to acquire the necessary cotton the Board divided

the cotton producing area of the state into twenty-eight dis-

tricts and appointed agents to secure cotton in these dis-

tricts, The agents were instructed to solicit subscriptions

for cotton, to classify it by grades paying no more than ten

cents a pound for the best grade, and to prepare it for ship-

ment to the Rio Grande. Lea was to handle the cotton as it

reached the border and to appoint a suitable agent to receive

it in Mexico and exchange it for supplies.90 In its report

to the Tenth Legislature the Board reported that people had

responded well. It had purchased 4,928 bales of cotton, some

of which had been exchanged for supplies and the remainder

of which had been consigned to individuals for various pur-

poses.91

The Board appointed several agents to negotiate for sup-

plies with the bonds and cotton. J. T. D. Wilson was sent to

88Address to the People of Texas, ibid., pp. 21-26.

89State Military Board to M. K. Ryan, February 21, 1862,
ibid., pp. 34-36.

90State Military Board to Lea, March 8, 1862, ibid.,
pp. 48-50.

91Report of the Military Board, House Journal Tenth
Regular Session, p. 234.
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Mexico where he was able to acquire powder, caps, lead, bagg-

ing, and rope.92 In April, 1862, the Board appointed John M.

Swisher and Company as agents to exchange bonds for supplies

in Europe.95 The bonds entrusted to Swisher became involved

in a law suit and were lost to the Board. He was able to

acquire some supplies but insisted that he should receive

half of the proceeds for the sale of these, a request which

the Board refused to grant The Board's efforts to acquire

supplies by sending agents to other countries met with only

limited success.

Having been empowered by the legislature to do so, the

Board attempted to establish two factories--a foundry to pro-

duce cannon and a cap factory. The foundry was not success-

ful, largely because labor was scarce and the necessary equip-

ment was difficult to obtain. When the Tenth Legislature

met in November, 1863, the foundry had not yet produced any

cannon, but the factory to produce percussion caps was more

successful. Although difficulties were encountered in getting

the materials necessary to establish it, the factory was in

operation when the Tenth Legislature met.95

921bid., pp. 234-235.

93State Military Board to John M. Swisher, April 11,
1862, State Military Board, Miscellaneous Papers, Archives
Division, Texas State Library, Austin, Texas.

94Report of the Military Board, House Journal Tenth
Regular Session, pp. 235-237.

95 Ibid., pp. 238-240.
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Probably the most successful endeavors of the Board

involved their attempts to make contracts with private com-

panies to manufacture goods. It advanced Whitescarver, Camp-

bell, and Company $2,500 to aid in the manufacture of rifles.

When Lubbock left office the state had purchased 700 rifles

from that company and made contracts to receive 200 more.

The guns were delivered to Magruder's forces and the Con-

federate government was to reimburse the state for its ex-

penses. The Board also advanced Billips and Hassel $5,000

to make 700 rifles, 550 of which had been delivered by Novem-

ber, 1863. Part of these were retained for the state's use

and part sold to the Confederacy. The Board negotiated con-

tracts with several other companies to purchase guns and

bought two cannon from E. B. Nichols.96

The Board's attempts to obtain gun powder were less

successful. It negotiated a contract to provide salt petre

and sulphur to Rowan who would make it into gun powder, but

before the contract could be completed Rowan's mill blew up.

Another contract was made with George Pfeiffer of Corpus

Christi by which the Board advanced cotton to him which he

was to use to acquire supplies necessary to produce gun powder.

When Lubbock left office, Pfeiffer had abandoned his mill

but was attempting to negotiate the cotton advanced him for

gun powder in Mexico.97

96Ibid., pp. 240-244,

97Ibid., p. 244.
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The Board made an ambitious attempt to provide protection

for the coast by purchasing and outfitting the gun boat B3you

City. Henry S. Lubbock was appointed to carry out this pro-

ject.98 When he began his work only one Union boat was block.

ading the Texas coast, which it was believed that the Bayou

City could destroy. By the time it was ready for action,

however, more Union ships were involved in the blockade and

the state could not afford the expense of sustaining it. Thus

Texas sold the ship to the Confederacy for $45,000, the amount

it had cost the state.99

One of the major reasons the Board enjoyed only limited

success was the difficulty in acquiring cotton to be exchanged

for supplies and specie. Competition to acquire Texas cotton

was intense. Confederate officials were attempting to acquire

cotton to use in much the same way the state planned to use

it, and the activities of speculators forced the cotton prices

up, These people bought cotton and used it to exchange for

goods in Mexico and abroad, which they sold for an exorbitant

profit, Thus they could afford to pay more for cotton than

either the state or Confederate officials.100 The Board was

able to furnish a limited amount of goods for the state, but

98 Lubbock to H. S. Lubbock, March 6, 1862, Executive
Record Book 81, p. 182.

99H. S. Lubbock to X. B. Debray, October 15, 1862, 0. R.
series 1, XV, 830-831.

10 0Report of the Military Board, House Journal Tenth
Regular Session, pp. 249-253.
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it lacked the capacity to deal with such insolvable problems

as inflation and failing credit.

Another important concern of the state government during

Lubbock's administration was suppressing Union sentiment

within the state and keeping the people politically united.

This Union sentiment which had been present even during the

secession convention mounted as the war progressed and be-

came a serious problem during Lubbock's administration. One

center of Union activity was concentrated in the northern

counties, especially Denton, Cooke, Wise, Collin, and Gray-

son. Here Union sympathizers formed secret organizations

with the objectives of resisting the draft and providing a

spy system for the North. When word spread about the organi-

zation in Cooke County where it was strongest, martial law

was declared and twenty-five Unionists were hanged by mob

action, Later, 150 were arrested and brought to trial with

about forty being hanged. Mass arrests were also made in

the other northern counties and several hangings took place.

Matters appeared quieter after this, but Union sentiment was

never completely dispelled in this area.101

Another center of Union activity was San Antonio. Here

McCulloch reported that Unionists celebrated Union victories

and planned to defeat the Confederacy by destroying the

1 1 Claude Elliott, "Union Sentiment in Texas, 1861-1865,"
Southwestern Historical Quarterly, L (April, 1947), 453-455.
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currency through demanding several times as much Confederate

money as silver and gold.102

In central Texas near Gillespie County Union sentiment

was also strong. When martial law was declared over Texas

in March, 1862, 500 men organized to resist it. A force

under Captain James Duff was sent to dispel this resistance

and several leaders were arrested. One company of sixty-nine

men refused to cooperate and formed a company to proceed to

Mexico. Lieutenant C. D. McRae pursued the group and attacked

the company killing about half in battle and later ruthlessly

slaughtering the rest.103 Although active resistance was

suppressed, the Confederacy never received wholehearted sup-

port from this region. Union sentiment was also strong in

Austin, Washington, Fayette, Lavaca, and Colorado Counties

where Germans organized to resist the draft, as previously

noted. Other areas where people expressed strong Union sym-

pathies were Austin and the region along the Rio Grande.

State officials and military leaders attempted to take

action to suppress any Union sentiment. One of the most

stringent measures taken was Hebert's declaration of martial

law over the entire state in March, 1862. By this law people

were not allowed to pass from county to county without a

passport. Confederate as well as Union men criticized this

102McCulloch to Davis, March 3, 1862, 0. R., series 1,
IX, 701-702.

103Elliott, "Union Sentiment in Texas, 1861-1865,"
pp. 463-466.
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measure. Oldham declared it violated the rights of citizens

and was unnecessary since enemy forces were miles from Texas.

Although Davis ordered Hebert to repeal this order, martial

law was declared in various parts of the state whenever re-

sistance developed.104

The state legislature took measures to force devotion

from people of the state. The Ninth Regular Session in Jan-

uary, 1862, made it a crime punishable by a prison term of

three to five years to discourage people from enlisting in

the Confederate or state service or to encourage people to

favor the enemy.105 More extensive measures were taken by

the Called Session of the Ninth Legislature. On March 5, 1863,

a law passed denying the right to vote, to hold office, to

own property, and to serve on juries to any person who took

an oath claiming the protection of a foreign government during

the war, who left the state to avoid military service, who

avoided such service by hiding, or who gave aid to the United

States. This session also made it a felony to avoid con.

scription or to encourage its evasion.106 An act was also

passed making void any sales of real or personal property

made by the enemy in Texas, thus discouraging business trans-

actions with the North. When Lubbock left office his last

10 40ldham Memoirs, pp. 348-349.

105Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 483.
1061bid., pp. 600-601, 614.

107 Ibid., pp. 603-604.
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speech stressed the need for political unity and he urged

even more stringent measures be taken to discourage any sup-

port of the Union in Texas.108

The nature of the Civil War made slave insurrections

more likely in Texas than ever before, especially after the

issuance of the Emancipation Proclamation. Even before this

document was issued measures had been taken to insure the

loyalty of slaves. On January 13, 1862, a law providing

that each county would keep a slave patrol to visit at least

once a week Negro quarters or anywhere that Negroes might

unlawfully assemble. If the patrol found a slave off his

master's premises without a written pass, any member of the

patrol could give the slave up to twenty-five lashes.1 09  One

of Lubbock's primary reasons for calling the legislature into

session in February, 1863, was Lincoln's issuance of the

Emancipation Proclamation. In his message to the legislature

Lubbock joined other Confederates in condemning this act

and accused the North of attempting to incite a servile war.

