
THE TEXAS COTTON TRADE DURING THE CIVIL WAR

THESIS

Presented to the Graduate Council of the

North Texas State University in Partial

Fulfillment of the Requirements

For the Degree of

MASTER OF ARTS

By

Sherrill L. Dickeson, B. A.

Denton, Texas

January, 1967

2>,4-?

/tie
/Vol



PREFACE

There has been a general tendency on the part of Civil

War historians to neglect Texas as well as the other states

of the Trans-Mississippi Department. Most of these writers

have accepted the view that circumstances in Texas were of

little consequence to the ultimate success or failure of the

Confederacy. The absence of extensive military operations

in Texas during the war perhaps explains, but hardly justifies,

the meager attention which has been paid to the state. Of

particular significance has been the lack of any study in

depth of the extensive cotton trade which developed, across

the Mexican border in the Southwest.

Although most studies of the Confederate cotton trade

have emphasized, the role of the staple as a diplomatic

weapon, ultimately cotton proved to be most important as a

source of economic wealth. The majority of those who have

investigated the economic importance of cotton have con-

centrated on its exportation through blockade running from

the major ports east of the Mississippi and have dealt only

incidentally with the Texas cotton trade. The very few

works on the Texas cotton trade which do exist treat only

limited aspects of the topic. Therefore this study is based

on an investigation of primary sources, of which the most
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informative were official army and naval records, documents

of the government of the state of Texas, and manuscript

collections of individuals intimately connected with the

cotton business.

During the Civil War Texas occupied the strategic eco-

nomic position of sharing a border with a neutral nation,

thereby giving the Confederacy its only outlet for cotton

free from the interruption of the Federal blockade. While

this accessible market offered the potential means for sus-

taining the needs of the Trans-Mississippi Department, the

nature of the trade involved certain diplomatic problems and

transportation difficulties which did not affect the cotton

trade in other states. Apart from these unique aspects of

the Texas cotton trade, there were also factors such as the

depreciated currency and widespread speculation which

characterized the Confederate economy in general. The absence

of cooperation between the Confederate and state governments

in the conduct of the cotton trade was more than a local

problem; thus a study of the situation in Texas provides

some insight into the problem of a lack of unity which under-

mined the war effort throughout the South.

This study deals primarily with the technical aspects of

the cotton trade, examining the extent and nature of the

trade, the activities of the state and Confederate govern-

ments to control cotton, and the specific problems of trans-

portation. The concluding chapter, however, is devoted to



the cotton economy in perspective, giving special attention

to the financial aspects of buying and selling cotton and to

the contribution of the cotton trade to Texas and the Trans-

Mississippi Confederacy.
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CHAPTER I

THE RIO GRANDE RIVER, THOROUGHFARE INTO

THE CONFEDERACY

The Rio Grande River, winding along the desolate fron-

tier of Texas toward the Gulf of Mexico, formed, the

international boundary between the United States and Mexico.

Prior to the American Civil War the river was of no major

economic importance to either nation. Since the shallow

water and sandbar at the mouth of the river excluded any

large vessels, Rio Grande commerce consisted almost entirely

of overland trade and the exchange of merchandise between

the border towns facing each other across the banks of the

river. Most of these towns, sparsely scattered at various

points along the river, were rather small and were usually

quiet except for the perennial border raids of local bandits.

At the outbreak of the Civil War the Rio Grande assumed

a more strategic economic position. As the mutual boundary

of Texas and a neutral country, Mexico, the river gave the

Confederacy its only access to a trade route outside the

reach of the Federal blockade. This geographic factor alone

gave Texas a decided economic advantage over the remainder

of the Confederate states.
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Throughout most of the South at the beginning of the

war the prevalent attitude was that the need for cotton would

lead to European intervention in behalf of the Confederacy.

Instead of exporting as much cotton as possible before the

blockade could gradually be made effective, the people of

the South determined to create an immediate cotton famine

which would supposedly accelerate intervention. This embargo

did not extend to trade with Mexico. Rather, the possibility

of using cotton as a diplomatic weapon was overshadowed by

the motive of securing supplies through its exportation. At

an early date the authorities in Richmond indicated at least

partial recognition of the economic potential of Texas. An

act of the Confederate Congress, approved, May 21, 1861, pro-

hibited the exportation of cotton except from southern ports;

but it significantly included a provision that there should

be no interference with trade on the Mexican frontier.'1 With

the protection of Richmond, the Rio Grande trade furnished

the Trans-Mississippi Department with a large quantity of

supplies from Mexico and became the route through which

European supplies could legally enter the Confederacy.

The success of the Rio Grande trade depended to a large

degree upon the ability of the Confederate diplomats to main-

tain friendly relations with the Mexican government. In an

1James M. Matthews, editor, Statutes at Large of the
Confederate States of America, Provisional Congress, 2nd
Session (Richmond, 1864)Ypp . 152-153.
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effort to reach an agreement with the Juarez government, the

Confederacy sent John T. Pickett to Mexico City in May, 1861.2

Juarez proved to be very unreceptive to the tactless Pickett

mission and issued decrees closing the Mexican customs-houses

to Confederate exports.3

The Confederacy was much more successful with the local

government in the autonomous northern Mexican states. The

most powerful of the border state leaders was Santiago

Vidaurri, who had united the states of Coahuila and Nuevo

Leon under his control and exerted a large degree of influence

over the state of Tamaulipas. The Confederate government

saw in the weak organization of Mexico an opportunity to defy

the Juarez decrees. President Jefferson Davis sent several

agents to the Mexican border states. The most important of

these was Juan A. Quinterro, ordered to Monterey in May,

1861, to open negotiations with Governor Vidaurri.4  Upon

reaching Monterey, Quinterro met an enthusiastic reception.