He urged the legislature to take necessary steps to avoid

this.110

The legislature passed several laws to prohibit such

slave revolts, For example, it was made a felony for any

10 8Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 4, 1863, Executive Record Book 279, pp. 236, 238,
244,

109Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 498.
11 0Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,

February 5, 1863, Executive Record Book 279, pp. 134-135.
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person to sell, give, or loan a gun or other weapon or am-

munition to a slave without the written consent of the slave's

owner.111  The legislature also made it an offense against

the state for a United States soldier to incite insurrection

among slaves. Such action on the part of invading soldiers

was punishable by a prison term of from five to fifteen

years.112 This act was intended to discourage soldiers from

reading the Emancipation Proclamation to slaves. To dis-

courage Negroes from joining the armies of the North the

legislature ruled that any Negro, whether he was slave or free

and regardless of his previous residence, who accompanied an

invading army into Texas would either be returned to his

owner or sold at public auction as a slave.11 3 Because of

these measures and because slave owners themselves became

stricter, Texas slaves were relatively quiet during the Civil

War.

The numerous difficulties that developed in Texas and

other states west of the Mississippi and the failure of the

Richmond government to solve these problems, led to increasing

concern over the alleged neglect of the Trans-Mississippi

West, To dispel this belief and regain the people's con-

fidence, a conference of governors of Louisiana, Arkansas,

111Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 600,

112Ibid., p. 601.

1131bid., pp. 608-610.
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Texas, and Missouri was called in July, 1862, to convene in

Marshall, Texas. Although only the Confederate governor

of Missouri, Claiborne Jackson, and Lubbock were able to

attend, all the Trans-Mississippi governors approved the

findings of the report which made the following requests of

the Richmond government: that a commanding general with

territorial jurisdiction over the states west of the Missis-

sippi be appointed, that money be provided to support the

army there, and that arms and ammunition be provided. 115  As

a result of this conference, a general was appointed and a

fiscal agency was established for the Trans-Mississippi re-

gion.116 The fall of Vicksburg divided the Trans-Mississippi

region from the rest of the Confederacy and meant that a more

complete organization of that area was necessary. To ac-

complish this General E. Kirby Smith, commander of the Trans-

Mississippi Department, called a second conference to meet

in Marshall in August, 1863. This conference Was instrumental

in organizing the Trans-Mississippi Department in such a way

that it could be defended. 117

114Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
February 5, 1863, Executive Record Book 279, p. 153.

115Lubbock to Davis, July 28, 1862, Executive Record
Book 81, pp. 303-305.

116Richardson, Texas, the Lone Star State, p. 193.

117Florence Elizabeth Holladay, "The Powers of the Com-
mander of the Confederate Trans-Mississippi Department, 1863-
1865," The Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XXI (January,
1918),# 7"f.288#
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During the administration of Lubbock, Texas remained

fairly prosperous compared to other states in the Confederacy,

It had not suffered from invading armies, and its crops had

been good. But the same forces that were destroying the

Confederacy were operating against the state. The shortage

of manpower, the financial problems of specie shortage, credit

failure and inflation, the difficulty of buying supplies,

and the impossibility of building sufficient factories to

furnish them were all difficulties that the state government

proved incapable of solving. In spite of the controversies

the state had with the Confederacy during his administration,

Lubbock's sentiments in his last address were much the same

as in his first, He again stressed the need for unity and

allegiance to the Confederacy.



CHAPTER IV

MURRAH AND THE POLITICS OF DESPAIR

On November 5, 1863, Pendleton Murrah, a Marshall law.

yer, became the eleventh governor of the state of Texas, and

for the next sixteen months he was the chief executive of

a state which was plagued by the Civil War. He and the Tenth

Legislature inherited from their predecessors, Governor Frank

Lubbock and the Ninth Legislature, enormous political prob.

lems. These problems, which had been insolvable under better

conditions, continually increased in complexity as the war

lengthened. As these difficulties grew, the means for solving

them lessened, and although the state made gallant attempts

it could not satisfy the demands of its citizens and the

Richmond government. Further complicating the already in-

surmountable problems, the doctrine of state rights made

Texas feel that its state responsibilities were foremost and

should be satisfied before those of the Confederacy. In

the end, the difficulties of the southern states, both in.

ternal and external, proved too heavy and the Confederacy

collapsed.

In the fall of 1863, the elections of state and Con-

federate officials were secondary to the events that sur-

rounded the war which had plagued Texas for the last two

91
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and one-half years. Early in June of that year the following

four candidates announced for the office of governors Pen-

dleton Ilurrah, former governor Edward Clark, the thrice un-

successful candidate for governor, Thomas J. Chambers, and

Brigadier General Henry E. McCulloch. But by the time of

the actual election, only two candidates, Murrah and Chambers,

remained in the race. When the official tabulation of votes

was taken, Murrah was declared winner by a comfortable margin,

and Fletcher S. Stockdale, a Calhoun County lawyer, was elected

to the office of lieutenant governor.2 The only other election

of any consequence during this period was the election of the

members of the Lower House of the Confederate Congress. Three

incumbents were returned to office along with three new mem-

bers,5 Texas Senators Louis T. Wigfall and William S. Oldham

did not need to stand for reelection as they had drawn four

and six year terms respectively when the Confederate Senate

terms were established in February of 1862.4

From Murrah's inauguration until the fall of the Con-

federacy in April, 1865, the Texas State Legislature met

three times--once in regular session and twice at the request

of the chief executive. The Regular Session of the Tenth

1Galveston Weekly News, June 10, 1863.

2House Journal Tenth Regular Session, pp. 38-39.

3Richardson, Texas, The Lone Star State, p. 193.

4Journal of the C. S, A., II, 14.
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Legislature was in session from November 3 until December 16,

1863,5 Twice in 1864, because of the wartime problems of

defense and finance, Murrah deemed it necessary to convene

the legislature in special session. The first of these ses-

sions lasted May 9 until May 28.6 The Second Called Session

remained in session from October 19 until November 15.7 In

spite of these frequent meetings of the legislature and the

executive actions of the governor, the Texas government could

never adequately cope with the numerous problems that beset

Texas during this period.

One of the major problems that urrah and the Tenth

Legislature inherited from the Lubbock administration was

the difficulty of controlling frontier depredations; however,

these problems multiplied under the Murrah administration.

Not only did Indian depredations and possible Union invasions

plague the administration but it also suffered from the in-

creasing number of southern deserters and Union sympathizers

who were migrating to the frontier to escape the Confederate

authorities.8 In order to obtain a livelihood these men were

forced to plunder the property of frontier citizens.

5House Journal Tenth Regular Session, p. iii.

6Senate and House Journals Tenth First Called Session,
p. iii.

?Senate and House Journals Tenth Second Called Session,
p. iii.

8Henry E. McCulloch to E. P. Turner, April 6, 1864,
0. R., series 1, XXXIV, part 3, 742-743; W. A. Lockhart to
A. C. Henderson, May 11, 1864, ibid., part 2, 818-819.
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Initially Murrah outlined no specific program concerning

the defense of the frontier, but he did emphasize the im-

portance of this issue, Personally, he was of the opinion

that responsibility for frontier defense should be turned

over to the Trans-Mississippi Department of the Confederacy.

He did point out that men who had been exempted from con-

scription by the previous administration to form companies

for its protection had failed to do so. If the legislature

decided to continue this practice, he maintained that those

exempted should be forced by law to organize companies. He

suggested that these companies might be more effective if

they were made responsible to Confederate authority when

emergencies arose.9

The legislature agreed with the basic opinions of the

governor and proceeded to act favorably on his suggestions.

First, it provided for the formation of three frontier dis-

tricts in which each county would form a militia company

consisting of not less than twenty-five nor more than sixty-

five citizens, Each company would be required to keep one-

fourth of its men in the field at all times and the remainder

would remain on the alert to be called out any time the com-

manders considered it necessary. Each man would be required

to furnish his own supplies including a horse, gun, and ten

9
Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,

November 15, 1863, Executive Record Book 280, part 1, pp. 15-
16.
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days' rations. While actually in the field the troops would

be paid from two to three dollars each, depending on rank.

Second, the legislature provided that as soon as these com-

panies were formed the governor could transfer the Frontier

Regiment, then under state control, to the Confederacy.10

An appropriation of $1,000,000 was passed to maintain these

militia companies for the coming biennium 1  The only sug-

gestion of IMurrah's that was not favorably acted upon was

the suggestion that the troops be placed under the control

of the Confederate authorities in times of emergency. How-

ever, the act did allow the chief executive to use the force

anywhere that he desired for a period not to exceed one

month.12

Since the formation of the state Frontier Regiment, the

Confederacy had desired to exercise control over it. As soon

as the act passed which allowed the transfer, Murrah was con-

tacted by General Magruder, Confederate commander in Texas,

who expressed his desire that the transfer be made as soon

as possible. In later correspondence he assured the gov-

ernor that the Frontier Regiment would not be removed from

10Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 677-679. This Regiment,
created during Lubock's aMinistration, had been a financial
burden on the state, but the Confederacy refused to accept
it unless all conditions were removed, and the state refused
to remove the condition that it remain on the Texas frontier.

11Ibid., p. 688.

121bi.,p. 679.

13Magruder to Murrah, December 19, 1863, Governor's
Correspondence.
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the frontier.14 On March 1, 1864, the transfer was made,

but contrary to the commander's word, the regiment was removed

from the frontier in the middle of April.15 Immediately upon

its removal, Indian depredations increased and citizens began

complaining about their lack of protection. Although ade-

quate frontier protection had never been provided, the militia

units which replaced the Frontier Regiment proved even less

successful because of the large number of deserters and Union

sympathizers who now occupied the frontier. Military com-

manders reported that these people were even more dangerous

to loyal citizens than the Indians.16

When the legislature reconvened in May, Murrah informed

it of the removal of the regiment and said that if the removal

was permanent, the size of the active militia force would

have to be increased. Thus additional funds would be needed,

which he estimated to be approximately $800,000.17 Although

the legislature did not appropriate additional funds for the

frontier organizations, it did require that all white males

14Magruder to Murrah, February 2, 1864, ibid.

15murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
May 11, 1864, Executive Record Book 280, part 1, pp. 82-83,

16Murrah to E. K. Smith, January 3, 1864, Letter Press
Book 1863-1864, Governor's Correspondence, pp. 91-97; Mc-
Culloch to E. P. Turner, April 26, 1864, 0. R., series 1,
XXXIV, part 3, 794-795; W. A. Lockhart to A. G. Dickinson,
May 11, 1864, ibid., pp. 818-819.

17Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
May 11, 1864, Executive Record Book 280, part 1, p. 83.
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between the ages of seventeen and eighteen enroll in the

companies. It also stipulated that each of the three dis-

tricts formed by the act of December, 1863, organize one or

two companies of sixty-four men as a provost guard to remain

in constant duty on the same status as the Confederate troops

in the state. The legislature also amended the earlier act

so that the governor could use any part of the frontier or-

ganization anywhere for any length of time to repel invasion.18

By October when the Second Called Session of the Texas Legis-

lature met, Murrah was resigned that the Frontier Regiment

was away from the frontier permanently and the only recommenda-

tion he made was that the legislature provide additional

funds.19 It responded favorably by appropriating $1,000,000

for the maintenance of the frontier organization for the re-

mainder of 1864 and all of 1865.20 In spite of these laws

and appropriations, adequate frontier protection was never

provided.

Two issues that constantly caused friction between Texas

and the Richmond government involved conscription and the

status of the state troops. As previously noted, under a

legislative act of December, 1861, all men in the state be-

tween the ages of eighteen and fifty were to be enrolled in

18Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 771-772,

19Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
October 20, 1864, Executive Record Book 280, part 1, p. 149.

20Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 822.
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the state militia. These men were to meet periodically for

drill and were to be called up at the request of the governor

for a period not to exceed six months.21 Shortly before Mur-

rah took office, General Magruder had called upon Governor

Lubbock to supply him with 10,000 of these state troops to

aid in repelling an anticipated invasion of the state.22

Although Lubbock issued the call for these troops, he knew

that raising them would be difficult if not impossible. Con-

federate conscription acts by this time included all men

between the ages eighteen and forty-five except those who

could obtain exemptions.23 If these had been enforced, no

one would have been left in Texas to fulfill Lubbock's request

except those between the ages of forty-five and fifty. Since

this was not the case, approximately 8,000 men responded to

the call and were enrolled as state troops for six months.24

Men hoped to remain out of the Confederate army by joining

the state organization.

When Murrah took office he appealed to the legislature

to put the status of the state troops on a clearly defined

and well organized program. He pointed out that the enlist-

ments of those currently active in the state militia were

21 .Ibid, pp. 455-465.
22Magruder to Lubbock, June 4, 1863, 0. R., series 1,

XXVI, part 2, 33-35.
23Matthews, Confederate Statutes at L First Con-

gress, 2nd Session, pp. 60-61.

24Murrah to Magruder, November 22, 1863, Governor's
Correspondence.
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to expire in February or March of 1864 and recommended that

their terms be extended as they were still needed in the

field, He also suggested that the citizens between the ages

of fifty and sixty be organized in their individual counties

as a reserve force to maintain law and order as needed.25

The Regular Session. of the Tenth Legislature proceeded

on December 16, 1863, to pass two acts regarding the state

troops. The first act allowed the governor to extend the

terms of the men then in the service of Texas and to order

those who had not reported to do so. When the current enlist-

ments expired, the companies were to reorganize completely

and elect new officers if they desired. Further, the act

provided that the governor could, anytime he felt it neces-

sary, temporarily transfer the state troops to the control

of the Confederate commander of the district of Texas, but

it stipulated that the governor could not relinquish ultimate

control. Remaining responsible for the state troops, he

could override the commander anytime he felt it necessary and

could remove the troops from the control of the Confederacy

if he desired.26 The second act provided that the governor

could not allow the state troops to remain under the authority

of the Confederacy for more than twelve months and that he

could not allow any of the state troops to be removed from

25Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 24, 1863, Executive Record Book 280, part 1, pp. 13-
14,

26Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 698-699.
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the state without the consent of the men concerned.27

Immediately the governor was besieged with numerous

requests, some asking him not to increase the enlistments of

the state troops and othersencouraging him to do so without

hesitation. On one hand, many of the people of Texas felt

that the men should be allowed to return home to plant crops

and round up their cattle;28 on the other hand, military

authorities, such as Magruder, encouraged him to extend the

troops' enlistments and transfer them to the commander of the

Texas District.2 9 This controversy over the state troops

was one of the most difficult problems that the state had

to face regarding relations with the Confederacy.

Prior to Murrah's administration, the conscription acts

of the Confederacy had been no major problem because of the

availability of men and the cooperation of the Lubbock ad-

ministration. All quotas for soldiers made upon Texas by

the central government prior to Murrah's inauguration had

been filled; in fact, in Lubbock's last address to the legis.

lature he maintained that Texas had furnished more men than

had been requested by the Confederacy.30 However, by the

27Ibid., p. 701.
28A. J. Harris to Murrah, December 29, 1863, Governor's

Correspondence; J. W. Ferris to Murrah, February 14, 1864,
ibid.

29Magruder to Murrah, December 19, 1863, Governor's Cor-

respondence.

30Lubbock to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 4, 1863, Executive Record Book 279, p. 231.
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time Murrah came to office, lack of manpower was beginning

to be a major problem thnighout the South, and Texas was no

exception.

The act passed by the Texas legislature was clearly in

violation of the conscription acts passed by the Confederacy.

However, all during the war Texas had been violating these

acts without any consequences. General E. Kirby Smith, com-

mander of the Trans-Mississippi Department, informed Murrah

that he had no constitutional right to reorganize the state

troops as authorized by the legislature, but agreed to go

along with the plan, providing that the troops would be tem-

porarily turned over to the Confederate commander in Texas

as permitted by the act, Murrah also had to promise that

when the new six months terms expired he would allow Magruder

to conscript the state troops into the Confederate army for

the war.31 Because of the anticipated invasion up the Red

River,32 Magruder had little choice but to agree to this

compromise. He had to get troops into the field as quickly

as possible.

This did not end the controversy, however. On February

17, 1864, the Confederate Congress passed a new conscription

31E. K. Smith to Murrah, January, 1864, Governor's Cor-

respondence; Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
May 11, 1864, Executive Record Book 280, part 1, pp. 77-78.

32 Murrah to Magruder, March 19, 1864, Governor's Cor-

respondence; Magruder to Murrah, March 23, 1864, 0. R.,
series 1, XXXIV, part 2, 1094-1095.
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act which provided that all white males between the ages of

seventeen and fifty be enrolled into the service for the

duration of the war. The act further stated that the only

people to be exempted were those whom the President or the

governors certified to be absolutely necessary to carry out

the civil governments. Upon receipt of this new act,

Magruder informed Murrah that he could no longer honor his

agreement to accept the state troops as such because he be-

lieved this act prohibited it. He advised Murrah to dissolve

the state troops altogether and allow him to draft them for

the war. Magruder agreed to give the current members of

the state militia thirty days to join the Confederate army.

If within this time they had not done so he would conscript

them. 4

Initially, Murrah refused to comply with the latest con.

scription act and threatened to furlough the state troops.35

However, upon reconsideration, he decided to cooperate and

informed Magruder that he did not agree with the law but

would abide by it. He maintained that the troops would have

been more effective under their previous organization.36

Because of this controversy, the state troops were not

33Matthews, Confederate Statutes at Large, Second Con-
gress, 1st Session, pp, 192-193.

34Magruder to Murrah, April 2, 1864, Governor's Corres-
pondence.

35Murrah to E. ,K. Smith, April 5, 1864, Letter Press Book

1863-1864, Governor's Correspondence, pp. 245-246.