He found that vast amounts of such supplies as lead, powder,

2Robert Toombs to John T. Pickett, May 17, 1861,
Messages and Papers of the Confederacy, edited by James D.
RichardsonTNashville, 1905), II, 20-26.

3Brigadier-General H. P. Bee to Lieutenant-Colonel
S. S. Anderson, November 30, 1862, War of the Rebellion,
Official Records of the Union and Confederate Armies,
130 vols. (Washington,71880-19017, Ser. 1, XV, 881-883.
(Hereafter cited as 0. R.)

4 Robert Toombs to J. A. Quinterro, May 22, 1861, Official
Records of the Union and Confederate Navies in the War of the
Rebellion, 31 vols. (Washington, 1895-1927T, Ser. 2, III, 217.
(Hereafter cited as 0. R. N.)
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and saltpetre could be secured in the border states.5

Quinterro's diplomatic tact and the enticement of Confederate

trade were sufficient to convince Vidaurri to open his states

to Confederate purchasing agents.6 In view of his initial

success, in September Quinterro received an appointment from

the State Department as confidential commercial agent to

maintain cordial relations with the Vidaurri government.7

During the next three years Juan Quinterro's efforts kept the

border states open to the Confederacy with only occasional

interruption by the Mexican government.8

The military authorities in Texas lent their cooperation

to the efforts to establish peace on the border and to en-

courage trade with Mexico. During the first few months of

the war the commanding generals attempted to purchase sup-

plies in Mexico on the credit of the Confederate government.

5 Juan A. Quinterro to R. M. T. Hunter, August 19, 1861,
Confederate State Department Records, cited in William
Diamond, "Imports of the Confederate Government from Europe
and Mexico," Journal of Southern History, VI (November, 1940),
500.

6 Juan A. Quinterro to R. M. T. Hunter, August 19 and 22,

1861, Pickett Papers, cited in Frank Owsley, King Cotton
Diplomacy (Chicago, 1931), p. 115.

7 William M. Browne to J. A. Quinterro, September 3,
1861, Richardson, Messages and Papers, II, 77-80.

J. Fred Rippy, The United States and Mexico (New York,

1926), p. 236. In November, 1862, the Confederate government
sent Richard Fitzpatrick to Matamoras as a commercial agent.
Due to illness Fitzpatrick was ineffective, and the major re-
sponsibility was left to Quinterro. J. P. Benjamin to
Richard Fitzpatrick, November 15, 1862, 0_. R. N., Ser. 2,
III, 136.



5

By the end of the year the credit was gone, and the commanders

had turned to cotton as the only available means of securing

the supplies so desperately needed.9  Upon assuming command

of the Department of Texas in September, 1861, General Paul

Hebert made arrangements with firms in Galveston to secure

munitions of war in Mexico through the sale of cotton.'0

Gradually cotton began to move from the interior of

Texas, either overland to the border or to the coast and then

by light draught vessels along the bays of the coastline to

the Rio Grande. In October, 1861, Colonel McCulloch at San

Antonio noted that during the preceding month an increasing

amount of cotton had been passing through the city en route

to Mexico. By the fall of 1862 cotton from Texas was

hauled to Monterey at the rate of 2,000 bales per month.

The cotton was transported from there to factories scattered

throughout northern Mexico.12 This thriving trade was soon

providing Texas with such valuable supplies as powder, salt-

petre, lead, and brown sheeting for slave clothing. The

Monterey firm of Oliver and Brothers began to deliver large

quantities of powder and saltpetre and announced that it

9 Colonel P. N. Luckett to Lieutenant William 0. Yager,
December 31, 1861, 0. R., Ser. 1, IV, 164-166.

10Brigadier-General P. 0. Hebert to Judah P. Benjamin,
October 31, 1861, ibid., pp. 130-131.

11Colonel H. E. McCulloch to General S. Cooper,
October 17, 1861, ibid., pp. 122-123.

12The New York Times, September 6, 1862, p. 2.
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could furnish any military supplies needed by the Confederacy

with the exception of small arms.13 From the United States

vice-consul in Monterey came the report that the trade was of

great magnitude, with large trains of supplies for the Con-

federacy daily leaving the Rio Grande. He emphatically

claimed that "more goods go into Texas from Mexico than could

possibly go in were the ports on the whole coast of Texas

thrown open to them.114

While the trade between Texas and the interior of

Mexico expanded, the possibility of establishing trade re-

lations with Europe through Mexico did not go unnoticed. As

early as the summer of 1861 Colonel "Rip" Ford, commander at

Fort Brown, began efforts to initiate this trade. Ford paid

a visit to the Mexican town of Matamoros, situated about

thirty miles from the mouth of the Rio Grande directly

across the river from Brownsville, Texas. In Matamoros he

talked with European merchants, urging them to take steps to

open trade with the Confederacy by way of the Rio Grande.15

Two factors insured the success of Ford's visit. As the

Federal blockade tightened, many merchants desiring to trade

13 J. A. Quinterro to William M. Browne, March 8, 1862,
Pickett Papers, cited in Owsley, King Cotton Diplomacy,

pp. 117-118.

14M. M. Kimmey to William H. Seward, October 29, 1862,

0. R., Ser. 3, II, 949-951.

15Miscellaneous Memoirs, 1863, John Salmon Ford Memoirs,

Archives Division, The University of Texas Library, Austin,
Texas, p. 5.
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with the Confederacy welcomed the opportunity to conduct this

trade through a neutral port, thus eliminating the risks of

blockade running. Also the embargo had made it almost im-

possible for Europe to acquire cotton from the major southern

ports.16 Colonel Ford's advances offered likely prospects

of making Confederate cotton available at the Rio Grande.