36Murrah to E. K. Smith, April 7, 1864, ibid., pp. 253-
254.
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organized soon enough to help repel the Red River invasion.37

When the First Called Session of the legislature met, he

told it he had no choice in the matter and informed them that

Texas had no state military organization.38 The legislature

then repealed the act of December 16, 1863, and transferred

the state troops to the Confederate service.39 This transfer,

however, did not include the frontier organization, and the

state continued to exempt frontiersmen throughout the war,

thus violating the Confederate law. In early 1865, the Trans-

Mississippi Department complained that 4,000 men held fron-

tier exemptions whereas only one-fourth of that number were

needed for frontier protection.4 0

Murrah was also successful in foiling Confederate at-

tempts to conscript state civil officers. The last conscrip-

tion act stated that only those whom the President and

governors felt absolutely necessary to conduct the state

governments would be exempted, but Murrah believed that neither

he nor the President had the power to draft officials duly

elected or appointed according to the state constitution.

37Magruder to E. K. Smith, April 23, 1864, 0. R., series
1, XXXIV, part 3, 787-789; R. Taylor to Magruder- April 25,
1864, ibid., p. 791,

38Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
May 11, 1864, Executive Record Book 280, part 1, pp. 81-82.

39Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 770.

4o E.K. Smith to Davis, February 10, 1865, 0. R., series 1,
XLVIII, part 1, 1373-1374.
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Therefore, on June 3, he issued a proclamation as requested

by the legislature whereby he exempted all civil officers

from being conscripted without their permission, and stipu-

lated that those who had been elected or appointed after the

proclamation would be released from the Confederate service.Jl

Generally, the Confederacy did not make an issue of this

proclamation, feeling that it did not effect too many men

and that Texas was within the letter of the law,

Previous to the Murrah administration, with some excep-

tions, the people of Texas were united in the prosecution

of the war. The vote for secession had been approved by a

large majority and the Confederacy had been actively supported

by the two previous Civil War administrations, However, by

the fall of 1863 many Texans were becoming tired of the war

and the conditions that it brought. As noted, manpower was

becoming short and a full-scale Union invasion appeared im-

minent. In attempts to deal with this situation, the legis-

lature passed joint resolutions and the governor made personal

appeals to the loyalty and patriotism of the people.42 Never-

theless, as conditions worsened, such things as desertion,

treason, and lack of law and order became common in Texas.

4lProclamation by the Governor, June 3, 1864, Executive

Record Book 280, part 1, pp. 109-110.

42Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 706, 826-827; An Appeal to
the People of Texas, January 16, 1864, Galveston Weekly News,
February 10, 1864; An Appeal to the People ofTxas, January
14, 1865, Marshall Texas Republican, February 3, 1865.
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Often soldiers deserted because of conditions at home

or simply because they were tired of the war, not because

they were opposed to the Confederacy. In November, 1863,

General Henry E. McCulloch, commander of the northern sub-

district of Texas, captured over 300 deserters who had left

the ranks for want of shoes, blankets, and clothing. He

immediately furloughed them for fifteen days so they could

obtain the badly needed supplies and informed his subordinate

not to punish them as he had agreed to exonerate them if

they would return to the ranks.43 By 1864 and early 1865

many Texans stationed east of the Mississippi River had de-

serted their companies, returned to Texas, and entered the

ranks there. Commanders in Texas often accepted the men,

feeling that they were needed in Texas and that to serve

there was better than not to serve at all.44

Of course, many deserters were not loyal to the Confed-

eracy and had opposed the war from the beginning. A large

number of these men fled to the frontier where it would be

difficult for the authorities to reach them. If the authori-

ties did get too close they could cross the Rio Grande.4 5

4 McCulloch to E. P. Turner, November 9, 1863, 0. R,
series 1, XXVI, part 2, 401.

44John S. Ford to J. E. Slaughter, July 7, 1864, ibid.,
XLI, part 2, 994-995; H. T. Hays to Braxton Bragg, Nov~efer 23,
1864, ibid., part 4, 1073; L. S. Ross to L. P. Walker, Feb-
ruary TC71865, ibid., XLVIII, part 1, 1395.

45Ford to Slaughter, July 7, 1864, 0. R., series 1,
XLI, part 2, 995.
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Another troublesome area was northeast Texas. From Bonham,

McCulloch reported that some deserters in his area had im-

pressed all the guns they could find and were still at large.

He wrote:

I have never been in a country where the people
were so perfectly worthless and so cowardly as
here. I am now trying as a last resort to get
them to organize a company in each county for
police duty. If I can . . . root out the men
in the brush before spring I may save the coun-
try; otherwise it will go up cert in if the
Federals make any demonstrations

He found capturing the deserters an impossible task because

they received support from the civilian population and he

did not have enough loyal men in his own ranks to take ef-

fective action.4 Additional difficulties with deserters

arose in Tyler, home of a Confederate prison camp, where a

band of them attempted to release the Union prisoners, but

the plot failed and the leaders were arrested, 48  Such people

as these had long opposed the war and were now able to resist

authorities more successfully because so many Texans were

disgusted with the war.

By the fall of 1864, this attitude was so prevalent that

rumor had it that readmittance to the Union was a desirable

46 McCulloch to Magruder, January 23, 1864, ibid.., XXXIV,
part 2, 909.

943. 47McCulloch to Magruder, February 3, 1864, ibid., 941-

48Magruder to Murrah, December 21, 1863, Governor's
Correspondence.
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course for Texas to take.4 9 When the last session of the

Texas legislature before the end of the war heard of this

rumor, it passed a resolution stating its position; "we are

forbidden to admit a thought of further association with the

people of the North."50 This was intended to unify the people

and to show disloyal Texans that Texas had no intention of

unification with the northern states. However, the resolu-

tion was ineffective; Texans were now interested primarily

in their own welfare and could no longer be stirred to the

patriotic responses common during the early days of the war.

A Confederate commander best summed up "the lukewarmness and

distressing apathy of the people" when he wrote:

Even men who . . . at the beginning of the war,
were fierce patriots, now share the general
demoralization, and so lukewarm in the cause
have the people become that but for the con-
scription and the impressment law not a man
nor a pound of subsistence could be procured
in . . . this State, and a majority of them
would not turn upon their heels to save the
Confederacy unless paid for it "in specie."51

Closely linked with this general demoralization was the

problem of maintaining law and order, with which the Murrah

administration never dealt adequately. Murrah recognized

the problem prior to his inauguration, and in his first speech

4 9Elliot, "Union Sentiment in Texas, 1861-1865," p. 476.

50Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 827.

51JG. Walker to W. R. Boggs, October 10, 1864, o. R.,
series 1, XLI, part 3, 995,
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to the Senate and House he recommended that the men between

fifty and sixty be organized as a reserve force which would

also "be used . . . for arresting . . . those who refuse to

obey the laws of the State." He hoped that "the lawless

bands, who have forgotten their obligations to society .

will find in this organization . . . the power, and terror

of the law." 52 However, the legislature failed to act favor-

ably on this recommendation, thus leaving the maintenance of

law and order to local officials.

During the interim between the Regular and First Called

Sessions of the legislature numerous complaints were made

concerning this situation, From over the state reports came

that "bands of lawless men are already organized to rob and

plunder the country, "53 "robbery, blood and murder are the

order of the day,"54 and "many robberies, thefts, and murders

have been committed in this country," 55 Such information

encouraged the governor to issue his second plea for law and

order. On May 11, 1864, he informed the legislature that:

52Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 24, 1863, Executive Record Book 280, part 1, p. 14.

J. E. McCord to Magruder, May 2, 1864, 0. R., series 1,
XXXIV, part 3, 803.

54John S. Griffith to Murrah, January 4, 1864, Governor's
Correspondence.

55McCulloch to Turner, April 6, 1864, o. R., series 1,
XXXIV, part 3, 742.
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In some sections of society . . . the voice of
the law is hushed and its authority seldom
heard . . . . Murder, robbery, theft . . . are
frequent and general . . . . The rule of the
mob.. rides Qver the solemn ordinances of
the government.56

However, again he failed to receive favorable action on his

requests. Nevertheless, on October 19, 1864, he made what

was to be his final request for a program that would return

law and order to Texas; again no legislative actions were

taken.57 Thus the period of his administration was marked

by a lack of law and order, which only worsened in the

closing days of the Confederacy.

Although other matters were pressing, probably the most

perplexing difficulty during Murrah's administration involved

problems of finance. Monetary problems had plagued the state

government since the beginning of the conflict, but during

the last years of the war they became totally impossible,

The most difficult phase of this problem was that of infla-

tion, During Murrah's administration the state treasury had

large amounts of Confederate currency, treasury warrants,

and bonds, as well as state bonds and treasury warrants, none

of which had significant buying power.

Largely because of this inflation, the problem of pro-

viding supplies both for the army and for civilian consumers

56Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
May 11, 1864, Executive Record Book 280, part 1, p. 85.

57Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
October 20, 1864, ibid., p. 151,
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became increasingly more difficult. Being cut off from the

eastern Confederacy, the Trans-Mississippi Department had to

provide its own supplies. The newspapers called upon Texans

to donate goods,58 while military commanders wrote that their

troops suffered from lack of such essentials as food and

clothing.59 As they had done throughout the war, the women

of Texas continued making clothing and other supplies but

often their efforts were arrested by a lack of necessary

equipment.60 The governor called upon the people to make

themselves as nearly self-sustaining as possible,61 but this

lack of necessary goods constituted one of the main reasons

for the discouragement that began to envelop the state.

In his first speech to the legislature Murrah made a

patriotic but unrealistic plea to end currenty inflation,

maintaining this could be done only when the citizens of

the Confederacy expressed confidence in their government by

accepting their country's currency at par value.62 Obviously

58Dallas Herald, August 6 and August 27, 1864; Marshall
Texas Repflican, September 9, 1864.

59Slaughter to S. D. Yancey, October 19, 1864, 0. R.,
series 1, XLI, part 4, 1005; McCulloch to Yancey, NoVemEer 11,
1863, ibid., XXVI, part 2, 405.

60Murrah to the County Courts, March 30, 1865, Executive
Record Book 280, part 2, p. 11.

61
An Appeal to the People of Texas, January 14, 1865,

Executive Record Book 280, part 1, pp. 172-175.
62

Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
November 24, 1863, ibid., pp. 18-19.
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this was not going to take place, and one of the primary

reasons for calling the Tenth Legislature to convene in spe-

cial session in May, 1864, was the continued depreciation of

the currency. By this time the Confederate Congress had ad-

mitted that the currency was almost worthless and provided

for it to be withdrawn and replaced with a new issue. Since

taxes were to be collected in the old issue, the state was

now in real financial difficulty.63 Again largely because

of financial troubles, the legislature reconvened in October,

1864. At this time state treasury warrants were valued at

only eight to ten cents on the dollar, and the state had a

large amount of the old issue of Confederate currency which

the Confederacy had agreed to replace with one-half the same

amount in the new issue.64  In these three sessions the legis-

lature failed to take effective measures, but no amount of

legislation or executive action could have created specie in

the agricultural South where it simply did not exist.

The three sessions of the legislature attempted to in-

crease the revenue of the state with several tax bills. On

December 16, 1863, an act was passed that required those who

sold merchandise to pay a tax of fifty cents on each $100

value of sales.6 5 Another tax levied in December of that

6 3Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
May 11, 1864, ibid., pp. 73-75.

6 4Proclamation by the Governor, September 15, 1864,
ibid., pp. 125-126.

65Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 692-693.
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year was an "Income [Tax] on the Sales of distilled Spirits,"

which taxed liquor at a graduated rate depending on the amount

of money received for it per gallon.66 However, this tax

proved difficult to collect and brought little revenue into

the treasury so it was replaced by a simple tax of 5 per cent

on total liquor sales in November, 1864. This same tax act

applied percentage rates to the occupation and professional

taxes, which had been levied earlier in the war.67

The two called sessions faced the puzzling problem caused

by the Confederacy's issuance of new currency and devaluation

of the old to one-third of its face value. Since previous

sessions had accepted and appropriated it at par value, most

of the state revenue and appropriations were depreciated by

two-thirds.68 On May 27, 1864, the state legislature at-

tempted to adjust to this depreciation by ruling that after

June 1, Confederate notes of the old issue would be received

for public dues only at a discount of one-third. The First

Called Session also decided that state treasury warrants

would be payable either in the new issue of Confederate cur-

rency or in the old issue at the depreciated rate.6 9 The

Second Called Session was called primarily because the

661bid .,pp. 670-674.
6 7 Ibid., pp. 813-816,

68Proclamation by the Governor, September 15, 1864, ibid.,
pp. 125-126.

69Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 764, 768-769.
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Confederacy had agreed to allow the states to exchange one..

half their notes of the old issue for the new. Thus a law

making this possible was enacted.70

Providing funds for the indigent families of soldiers,

which began under Lubbock, became one of the state's largest

civil expenditures. In December, 1863, the Tenth Legislature

appropriated $1,000,000 for this purpose.71 However, this

amount proved inadequate because it was made in state treasury

warrants that were worth only eight to ten cents on the dollar

and were creating a huge state debt.72 For these reasons

the Second Called Session repealed this law and in the absence

of funds appropriated 600,000 yards of cloth and all the sur-

plus thread manufactured at the penitentiary. This was to be

distributed to the counties which would sell or trade it for

supplies to be given the families.73 Nevertheless, the sol-

diers' families were never properly provided for, and this

suffering caused many men to desert.

Another financial burden on the state was the hospital

fund which was established during Lubbock's administration

and used to relieve sick and wounded Texas soldiers in the

Confederate army. The Tenth Legislature continued this

70Ibid., p. 839,

71Ibid., pp. 675-676.

72Murrah to the Senate and House of Representatives,
October 20, 1864, Executive Record Book 280, part 1, p. 145.

73 Ibid., pp. 819, 816-818.
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policy by appropriating $200,000 for it and authorizing Murrah

to send agents to Arkansas and Louisiana. 4  Murrah appointed

William Hart to go to Arkansas and George Wilson to go to

Louisiana, entrusting each with $50,000 to finance medical

care for Texas soldiers.75 That this fund provided at least

some relief is indicated by Louis A. Bryan's report in Decem-

ber, 1863, that 1,466 patients had been served by his hos-

pital.76

Providing supplies for the people of the state and for

state defense had been an increasingly difficult problem for

the government, and the Tenth Legislature made several attempts

to relieve the shortage. It attempted to encourage manufac-

turing by offering land grants to companies based on the value

of the machinery in operation.77 It instructed the Military

Board to establish a factory to manufacture machines to spin

thread, forges or furnaces to manufacture iron, and means to

produce salt.78 Under Murrah this Board was also reorganized

to consist of the governor and two members appointed by him.79

Hopefully this reorganization would make it more efficient.

74 Ibid., pp. 675, 774.
75Murrah to William Hart, May 30, 1864, Nurrah to George

Wilson, May 30, 1864, Letter Press Book 1863-1864, Governor's
Correspondence, p. 322.

76 Louis A. Bryan to Murrah, December 3, 1863, Governor's
Correspondence.

77Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 676-677.

78Ibid., pp. 662, 690, 752.

791bid., p. 680.
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Attempting to deal with the dual problems of finance

and supply the legislature passed, "An Act to raise Two Mil-

lions of Dollars . . . by the Sale of cotton Bonds to provide

for the Defense of the State and to Repel Invasion and for

the Purchase of Machinery for manufacturing purposes." This

act, which was to be used extensively by the Military Board

under the direction of Governor Murrah to acquire cotton,

authorized the governor to sell up to $2,000,000 worth of

bonds which would be based upon cotton that the state held

or would acquire.80 If the treasury lacked the funds to ac-

quire this cotton, the governor was to issue some 7 per cent

bonds payable from six to twelve years after the end of the

war to get the money.81

In order to acquire supplies both the Confederate and

state governments had to depend upon cotton, the only nego.

tiable commodity held by the Confederacy. The Confederate

commander of the Trans-Mississippi Department, E. Kirby Smith,

realizing the necessity of acquiring cotton, had, under

authority of the Confederate impressment acts,82 taken charge

8 0Ibid., 663.

81Ibid., pp. 683-684,

82Matthews, Confederate Statutes at Large, First Con-
gress, 3rd Session, pp. 102-104 asi This act and its
several amendments gave Confederate officers the authority
to impress any goods necessary for the army in return for a
fair price in Confederate currency. In Texas a conflict
arose when Smith interpreted cotton to be a military neces.
sity because it could be exchanged for supplies.
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of cotton in Texas. Since other states in his department

were occupied by the enemy, he had to depend primarily on

Texas cotton. In special orders issued on November 22, 1863,

he stated that all cotton required by the government would

be obtained by buying or impressing it if necessary,83 The

Cotton Bureau was created to carry this out, and the stipula-

tion was made that all cotton transported must be exempted

by Colonel W. J. Hutchins, director of the Bureau. However,

Hutchins soon formulated a plan to avoid impressment by

agreeing to exempt one-half of an individual's cotton if he

would sell the other half to the Confederacy. Thus Texans

began to sell to the Confederacy because they feared impress-

ment of their entire crop.

This plan brought immediate protest from state officials

because it would obviously interfere with state efforts to

buy cotton. A planter selling one-half of his crop for Con-

federate certificates could ill afford to sell the rest for

state bonds when foreign markets paid specie. Murrah took

a strong state rights stand on this issue declaring that the

right to take cotton implied the right to take other forms

83 Special Orders No. 198 issued by E. Kirby Smith,
November 22, 1863, Guy M. Bryan Papers, University of Texas
Library, Archives Division, Austin, Texas.

84 William J. Hutchins and Associates to the Cotton
Planters of Texas, December 4, 1863, . H., series 1, XXVI,
part 2, 481-482.
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of property and that this was a serious deviation from

southern philosophy.85

Murrah set about devising a plan that would again enable

the state to compete successfully in the cotton market.

Under his plan the Military Board would contract all the

cotton of an individual who would then transport it to the

Rio Grande in the name of the state to avoid impressment,

At the border one-half of it would be returned to the planter

and the Board's agent would pay state bonds for the other

half and its transportation costs.86 The state legislature

strengthened this plan by making impressment or interference

with cotton exportation illegal unless conducted under a

specific Confederate law. Since the impressment act did

not specifically provide for the impressment of cotton this

meant that Confederate officials could not implement the plan

of the Cotton Bureau without violating state law. Freed from

fear of impressment the planters readily sold to the state

for the more respected state bonds.