The response was immediate. According to a contemporary re-

port, the desire for cotton "caused a general rush to be made

in any direction where it was supposed, to be obtainable."'7

Motivated by this demand for cotton, European cargo ships

began to anchor off the mouth of the Rio Grande.18 At the

same time agents and brokers flocked to Matamoros.1 9

The high prices that cotton would bring if exported20

and the concentration of speculators at Matamoros were ade-

quate incentives to cotton planters in Texas, and gradually

16Owsley, Kin, Cotton Diplomacy, pp. 41-42, 136-137. Ac-
cording to Owsley the embargo was complete in 1861, with the
result that the cotton famine had its greatest effect during
1862. After that time the embargo was relaxed, and Europe
found new sources of supply.

17 William Watson, The Adventures of a Blockade Runner
(London, 1898), p. 21.

18Tom Lea, The King Ranch (Boston, 1957), I, 183.

19 Jessie A. Ziegler, Wave of the Gulf (San Antonio, 1938),
p. 283; Miscellaneous Memoirs, 1863, Ford, Memoirs, p. 5.
During the war as many as 20,000 cotton speculators were in
Matamoros and the nearby town of Bagdad. New Orleans Times,
June 1, 1865.

2 0 As a result of the embargo the price of cotton in
England rose from 7" cents to 12i cents per pound by the end
of 1861. Leone Levi, On the Cotton trade and Manufacturing
as Affected, ] the Civil War in America (London, 1863), p. 41.
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much of their cotton began to flow through Brownsville to the

promising market at the Rio Grande.21 Brigadier-General

H. P. Bee, commenting on the conditions in the fall of 1861,

noted that the Rio Grande was the only "point through which

we can communicate with the nations of Europe." He added.

that if the blockade were not raised, direct importation of

European goods would follow, bringing "every necessary supply

for the Government and people" to Matamoros.22 A merchant

in Brownsville reported in December that the business was

just beginning.2 3  Yet these glowing prospects were somewhat

dimmed during the early stages of the war by the political

unrest in the state of Tamaulipas. Beginning in November,

1861, civil war extended over most of the state, making all

attempts at trade unsafe and hindering Confederate efforts

to secure military supplies of good quality.24 These con-

ditions continued until late February, 1862, when Governor

Vidaurri temporarily gained control of Tamaulipas and opened

21Lea, King Ranch, 1, 184.

2 2Brigadier-General H. P. Bee to the Secretary of War,
October 12, 1861, 0. R., Ser. 1, IV, 119.

2 3 Joseph Kleiber and Company to Messrs. Le Tulle and
Company, December 3, 1861, Joseph Kleiber Letter Press,
Archives Division, The University of Texas Library, Austin,
Texas.

24 Galveston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, January 26, 1863;
Major Samuel Boyer Davis to Major S. Macklin, January 18,
1862, 0. R., Ser. 1, IV, 169; Lieutenant-Colonel A. Buchel
to Major Samuel Boyer Davis, November 30, 1861, ibid.,

pp. 149-150; Colonel P. N. Luckett to Lieutenant William 0.
Yager, December 31, 1861, ibid., pp. 164-166.
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Matamoros to the Confederacy.2 5  Almost immediately a new

border disturbance threatened the trade when Colonel Ford

gave refuge to Jose-Maria Carva jal, who was using Brownsville

as a base for raids across the border into Tamaulipas.26

Governor Vidaurri retaliated by levying a duty of two cents

a pound on all cotton exported from Matamoros and, import

duties on all foreign goods.27 Due to the conciliatory

efforts of Juan Quinterro, the governor soon agreed to re-

peal most of the duties.28

With the return of stable conditions on the border, the

Matamoros trade began to expand, and by October, 1862, "it

had entered a heyday. "2 9  The Dallas Herald reported, in

November that there was an availability of goods and that

cotton was ready for sale "at handsome prices.1"30 The de-

mand for cotton at the Rio Grande was so great that the

foreign consuls in Monterey claimed that they could assure

the purchase in specie of as much cotton as the Confederacy

2 5 Galveston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, January 26, 1863.

26Owsley, King Cotton Diplomacy, pp. 121-123.

2 7 Report of Pryor Lea to the Texas State Military Board,
April 26, 1862, Texas State Military Board, Miscellaneous
Papers, Archives Division, Texas State Library, Austin, Texas.

28J. A. Quinterro to William M. Browne, April 17, 1862,
Pickett Papers, cited in Owsley, King Cotton Diplomacy,
p. 123.

29 Lea, King Ranch, I, 187.

3 0Dallas Herald, November 29, 1862.
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could make available at Matamoros.31 Indeed many merchants

in Matamoros and Monterey sent agents into the interior of

Texas to buy cotton in exchange for specie and then trans-

ported the cotton to the Rio Grande.3 2  Matamoros soon

became the chief market for cotton, with thousands of bales

belonging to the Confederate government, firms, and indi-

viduals finding its way to that point during the war.
3 3

The Confederate trade through Matamoros thrived under

the convenient disguise of neutral trade between Mexico and

Europe. Cotton was exported to Europe and supplies were

brought into Texas through the services of merchants in

Matamoros. Many of these merchants were foreigners, usually

English or German, yet they all spoke English.34 Frequently

their firms had houses on both sides of the Rio Grande. They

could conveniently keep their supplies on the Texas side to

sell in Brownsville and their cotton on the Mexican side to

3 1 Judah P. Benjamin to C. G. Memminger, November 27,
1862, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XIX, 809.

32Ibid.

33 Reports throughout the war frequently included ac-
counts of seeing cotton piled at various points along the
Rio Grande to be exported at the first opportunity.
L. Pierce, Jr., to William H. Seward, March 1, 1862, 0. R.,

Ser. 1, IX, 647; Miscellaneous Memoirs, 1864, Ford Memoirs,
p. 54.