These state activities soon led to bitter controversy

with the Confederacy, whose officials complained that they

could not compete with the terms being offered by the state

agents. As soon as the state plan became operational the

85Murrah to Messrs. Norton and Brothers, January 1,
1864, Letter Press Book 1863-1864, Governor's Correspondence,
pp. 86-90,

86Murrah to the Senate, May 17, 1864, Executive Record
Book 280, part 1, pp. 98-99.

8 7 Gammel, Laws of Texas, v, 765, ?70.
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people began selling the state cotton, some of which had al-

ready been promised to the Confederacy. This paralyzed ef-

forts of Confederate agents until some agreement could be

reached between the state and Confederacy.8 8

Nurrah maintained that his plan was devised to benefit

both the state and Confederacy since arms purchased would

be turned over to the Confederacy,89 but Confederate offi-

oials pointed out that most funds acquired in this way were

being used to liquidate the indebtedness of the state.90 The

state plan also allowed fraud and speculation to be practiced.

Since the activities of the agents were not closely checked,

many of them became involved in the cotton speculation bus-

iness.91

In the midst of this controversy Nurrah agreed in April,

1864, to stop purchasing cotton under the state plan, but he

insisted that the Confederacy respect those contracts already

made by the state.92 This touched off another controversy

J. G. Parkham to W. A. Broadwell, March 31, 1864,
0. R., series 1, XXXIV, part 2, 1004-1006; W. A. Broadwell
Wo E, K. Smith, April 4, 1864, ibid., part 3, 730-731; E. K.
Smith to Murrah, April 5, 1864,T5vernor's Correspondence.

89 urrah to Guy M. Bryan, April 2, 1864, Bryan Papers.

90E. K. Smith to Murrah, July 5, 1864, Governor's Cor-
respondence.

91Hutchins to E. K. Smith, April, 1864, Governor's Cor-
respondence.

92Murrah to Bryan, April 2, 1864; Murrah to Bryan, April
4, 1864, Bryan Papers.
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between the state and Confederacy. Since the state Military

Board had already contracted for large portions of the avail-

able cotton and many permits issued by the state had fallen

into the hands of private speculators, the Confederacy was

still unable to purchase cotton as long as the state contracts

were honored.93 Evidence also exists that state agents con-

tinued to buy cotton after Murrah ordered it halted, although

Murrah denied this.9' Confederate officials refused to re-

spect state permits and impressed cotton that the state had

agreed to exempt.95 When Murrah wrote Smith demanding that

the cotton be exported according to the state's plan, Smith

replied that he could not do this because the only means he

had of supplying the army was through the purchase of cotton.

He accused hurrah of hindering his plans so much that he had

kept the entire Trans-Mississippi army from being supplied.96

Finally in July, 1864, Murrah agreed to cooperate with

Smith and allowed state contracts to be cancelled.97 He also

93G, A. Trenholm to J. A. Seddon, July 21, 1864, O. R.,
series 1, LIII, 1016; Murrah to Hutchins, April 21, 1864,
Letter Press Book 1863-1864, Governor's Correspondence, p. 304.

94Murrah to E. K. Smith, June 21, Letter Press Book
1863-1864, Governor's Correspondence, pp. 411-422.

95Murrah to Nichols, April 29, 1864, ibid., p. 320;
Murrah to Magruder, June 6, 1864, ibid., p. 5; lurrah to E. K.
Smith, June 17, 1864, ibid., p. 4o5.

96E. K. Smith to Murrah, July 5, 1864, Governor's Cor-
respondence.

97Murrah to Nichols, July 16, 1864, Letter Press Book
1863-1864, Governor's Correspondence, p. 444.
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issued a proclamation encouraging the people of Texas to co-

operate with Smith and sell their cotton to the Confederacy.98

Murrah received much criticism from across the state for

abandoning his plan and allowing the Confederacy to impress

cotton, However, loyal Confederates realized, as was pointed

out in a Dallas Herald editorial, that the abandonment of

the plan was essential to harmony with the Confederacy.99

Other newspaper editorials encouraged the people to cooperate.

The Marshall Texas Republican did this by giving a list of

military supplies the Confederacy had acquired by using

cotton.100 Although there was never complete agreement on

this issue, the abandonment of Murrah's plan ended the state

government's only major attempt to halt impressment.

Estimating the accomplishments of the New Military Board

is difficult because most of the records were either destroyed

or never adequately kept. Since accurate reports were not

made by state agents, it is impossible to determine the amount

of cotton purchased by the Board under the state plan, but

the gain was evidently small since the Board was unable to

pay some of its own expenses during 1864 and 1865. The Board's

attempts at manufacturing were hardly more successful. The

cannon factory established by the Old Board, after producing

98Proclamation to the People of Texas, July 19, 1864,
Executive Record Book 280, part 1, pp. 112-114,

9 9Dallas Herald, October 8, 1864.

10 Marshall Texas Republican, December 9, 1864.
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only two cannon, was leased to a private company which used

it to manufacture farm implements. The cap factors did con-

tinue to operate fairly successfully, producing about 1,000,000

caps during 1865. Although the Board claimed that it en-

couraged manufacturing, its reports never gave specific evi-

dence of this. The New Board enjoyed little success in re-

lieving the state of its problems of finance and supply.101

Not only did Confederate officials exercise the power

of impressment in procuring cotton, but they also practiced

it in other areas where they met with somewhat less opposition.

In December, 1863, Magruder issued orders that in emergencies

food stuffs such as corn, potatoes, and meat could be im-

pressed for the use of the army.102 Complaints concerning

this action were numerous, and farmers even threatened to

stop cultivating their fields if the practice were continued 03

In January, 1864, Murrah complained to Magruder that impress-

ment should be practiced only when it was absolutely necessary,

and when fair prices were offered this would not be often.l04

101Charles W. Ramsdell, "The Texas State Military Board,
1862-1865," The Southwestern Historical Quarerly, XXVII
(April, 1924T7,27 For additionalFinformation concerning
the Military Boards and the cotton trade in Texas see Sherrill
Dickeson, "The Texas Cotton Trade During the Civil War," unpub-
lished master's thesis, Department of History, North Texas
State University, Denton, Texas, 1967,

102Special Orders No. 334 issued by General J. B. Mag-
ruder, December 8, 1863, 0. n., series 1, XXVI, part 2, 497.

103E. H. Daniel to Murrah, February 22, 1864, Governor's
Correspondence.

10 4Murrah to Magruder, January 17, 1864, Letter Press
Book 1863-1864, Governor's Correspondence, pp. 151-162.
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Confederate officials also impressed slaves to work on

fortifications for defense. Fearing an invasion, Magruder

in December, 1863, ordered the slaveowners of the southern

coastal counties to loan all except one slave per family to

work on erecting defenses.105 This caused an immediate storm

106.of protest, and as a result the Trans-Mississippi Depart-

ment informed Magruder that he could use no more than one-

fifth of the slaves for public works.107

The state legislature even voiced complaints against the

Confederate policy of impressment. In May, 1864, it passed

resolutions objecting to the prices paid for goods impressed,

maintaining that they were far below market value. The legis-

lature also objected to the manner in which impressment was

practiced, declaring that goods were often taken from families

that needed them for their own subsistence.108 The last ses-

sion of the legislature passed a resolution objecting to the

impressment of beef which the Confederacy exported and sold

in Mexico.109  These controversies over supplies indicate

that goods had become so scarce that both the people and the

military authorities were becoming desperate.

l05To the Planters and Farmers of Texas, December 7,
1863, Q. R., series 1, XXXIV, part 2, 839,

106Galveston Weekly News, December 23, 1863.
1 0 7C. S. West to Magruder, January 7, 1864, 0. R,,

series 1, XXXIV, part 2, 838.

108 Gammel, Laws of Texas, V, 7?4-775.

109Ibid. ,pp. 829-833.
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One of the state's few successful endeavors to furnish

supplies was the use of the state penitentiary at Huntsville

to manufacture clothing. This practice, begun during Edward

Clark's administration and expanded during Lubbock's, had

made this institution the most important clothing factory

west of the Mississippi. When Murrah took office the legis-

lature had not determined how the goods manufactured there

should be distributed or what their price should be. In the

past the majority of these goods had been sold to the Con-

federacy and to counties where they had been used to provide

for indigent families. In the absence of legislation to regu-

late their sale urrah felt that penitentiary goods should

be sold at market value both to the Confederacy and to the

counties, He maintained that it was only right for the Con-

federacy to pay as much there as it would elsewhere and the

counties should use funds that had been provided to relieve

indigent families, He felt that the penitentiary should not

only sustain itself financially but should also help replenish

the state treasury.1 10

The penitentiary was occasionally a source of conflict

between the state and Confederacy. Its financial policies

brought objections from Confederate officials who felt the

state was making too large a profit on its goods, which were

11 %Murrah to S. B. Hendricks, December 18, 1863, Execu-
tive Record Book 83, p. 8; Murrah to Hendricks, December 19,
1863, ibid., pp. 10-11.
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furnished primarily to Texas soldiers. Officials maintained

these goods should be sold to the Confederacy at cost.111

Occasional objections concerning the military distribution

of the penitentiary's goods came from the state. Orders for

military supplies were handled through the Trans-Mississippi

quartermaster's department, but the governor sometimes inter-

vened in behalf of Texas soldiers, In January, 1864, Murrah

wrote the quartermaster's department requesting goods be

supplied Texas troops in Louisiana. 11 Doubts sometimes

arose as to whether soldiers were getting the full benefit

of these supplies. S. B. Hendricks, the penitentiary's finan-

cial agent, wrote that he had been informed supplies never

reached soldiers but were being used by slaves in Louisiana?

In spite of these complaints most of the penitentiary's

goods were sold to the Confederacy until the law previously

noted passed appropriating a large portion of them to alle-

viate the suffering of indigent families, This practice

greatly reduced the supply provided to the army and brought

protests from Confederate officials, The success of the

111E. K. Smith to C. S. West, October 7, 1864, 0. R.,
series 1, XLI, part 3, 986-98?.

112Murrah to Daniel E. Richardson, November 21, 1863,
Executive Record Book 83, p. 3; Murrah to Scurry, January 6,
1864, Letter Press Book 1863-1864, Governor's Correspondence,
p. 108,

11 3Hendricks to urrah, October 4, 1864, Governor's Cor-
respondence.

ll4W. H. Haynes to Murrah, April 11, 1865, ibid.
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penitentiary is indicated by the fact that it provided 38 per

cent of the revenue in the state's treasury during the war

years.115 Throughout the war it served an important purpose

and helped satisfy a desperate need.

However, the success of the penitentiary was little

compensation for the large number of failures which the

government of Texas experienced during Murrah's administra-

tion. When Lee surrendered on April 9, 1865, the situation

in Texas was already desperate and the state government had

done little to alleviate it. Conditions were bad when Murrah

took office and had become progressively worse. Two basic

problems--lack of specie and lack of manpower--both of which

were impossible to solve caused this desperate situation.

Without men the frontier could not be defended, the state

protected from invasion, nor law and order maintained. With-

out specie the state could not acquire supplies needed by

both soldiers and civilians. As the people were forced to

sacrifice more they became discouraged and ceased supporting

the Confederacy.

As men and supplies became more difficult to acquire,

conflicts developed between the state and Confederacy. The

most serious of these involved conscription and impressment.

In the closing months of the war each government attempted

11 5Edmund T. Miller, "The State Finances of Texas During
the Civil War," Southwestern Historical arterly, XIV (July,
1910), 6.

I , -p- M.- -- -------- m
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to sustain itself with little regard for the other. However,

the collapse of the state government came only after every

possible means of survival had been tried and the people of

Texas had given up hope in the Confederacy.



CHAPTER V

COLLAPSE AND CHAOS

Although the surrender of Robert E. Lee and the Army of

Northern Virginia at Appomattox Court House on April 9, 1865,

foretold the end of the Civil War, it took this news approxi-

mately two weeks to reach Texas. During this period the

government of Texas struggled to maintain at least some degree

of organization and at the same time to prosecute the war as

vigorously as possible. This became increasingly difficult

as the problems had plagued Texas throughout the war years--

lack of manpower, supplies, and specie--were compounded almost

daily.

When news of Lee's surrender reached Texas, the governor

and other influential citizens, both civilian and military,

made urgent pleas that the people of Texas continue the

struggle, but the victory that had been improbable in 1861

when the hearts of southerners were in the war was an impos-

sibility now that the people had been discouraged by four

years of seemingly useless conflict, As defeat became a

reality disorder swept the state. The government itself was

soon in a state of complete chaos, with the governor and

other responsible citizens fleeing to Mexico. This condition

was alleviated only by the establishment of military rule

127



128

and the appointment of a provisional governor by President

Andrew Johnson.

The first reports of Lee's defeat reached Texas on

April 21, 1865, in the form of a proclamation by E. Kirby

Smith, commander of the Trans-Mississippi Department.1 How-

ever, since this report did not give the total number of

troops that Lee surrendered, the rumor quickly circulated

that only from 7,000 to 10,000 men had been captured and that,

the remainder of Lee's forces had escaped. Some maintained

that these had joined with Joseph E. Johnston's army and that

the loss of such a small number of men was really nothing to

be concerned about. Such optimistic reports were even sub-

stantiated by General John B. Magruder, commander of the Texas

District, who in a speech delivered in Houston, vastly under-

estimated the number of men surrendered by Lee.2

Despite these reports Texans soon had to admit the fact

that the war was lost east of the Mississippi. Now Texas

and the Trans-Mississippi Department faced the alternative

of either surrendering or continuing the war. Not only the

soldiers and military officials but the people of Texas were

confronted with this difficult decision. At first it seemed

that public opinion in Texas favored a continuation of the

war. The Marshall Texas Republican reported on April 28 that

1E. K. Smith to the Soldiers of the Trans-Mississippi

Army, April 21, 1865, 0. R., series 1, XLVIII, part 2, 1284.

2Marshall Texas Republican, May 5, 1865.
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the people were not disheartened by Lee's surrender and wished

to continue the struggle.3

Expressions of this continued devotion were made at

mass meetings held across the state soon after receipt of

the news of the surrender east of the Mississippi. The major

purpose of these meetings, which pledged never to surrender,

was to keep the people and the army united. Generally, the

meetings had large attendances and were given complete news-

4
paper coverage. Fervent appeals to the citizens and the

military also came from several other sources. On April 27,

Governor Murrah in a proclamation to the people of Texas

begged Texans not to surrender, maintaining that "Texas con-

stitutes an Empire in herself."5 Two days later, The Galveston

Daily News suggested that a convention be called to elect

only state officials who would swear to support the Confederacy

and emphasized that the North could still be defeated but

only if complete unity were maintained.6 Although these ap-

peals were sincere, they began to fall on deaf ears as soon

as the people realized that the war was over. Texans hated

to admit defeat, but they hated even more to continue an ob-

viously useless struggle.

3lbid., April 28, 1865.

4The Galveston Daily News, April 29, May 5, 6, 10, 1865.

5Proclamation to the People of Texas, April 27, 1865,
Executive Record Book 280, part 2, p. 13,

6The Galveston Daily News, April 29, 1865.
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The military leaders also soon realized that continuing

the war would be futile, but they felt that a strong show of

force and appearance of unity would secure more favorable

terms of surrender, In late April, Smith had been offered

the same terms of surrender given to Lee but believed these

to be less than honorable since his department was still in-

tact and virtually free of Union forces,. Realizing that

capitulation was inevitable, Smith still felt he lacked ab-

solute authority to accept surrender terms. Since it was

impossible to communicate with President Davis, he decided

to place the responsibility of outlining terms upon the various

governors of the states in his department.8

Thus on May 6 he called a meeting of the department

governors to convene in Marshall four days later "to consider

upon the best measures for maintaining our cause and govern-

ment and Department."9 Governor Murrah was ill and could not

attend the meeting, but he sent Guy M. Bryan to represent

him.10 The report of this meeting recommended that Smith

surrender the department under the following conditions:

that all citizens have their rights under the United States

Constitution restored, that no soldier be prosecuted for

7E. K. Smith to J T. Sprague, May 15, 1865, . R.,
series 1, XLVIII, part 1, 192.

EK. Smith to Murrah, May 6, 1865, Bryan Papers.

9lbid*

10Murrah to Guy M. Bryan, May, 1865, ibid.
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crimes against the United States, that the current state

governments remain operative until conventions could meet

to settle the differences between the states, that citizens

and soldiers who wished to do so be allowed to leave the

country, and that after a specified date military authority

be turned over to the states which would retain a number of

men to act as guards 1  These termswhich demonstrated the

governors' strong belief in states rights and their optimistic

hopes for lenient surrender terms, proved futile since none

were granted in the final surrender.

In attempting to acquire these terms Smith frankly ad-

mitted to United States representatives that his department

could not successfully repel an invasion, but maintained

that it could make the Union pay dearly for its surrender.

In the middle of May he claimed that his department was still

capable of waging a much longer war.12 However, Smith's

optimistic hopes faded as he realized the hopelessness of

his situation, and on May 30, he informed the Union officials

that his troops had disbanded and seized public property as

they deserted, He admitted that both the soldiers and citi-

zens were sick of the war and would offer no resistance to

Union occupation. With neither troops nor resources to

llReport of the Marshall Convention, May 13, 1865, 0. Q.,
series 1, XLVIII, part 1, 190-191.

E, K. Smith to J. T. Sprague, May 15, 1865, ibid.,
p. 192.

E. K. Smith to J. T. Sprague, May 30, 1865, ibid.,
pp. 193-194.
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resist, Smith was forced to accept Union terms of surrender,

and the Department's surrender was consummated on June 2,

1864, at New Orleans under the same terms extended to Lee,14

While Smith was attempting to secure favorable terms of

surrender for the Trans-Mississippi Department, Murrah was

trying to do the same thing for Texas. On May 24, he dis-

patched Ashbel Smith and W. P. Ballinger to New Orleans to

negotiate surrender with the Union authorities. The governor

believed that since "Texas was materially different from the

other Trans-Mississippi states . . . . terms should be reached

whereby Texas should be allowed to return to the Union with-

out any Military intervention," 1 5 Hoping for lenient terms

of surrender, he instructed the state agents to gain recog-

nition of the existing state government and an agreement

that Texas would not be occupied.16 Arriving in New Orleans,

however, Smith and Ballinger found that the officials there

had no authority to settle these matters, which were political

and civil rather than military.17 It soon became obvious that

the Union would make no concessions to any state. The terms

that the United States offered were in lieu of invasion,

14 Marshall Texas Republican, June 9, 1865. The surrenderhad been negotiate r3~IJay76T,8~65, by Smith's representative
S. B. Buckener, but Smith did not officially affix his sig-
nature to the document until June 2.