34 Gilbert D. Kingsbury to A. M. Kingsbury, October 20,
1862, Gilbert D. Kingsbury Collections, Archives Division,
The University of Texas Library, Austin, Texas; Lea, King
Ranch, I, 185; Walter Lord, editor, The Fremantle Diary,
April 5, 1863 (Boston, 1954), p. 12; The New York Times,
September 6, 1862, p. 2.
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export from Matamoros.3 5 Texas newspapers contained numerous

advertisements of merchants who had connections with houses

in Matamoros.36 Parties in Texas could sell their cotton in

Matamoros, or they could consign it to houses there to be

forwarded to Europe.3 7 Foreign speculators who purchased

cotton from Texas transferred its title to the names of bona

fide citizens of Mexico and branded it in Texas before it

38
crossed the Rio Grande. Large English firms such as

Fraser, Trenholm and Company of Liverpool and Begbie's of

London were especially active in sending supplies to Con-

federate ports.3 9 These and other European firms consigned,

supplies to various merchants in Matamoros. The cargo ships

anchored slightly south of the mouth of the Rio Grande near

3 5The New York Times, October 19, 1863, p. 4.

36Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, December 16 and 23,
1864.

37 Ibid. Joseph San Roman of Brownsville and Matamoras,
who often received consigned cotton from Texas firms,
charged a commission of 21 per cent for advancing on the
frieght cost, 21 per cent for selling the cotton in Matamoras,
and 2i per cent for shipping it to Europe. Joseph San Roman
to Thomas C. Reynolds, April 10, 1865, Joseph San Roman
Collection, Archives Division, The University of Texas
Library, Austin, Texas.

38Lea, King Ranch, I, 186-187.

39 F. H. Morse to William H. Seward., November 23, 1862,
0. R., Ser. 3, II, 948-949. Fraser, Trenholm and Company had
a branch in New York, Trenholm and Brothers, which handled,
the affairs of the trade with Matamoros. Annie Cowling, "The
Civil War Trade of the Lower Rio Grande Valley," unpublished
master's thesis, Department of History, The University of
Texas, Austin, Texas, 1926, p. 133.
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the town of Bagdad.40 The supplies were unloaded and were

moved overland or by steamers up the Rio Grande to Matamoros,

while the ships waited for their return cargo of cotton.

Although the goods were supposedly to be sold in Mexico,

their ultimate destination was obviously Texas. The New

York Times, commenting on the alleged contraband trade,

claimed that when an English vessel arrived at the Rio

Grande, it was "hailed at Brownsville with all the enthusiasm

that would be called forth if she were a Confederate ves-

sel."41

The immense volume of trade conducted in Matamoros con-

verted it from a small border town to a city alive with

activity. The population reached a height of 40,000 and

then after the war declined to its normal figure of about

6,000.42 Housing was especially difficult to find, and rent

was very high.4 3 Many new buildings were constructed to

store the incoming merchandise. According to the Houston

Tri-Weekly Telegraph "every nook and corner are being appro-

priated to the wants, the whims, the caprices of the public."4 4

40Nannie M. Tilley, editor, Federals on the Frontier,

The Diary of Benjamin F. McIntyre (Austin,71977, p. 252 n.

41The New York Times, October 19, 1863, p. 4.

42Frank C. Pierce, A Brief History of the Lower Rio

Grande Valley (Menasha, Wisconsin, 1917), p. 137.

4 3Ford Memoirs, p. 875.

44 Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, January 16, 1865.
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The small, quiet town of Bagdad showed a similar increase,

with its population reaching 15,000 during the war, many of

this number being persons engaged in bringing supplies from

the anchored cargo ships.45

Throughout most of the war the United States navy un-

successfully attempted to enforce a blockade of the Rio

Grande. In early 1862 the Portsmouth arrived at the mouth

of the river.4 6  The commander, Samuel Swartwout, had orders

to cruise between Corpus Christi and the Rio Grande River4 7

and to seize all vessels out of the Texas ports of Boca

Chica and Brazos Santiago just north of the Rio Grande. The

proper action regarding vessels from the river itself was

not so clear. The commander's orders warned him not to inter-

fere with neutral ships engaged in legal trade with Mexico,

but reminded him to be on the alert for contraband trade

under the protection of a neutral flag. Swartwout soon

discovered that preventing illicit trade was an impossible

task.

Prior to the arrival of the Portsmouth cotton and sup-

plies were transported to and from the cargo ships by

4 5 Tilley, Federals on the Frontier, p. 252 n.

4 6 Charles Stillman to Captain Richard King, February 25,
1862, King Ranch Vault, cited in Lea, Kin Ranch, I, 185.

4 7Flag-Officer William W. McKean to Commander Samuel
Swartwout, January 17, 1862, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XVII, 102-103.

48 Flag-Officer D. G. Farragut to Commander Samuel

Swartwout, March 7, 1862, ibid., XVIII, 50-51.
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steamers owned by M. Kenedy and Company of Brownsville.i49

In view of the arrival of the blockader, the company con-

sidered selling the steamers to several Mexican firms, but

then decided, to register the vessels under the Mexican flag

in the names of business associates in Matamoros. Kenedy

opened an office there and continued to supervise the

operations of the steamers.50 The United States consul in

Matamoros notified Commander Swartwout that the steamers

had become the property of Mexican citizens;5 1 therefore,

unless it could be proved that they were carrying Confederate

goods, the boats could pass unmolested.5 2  The steamers then

"began a boomtime business hauling cotton under the noses

of the Union blockader s." 53

Commander Swartwout's plan for enforcing the blockade

was to board and examine all vessels arriving near the mouth

of the Rio Grande. If the ships' papers indicated that the

cargo was consigned to a citizen of Mexico, and if the cap-

tain signed a pledge that the goods were going to Matamoros,

4 9The partners in this company were Mifflin Kenedy,
Charles Stillman, and Richard King. Tilley, Federals on the
Frontier, p. 257 n.

50Lea, King Ranch, I, 185-186; Ford Memoirs, p. 874.

51L. Pierce, Jr., to Commander Samuel Swartwout,

March 7, 1862, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XVIII, 54-55.

5 2 Commander Samuel Swartwout to Captain Edward Tatham,

March 18, 1862, ibid., p. 82.

53 Lea, King Ranch, I, 186.
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the vessel would be free from interruption by the Ports-

mouth.54  The naval records indicate that the Portsmouth and

subsequent blockaders seized as prizes several of the ships

engaged in the Matamoros trade.55 On February 1, 1862, the

Labuan, a British vessel, lay at anchor just north of the

mouth of the Rio Grande. The ship had unloaded its cargo

consigned to Matamoros and was in the process of taking in a

return cargo of cotton from a steamer, when it was seized by

the Portsmouth. Commander Swartwout claimed that the ship

was anchored off the territory of Texas and that the cotton

was from Texas.56 The British vice-consul in Matamoros imme-

diately protested that according to the Treaty of Guadalupe

Hidalgo, the Rio Grande was a neutral port as far as one

league north and south of the mouth of the river.5 7 Ac-

cording to the vice-consul, Swartwout had said that although

Matamoros was a neutral port, "'he would not be fooled.t "

54Commander Samuel Swartwout to Flag-Officer D. G.

Farragut, March 15, 1862, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XVIII, 78-79.

5 5Among those seized were the British vessels William
Peel, Flying Scud, and Will-ot -the-Wisp. J. A. Quinterro to
J. P. Benjamin, September 16, 1-87, ibid., Ser. 2, III,
899-902; Commander Melacthon B. Woolsey to Gideon Welles,
August 14, 1863, ibid., Ser. 1, XX, 450-453; Lieutenant
Charles Hunter to Gideon Welles, June 3, 1862, ibid., XVIII,
525-526; J. Thomas Scharf, History of the Confederate States
Navy (New York, 1887), pp. 450-451.

56Commander Samuel Swartwout to Captain Edward Tatham,
March 17, 1862, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XVIII, 80-81.

57 Louis Blacker to J. T. Crawford, February 9, 1862,
ibid., pp. 109-111.
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The commander had warned that any vessel carrying cotton and

violating the blockade would be subject to seizure, and "that

he would even seize a vessel in Tampico, if cotton were found

on board, and he knew it to be from Texas." 5 8  In view of the

British protest, Gideon Welles, Secretary of the United.

States Navy, ordered that no more vessels should be captured

off the Rio Grande, unless they were en route to a Texas

port.59 Commodore Swartwout then responded that it would be

impossible to enforce the blockade without risking charges of

violating European and Mexican neutrality. He recommended,

that the only feasible way of preventing Confederate trade

by way of the Rio Grande was to occupy Brownsville and the

Texas side from there to the mouth of the river.60

In August, 186:2, Henry French, commander of the

Albatros, received, orders to assume the responsibility of

blockading the Rio Grande. His orders specifically instructed

him to prevent war munitions from entering the river and

cotton from coming out, but he was reminded to be cautious

about violating the rights of the many neutral vessels in

the area.61 In addition to the Portsmouth and the Albatros,

5 8 Louis Blacker to J. T. Crawford, February 9, 1862,

ibid., XVII, 109-111.

5 9 Gideon Welles to Flag-Officer D. G. Farragut, March 14,

1862, ibid., XVIII, 66.

60Commander Samuel Swartwout to Flag-Officer D. G.

Farragut, March 18, 1862, ibid., pp. 79-80.

6 1Flag-Officer D. G. Farragut to Commander Henry French,

August 25, 1862, ibid., XIX, 168.



17

the Montgomery, the Princess Royal, the Bienville, and the

Monongahela at various times during the war were on blockade

duty at the Rio Grande.62 These vessels were equally in-

effective against the shrewd tactics of those engaged in trade.

Lighters flying the Mexican flag brought the cotton out of

the Rio Grande to the foreign ships. These lighters care-

fully kept on the Mexican side all the way out of the river;

and since the shallow water prevented the blockaders from

entering the river, there was no way to prove that the cotton

was from Texas.63 Frequently blockade runners would slip out

of a Texas port with a cargo of cotton, sail along the coast

to the Rio Grande, then slip in over the bar and remain on

the Mexican side of the river overnight. The next day

lighters carrying the same cotton would come out of the

river, and with the protection of the Mexican flag and

papers, transfer the cotton to the European cargo vessels.6 4

At times European ships carrying goods consigned to Matamoros

would get safely inside the blockade and then dock at

62Flag-Officer D. G. Farragut to Lieutenant Charles

Hunter, April 16, 1862, ibid., XVIII, 130-131; Commander
J. R. M. Mullany to Lieutenant Commander William H. Dana,
August 1, 1863, ibid., XX, 432-433; Commodore H. H. Bell to
Commander Melacthon B. Woolsey, August 6, 1863, ibid.,
pp. 466-467; Commander J. H. Strong to Commodore H. H. Bell,
December 28, 1863, ibid., pp. 741-742.

63Commander Melacthon B. Woolsey to Captain J. P. Gillis,
August 10, 1863, ibid., p. 467.

64The New York Times, October 19, 1863, p. 4; report of
L. Pierce, Jr., August 31, 1864, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XXI,
652-653; Watson, Adventures of a Blockade Runner, p. 31.
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Brownsville's port, Brazos Santiago, instead of the mouth of

the Rio Grande.65

Another frequent practice was the disguise of cargo.

The British schooner Will-o'-the-Wisp was at anchor north of

the Rio Grande when challenged by a blockader. The vessel

was cleared for Matamoros, supposedly carrying flour and

fish. Upon close examination it was found to be carrying

"kegs of gunpowder in fish barrels and in bags, percussion

caps, thick shoes, and a large case or cases marked clothing."6 6

When an English vessel was unloading, the crew would, some-

times tie up tarpaulins or sails in such a way that the crews

of the blockaders could not see what cargo was being taken

ashore.67

As hostilities increased in the interior of Mexico in

early 1863, it became especially difficult to determine if a

contraband cargo were really destined for Mexico or for

Texas.6 8  The attitude of the Mexican officials further com-

plicated the situation. Seinor Don J. A. Zambrano, inspector

of the customs-houses in Matamor s, assured Commander Henry

French that the cotton exported from there was the property

6 5Brother Avila Larios, "Brownsville-Matamoros: Con-

federate Lifeline," Mid-America, XXIX (April, 1958), 77.