1 5Murrah to Ashbel Smith arid W. P. Ballinger, May 24,
1865, Governor's Correspondence.

16Ibid,

17Ashbel Smith and W. P. Ballinger to E. R. S. Canby,
May 30, 1865, O. R., series 1, XLVIII, part 2, 675-676.
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and Texas had no choice but to acceptas it, like the other

southern states, had no army with which to meet, much less

repel, a federal invasion.

Therefore, the necessity of surrender in Texas came as

a result of internal conditions rather than external invasion.

The news of the surrender of all Confederate forces in the

East compounded the feeling of futility that spread throughout

Texas as the war grew longer. Generally, the people of Texas,

both civilian and military, became disillusioned and gave

the war up as a lost cause. Although the governor and top

ranking military officials had attempted to secure more lib-

eral terms of surrender, this proved impossible without an

army to support them. Since the Union realized that the

state government could only make idle threats it was unwill-

ing to grant more liberal surrender terms for Texas.

The problems that plagued Texas during the interim be-

tween the surrender of the Confederacy in the East and the

establishment of military control over the state with the

arrival of Andrew Hamilton as provisional governor revolved

around two conditions--the disintegration of the military

and the collapse of the civil government. Desertion, which

had caused so much trouble throughout the Murrah administra-

tion, multiplied with the news of Lee's surrender. Although

Magruder issued urgent pleas to the army declaring "we are

not whipped . . . we never will be whipped" and assuring the
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men that they had the ability to resist federal invasion,18

the men knew this was an impossible dream.

Finally, even Magruder could not ignore his subordinates

who reported that desertion, which had long been a major

problem, was now completely destroying the army. James E.

Slaughter, commander of the western subdistrict, wrote that

at least half of his men had deserted or would desert and

that stopping them was impossible since the other half could

not be depended upon.19 Another general reported that fifty

of his men deserted in one night carrying their arms with

them.20 By the middle of May, Magruder, now realizing the

hopelessness of the situation, reported to Smith that 400 of

the troops at Galveston had attempted desertion. Although

they had been stopped they could not be held much longer.

Therefore, Magruder desired to divide the Confederate pro-

perty among his men and send them home.21

Smith never officially approved of distributing public

property to soldiers, but as the troops left the ranks they

usually carried whatever they could lay their hands on.

Their commanders generally allowed them this privilege because

they knew what was not taken by the men would be confiscated

by the Union upon occupation of the state, and furthermore

18 Magruder to the People and Army of Texas, May 4, 1865,
ibid., p. 1294,

19J. E. Slaughter to Magruder, May 19, 1865, ibid.,
pp. 1313-1314.

20J. L. Brent to L. L. Conrad, May 5, 1865, ibid.,
pp. 1294-1295.

2 1Magruder to E. K. Smith, May 16, 1865, ibid., p. 1308.



135

they had little power to stop them. When the troops evacu-

ating Galveston moved through Houston, they, along with a

number of civilians, broke into the Confederate supply build-

ings and carried off all goods stored there. But the con-

sensus of opinion seemed to be that the troops deserved these

goods, The Galveston Daily Iews approved the actions of the

soldiers and only regretted that they had to resort to such

measures to acquire what was rightfully theirs. According

to this paper the authorities should have distributed these

supplies sooner.22

Similar scenes followed the troops as they moved across

the state, Soldiers and civilians claimed both state and

Confederate property; everyone seemed anxious to get his

share before the federal invasion occurred. The goods pro-

duced in the state penitentiary were distributed to the

people. State and Confederate warehouses in Austin and San

Antonio were opened and goods were distributed primarily to

soldiers and their families.23

Murrah, in an attempt to remedy the chaotic situation

in the state, issued a proclamation in late May urging law

enforcement officers to preserve state and Confederate pro-

perty.24 However, his plea was not heeded partly because

many of the law enforcement officials had vacated their

22The Galveston Daily News, May 25, 26, 1865.
2%Ibid., June 1, May 31, June 3, 1865.
24proclamation to the People of Texas, May 25, 1865,

Governor's Correspondence.
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offices, feeling that it would be to their advantage not to

be easily identified as servants of the state or Confederate

governments. Philip Sheridan, United States military com-

mander of the Southwest, was angered by this situation and

accused the state officials and soldiers of purposely vio.

lating the terms of surrender which had stipulated that state

and Confederate property would be turned over to the Union.25

As the movement of disbanded soldiers swept across the

state, law and order broke down completely. Even the Negroes,

who had been effectively controlled during the war, realized

that the United States victory meant freedom and began to

drift about the country, pillaging as they moved from place

to place. Lootings, robberies, and murders were reported

from all quarters of the state.26

On May 27, Murrah made what was to be his last attempt

to bring some semblance of law and order to the state. In

a proclamation to the people, he called the legislature to

meet July 6 because "the present condition of the country

is such as to require the meeting. "27 On the same day he

requested that elections be held on June 16 to choose dele-

gates to a state convention called for July 10. In explaining

25P H. Sheridan to J. A. Rawlings, November 14, 1866,
0. B., series 1, XLVIII, part 1, 297-303.

26Marshall Texas Republican, June 9, 23, 1865; Galveston
WeeklyNews, July 26, 1865; The Galveston Daily News, June 3,

27Marshall Texas Republican, June 9, 1865.
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the need for this convention Murrah said, "The crisis demands

of the People of Texas earnest thought and energetic and

definite action, which alone can be accomplished by a Con-

vention of the People. "2 8 His purpose in calling both the

legislature and the convention was to reorganize the state

government. Since the state government as it had operated

under the Confederacy was obviously defunct, the governor

hoped to establish a new government loyal to the Union. If

this could be done Murrah believed that it would restore law

and order to the state and prevent Union occupation. However,

neither body was able to meet because federal occupation

took place prior to their convening dates.

In early June the rumor circulated that United States

officials planned harsh punishment for the state and military

leaders in all rebellious states. "Fears of prosecution and

imprisonment" caused many state and Confederate leaders to

flee to Mexico where they either joined Maximillian's army

or waited for their fate to be decided in the United StatesY9

Of the large number that made the exodus probably the best

known were Murrah, E. Kirby Smith, and Magruder.30 Upon

Murrah's departure to Mexico early in June, Lieutenant Gov-

ernor Fletcher S. Stockdale assumed the office of governor

28Ibid.

29j. F. Crosby to J. W. Magoffin, July 25, 1865, James
W. Magoffin Papers, Archives Division, The University of
Texas Library, Austin, Texas.

30Richardson, Texas, The Lone Star State, p. 201.

.........
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but served in name only until Andrew Hamilton assumed the

office on July 21.31 He performed no official functions as

the government no longer had any legal status under military

rule.

As many of the civil authorities either left the state

or simply ceased to perform their duties, the breakdown of

law and order became more widespread. On the night of

June 11, the state treasury was looted, but the robbers got

less than $5,000, which indicates the pitiful financial con-

dition of the state.32 Practically every town was plagued

by a large degree of disorder which ended only after military

rule was established, Many Texans viewed military rule as

a welcome relief because it gave the first real hope for

alleviation of the chaotic conditions that reigned over the

state.

Military rule began on May 29 when Philip Sheridan was

assigned by the United States to command what had been the

Confederate Trans-Mississippi Department. His task was sup-

posedly to destroy Smith's army and force surrender. However,

he found circumstances had done this for him and soon learned

of Smith's surrender and abdication to Mexico.33 On June 13,

he dispatched General Gordon Granger to Galveston, where he

3Ibid., 0 p. 445,

32Miller, "State Finances of Texas," p. 19.

33P. H. Sheridan to J. A. Rawlings, November 14, 1866,
0. R., series 1, XLVIII, part 1, 297-303.
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was to "assume command of all troops in the State of Texas,

. . notify the people . . # 'all slaves are free,' . . .

ancg that all acts of the Governor and Legislature of Texas

since the ordinance of secession are illegitimate." 4 Granger

complied with these instructions by issuing general orders

to this effect in Galveston between June 17 and 19. Andrew

Hamilton, appointed provisional governor of Texas by Presi-

dent Johnson, followed Granger to the state in mid-July.

With Hamilton's assumption of the executive position on

July 21, 1865, the era of secession and civil war ended in

Texas and the era of reconstruction began.

34p. H. Sheridan to Gordon Granger, June 13, 1865, ibid.,
part 2, 866-867.

35General orders No. 1 issued by Gordon Granger, June 17,
1865, ibid., p. 910; General Orders No. 3 and 4 issued by
order 5TGordon Granger, June 19, 1865, ibid., p. 929.
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