66 Lieutenant Charles Hunter to Gideon Welles, June 3,
1862, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XVIII, 525-526.

6 7The New York Times, October 19, 1863, p. 4.

68 Rear-Admiral Theodorus Bailey to Gideon Welles,

March 13, 1863, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XVII, 401-402.
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of Mexican citizens and that it had been in Mexico for a

long time. Although French did not believe Zambrano, he

could not seize the cotton because of the inspector's cer-

tificate accompanying the bills of lading.69 Commander

French complained to his superior officer of having to sit

idly by and watch ships receive what was "obviously Con-

federate property." The commander concluded that in his

opinion "every ounce of this cotton comes from Brownsville,

and merely goes through the form of transfer to Mexican

merchants without any bona fide transfer."7 0

To the disgust and, embarrassment of the blockading

squadron, American ships were often among those engaged in

trading at the Rio Grande. In 1861 one ship arrived at

Matamoros from New York; in 1862 twenty arrived, and the

number increased during the remainder of the war.7 1 In the

summer of 1864 a customs collector at Federal occupied New

Orleans estimated that 80 per cent of the shipments from

6 9Commander Henry French to Leonard, Pierce, Jr.,
September 12, 1862, ibid., XIX, 293-294.

7 0 Commander Henry French to Flag-Officer D. G. Farragut,

September 8, 1862, ibid., pp. 180-181.

71Robert W. Delaney, "Matamoros, Port for Texas during

the Civil War," Southwestern Historical Quarterly, LVIII
(April, 1955), 480. According to the Vicksburg Daily
Herald, March 18, 1865, exports from Mexico to the United
States had increased considerably and had averaged more than
one million dollars per week since the beginning of the
year (ibid.).
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there to Matamoros ultimately reached, the Confederacy.72

The Federal naval officers frequently criticized the practice

of clearing American vessels for Matamoros;7 yet they had

no choice but to respect the clearances. Contemporary

Texas newspapers gave further evidence of the extent of il-

legal trade. In December, 1862, the Houston Tri-Weekly

Telegraph contained. an advertisement in which a merchant of

the city offered to sell garden and flower seeds from New

York by way of Matamoros.75 An article in a later edition of

the paper voiced, the suspicion that the government in Rich-

mond was making contracts with agents of New York and

Philadelphia for supplies to be delivered in Matamoros in

exchange for cotton. The same article stated to its readers

that "the paper before you was bought of a citizen of Texas,

who purchased it in Matamoros of a citizen in Mexico . ..0.

we are morally certain that it came first from New York

,76

7 2Treasury Department, Letters Received, Ser. 1, Record

Group 56, pp. 427-428, cited. in Delaney, "Matamoros, Port
for Texas during the Civil War," p. 481.

73 Howard K. Beale, editor, Diary of Gideon Welles (New

York, 1960), I, 390; Commander Henry French to Rear-Admiral
D. G. Farragut, September 8, 1862, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XIX,

180-181; Rear-Admiral D. G. Farragut to George S. Denison,
December 10, 1862, ibid., pp. 399-400; Rear-Admiral Theodorus

Bailey to Gideon Welles, March 13, 1863, ibid., XvII, 401-402,
and April 2, 1863, ibid., p. 403.

74 Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, March 23, 1863.

751bid., December 1, 1862.

r 6
1Ibid., March 23, 1863.
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The flourishing Confederate trade through Matamor s did

not escape the attention of the United States government. As

early as March, 1862, Secretary of State William H. Seward

reported to Secretary of War E. M. Stanton that contraband

of war was being exchanged for cotton at Matamoros. Seward

suggested that a military force in Texas might check the

trade. By the spring of 1863 the volume of trade had ex-

panded, and. the recommendations that some action be taken

gained support. The United States vice-consul at Monterey

reported that "millions of dollars' worth of cotton" were

sold there each month and that Texas did not even feel the

blockade.7 8 Gideon Welles became one of the most ardent

supporters of closing the Rio Grande to the Confederacy.

Welles concluded from the reports of the West Gulf Squadron

that "an effective naval blockade . . . is impracticable."79

He felt that an arrangement should be made whereby Mexico or

France would stop the trade. Seward opposed this solution

for fear of a misunderstanding with France.80 Welles finally

wrote several letters to Seward urging the occupation of the

77 William H. Seward to E. M. Stanton, March 13, 1862,

0. ., Ser. 1, IX, 648.

78The New York Times, February 7, 1863, p. 4.

79 Gideon Welles to William H. Seward, May 22, 1863,
O. R. N., Ser. 1, XVII, 446.

8 0Beale, Diary of Gideon Welles, I, 283, 335.
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western bank of the Rio Grande.81 In one he emphasized that

the clearances of the vessels carrying supplies to Matamoros

were "mere subterfuges, decoys to cover up the true designs

and purposes of the parties, which are to introduce, through

the French and, other agencies contraband of war into the

hands of our enemies." 8 2

In response to the growing protests, the Federal mili-

tary authorities formulated plans for invading Texas. The

expedition, headed by Major General N. P. Banks, was to oc-

cupy Brownsville and then move up the coast of Texas. On

November 2, 1863, Federal forces under Major-General

N. J. T. Dana landed on Brazos Island and prepared to occupy

Brownsville. A Upon hearing of the enemy approach, General

H. P. Bee, Confederate commander at Fort Brown, ordered the

evacuation of the town. After removing such supplies as

could be carried in wagons, the retreating troops set fire

to Fort Brown. The fire destroyed a large amount of cotton,

8 1Gideon Welles to William H. Seward, June 9, 1863,
ibid., p. 388. Rear-Admiral Theodorus Bailey suggested to
Welles that the United States make arrangements with the
French for a joint occupation. Rear-Admiral Theodorus
Bailey to Gideon Welles, March 19, 1863, 0. R. N., Ser. 1,
XVII, 402.

8 2Gideon Welles to William H. Seward, June 23, 1863,
ibid., pp. 478-479.

83j. A. Quinterro to J. P. Benjamin, November 26, 1863,
0. R., Ser. 1, XXXIV, pt. 2, 888-890; Major-General N. P.
Banks to Major-General H. W. Halleck, ibid., XXVI, pt. 1,
399-400.

84Brigadier-General H. P. Bee to Captain E. P. Turner,
November 5, 1863, ibid., pp. 432-433.
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although some of it was taken across the river.85 Bee ordered

that all cotton en route to Brownsville be turned back and.

taken to Roma, Laredo, or Eagle Pass.86 One report described

the evacuation as disgraceful, claiming that Bee's troops

"fled in terror" and burned "all the cotton they could on

the way, which was perfectly safe . . .. "87 In some in-

stances they destroyed cotton to lighten the loads so that

wagons could escape. Some wagon trains hid to avoid, this

88
useless destruction. The Confederate evacuation enabled,

Dana's forces to enter Brownsville without resistance on

November 6.89

The Federal occupation of Brownsville failed to stop the

cotton trade, but rather diverted it westward to other towns

on the Rio Grande. The military authorities in Texas and

Juan A. Quinterro in Monterey made arrangements for cotton

to be exported into Mexico through Laredo and Eagle Pass.

8 5Tilley, Federals on the Frontier, p. 256.

86 Brigadier-General H. P. Bee to Captain E. P. Turner,
November 5, 1863, 0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 1, 432-433;
Brigadier-General H. P. Bee to Major Santos Benavides,
November 9, 1863, ibid., pt. 2, pp. 398-399. At least one
wagon train of cotton was not warned, and the teamsters were
very surprised upon entering Brownsville to find it under
Union control. Tilley, Federals on the Frontier, p. 257.

87 R. Fitzpatrick to J. P. Benjamin, March 8, 1864, 0. R.,

Ser. 1, XXXIV, pt. 2, 1031.

88 Lea, King Ranch, I, 211.

89 Major-General N. P. Banks to Major-General H. W.

Halleck, November 6, 1863, . R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 1, 399-400.
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Once across the river the cotton would then be forwarded to

Matamoros. Supplies were to enter Texas along the same route.9 0

General Bee ordered Major Santos Benavides to send companies

of his troops to protect the cotton trains along the new

routes.9 1 Texas newspapers soon gave notice that supplies

were again being brought into the state, and forwarding

companies advertized that they would send cotton through

Eagle Pass and, Laredo to Matamoros.92

Prior to the expedition to the Rio Grande, General Banks

predicted that the Federals could secure 50,000 to 100,000

bales of cotton in Texas.9 After their arrival at Browns-

ville, the Federal forces attempted to bring in cotton from

the interior of the state, 9 but at the end of one month they

90 Colonel Santos Benavides to Brigadier-General James E.
Slaughter, March 14, 1864, ibid., XXXIV, pt. 2, 1042-1043;
J. A. Quinterro to J. P. Benjamin, November 26, 1863, ibid.,
pp. 888-890; Brigadier-General H. P. Bee to Captain Edmund P.
Turner, November 12, 1863, ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 408-409;
M. M. Kimmey to William H. Seward, May 21, 1863, ibid.,
XXXIV, pt. 4, 467-468; Commander J. H. Strong to Commodore
H. H. Bell, December 28, 1863, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XX, 741-742.
Strong reported that during the Federal occupation Matamoros
seemed for all intents to be a rebel port. At Christmas he
noted that among the crews of the ships supposedly trading
with Mexico, one could hear singing and cheering for the Con-
federacy.

9 1Brigadier-General H. P. Bee to Major Santos Benavides,
November 9, 1863, 0. H., Ser. 1, XXXIV, pt. 2, 398-399.

9 2 Houston Daily Telegraph, March 4 and May 24, 1864.

93 Major-General N. P. Banks to William H. Seward,

May 4, 1863, 0. H., Ser. 3, III, 187-190.

94 Tilley, Federals on the Frontier, p. 267.
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had secured only 800 bales.9 5  General Dana sent the "renegade"

E. J. Davis as a cavalry commander to move up the Rio Grande

to intercept cotton approaching the river.96 Davis secured

97
only 80 bales" and did little to hinder the arrival of cot-

ton at the Rio Grande. On December 2 General Dana reported

that 2,500 bales of Confederate cotton had crossed the river

during the two preceding weeks, but he added hopefully that

the trade between Laredo and. Brownsville had been closed.9 8

One Union sympathizer in Brownsville credited the occupa-

tion with reducing in half the amount of cotton crossing

the Rio Grande. This merchant maintained, however, that it

would, be impossible to occupy the Rio Grande to Eagle Pass;

therefore, Federal troops should occupy Austin or San

Antonio, thereby blocking the major routes from the interior

of Texas.9 9

9 5Major-General N. J. T. Dana to Brigadier-General
Charles P. Stone, December 2, 1863, 0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI,
pt. 1, 830.

96Major-General N. J. T. Dana to Major-General N. P.

Banks, November 21, 1863, ibid., pp. 414-415. Renegade was
the term used to designate Texans who were loyal to the
Union. G. D. K. Kingsbury to Major-General F. J. Herron,
February 10, 1864, Kingsbury Collection.

97Major -General N. J. T. Dana to Brigadier-General
Charles P. Stone, December 2, 1863, -0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI,
pt. 1, 830.

9 8 Ibid.

99 G. D. K. Kingsbury to the editor of the New York
Herald, March 1 and 2, 1864, Kingsbury Collection.
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While General Dana was attempting "to make the road

from San Antonio to Eagle Pass and Laredo so perilous that

neither Jew nor Gentile will wish to travel it,"100 cotton

continued to move toward the Rio Grande. As of the middle

of March, 1864, the route between San Antonio and Laredo

was still completely safe and the forces at Brownsville ap-

peared unable to make any advances without reinforcements.'0 1

Volunteer troops under Colonel "Rip" Ford moved threateningly

toward Brownsville, and rumors indicated that merchants in

Matamoros were intending to provide his men with the means

for defeating the Federals.102 By July it was obvious that

the occupation of Brownsville had. failed to stop the Con-

federate trade through Matamoros, and the Federal forces

began to pull out of Texas. 103 On July 30 Ford's troops

re-occupied Brownsville, ending the Federal threat to the

Rio Grande trade.10 4

10 0Major-General N. J. T. Dana to M. M. Kimmey,

December 18, 1863, 0. R.,.Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 1, 865.

10 1 Colonel Santos Benavides to Brigadier-General
James E. Slaughter, March 14, 1864, ibid., XXXIV, pt. 2,

1042-1043; Colonel John M. Swisher, Remembrances of Texas
and Texas People, Archives Division, The University of
Texas Library, Austin, Texas, p. 75.

10 2Major-General F. J. Herron to Major-General E. 0. C.

Ord, February 11, 1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, XXXIV, pt. 2, 295-298.

10 3Major C. T. Christensen to Major-General N. P. Banks,

July 5, 1864, ibid., XLI, pt. 2, 46.

lO4 Captain James H. Fry to Captain W. G. Tobin,

August 4, 1864, ibid., pt. 1, pp. 185-186.
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One of the most serious threats to the cotton trade came

from the Mexican side of the river in the form of the seizure

of Con-federate funds by Milmo and Company of Monterey and.

Matamoros, a firm headed by Patricio Milmo, the son-in-law of

Governor Vidaurri. This seizure resulted. from Confederate in-

debtedness to several Mexican firms. Major Simeon Hart,

acting on behalf of the War Department, had made large con-

tracts with these firms, agreeing to exchange cotton for

supplies.1 05  The contracting firms had made large advances

of supplies, and by the fall of 1863 they became increasingly

dissatisfied with Hart's failure to deliver the promised cot-

ton. At the time of the evacuation of Brownsville in

November, the Confederate government owed Milmo and Company

$56,289.70 through Har t s transactions.106

Milmo and Company was not only one of the largest credi-

tors of the Confederate government, but it had also financed

other firms engaged in selling goods to Confederate agents on

credit. Milmo and Company had financed the activities of

A. Urbahan, who contracted with Major G. T. Howard, commis-

sary of subsistence under General Bee, to deliver 1,000,000

pounds of flour for 850,000 pounds of cotton.1 0 7 As Urbahan

10 5 For a detailed study of Hart's activities in the cot-
ton business see Chapter II.

1o 6 Major Simeon Hart to Major George Williamson,

December 24, 1863, 0. R., Ser. 1, LIII, 933-935.

10 7 Major George T. Howard to Major Simeon Hart,
September 10, 1863, ibid., pp. 936-937.
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proceeded to supply the flour, Major Hart endorsed the con-

tract and delivered 100 bales of cotton during October and

November, 1863. Unable to secure additional cotton, Hart

offered Urbahan an order on his agent at Alleyton, Texas,

for 100 bales. The contractor declined this offer.108 In

addition to its interest in the Urbahan contract, Milmo and

Company became the assignees of several contracts of parties

whose claims against the Confederate government were some-

what doubtful. Attrill and Lacoste had contracted with

quartermaster T. A. Washington to deliver supplies, but upon

delivery of the goods they refused prices that would give

them 100 per cent profit. Major Hart refused to give them

cotton until they would agree to a reasonable price for

their goods.1l9 The firm of Droege, Oetling and Company pre-

sented claims against the Confederate government on the basis

of a breach of contract made by Major Charles Russell, quarter-

master under General J. Bankhead Magruder." 0  According to

Major Hart, Milmo and Company was representing claimants

whose total demands "would exhaust not only all cotton the

Government now has on hand in Mexico, but all it could get

there within the next six months."

'0 8 Major Simeon Hart to Major George Williamson,

December 24, 1863, ibid., pp. 933-935.

l09Ibid.

110Major Simeon Hart to Major George Williamson,
December 28, 1863, ibid., pp. 944-946.

"'lIbid., p. 945.
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In late 1863 Milmo and Company took advantage of an op-

portunity to compensate for Hart's delay in paying the

government's debts. On November 6 Clarence C. Thayer, an

agent of the Confederate Treasury Department, arrived in

Matamoros carrying $15,000,000 in Confederate currency to be

delivered to General E. Kirby Smith. At the time of Thayer's

arrival the Federals were in control of Brownsville and con-

ditions were unsettled in Matamoros. The only Confederate

officer in Matamoros at that time was Major Russell; there-

fore, Thayer confided in him concerning the nature of his

business and asked his advice on getting cases carrying the

funds safely to the commanding general. Russell advised

Thayer to place the money in the hands of Milmo and Company,

and he assured Thayer that this firm could be trusted to

send the money to Eagle Pass via Monterey.112 Thayer agreed,

but urged Russell not to reveal the contents of the cases to

the Mexican firm.113 From Matamoras Thayer proceeded to

Monterey to await the arrival of the funds. Meanwhile

Patricio Milmo informed Major Hart that he had seized the

1 2 Clarence C. Thayer to General E. Kirby Smith,
December 20, 1863, ibid., pp. 931-932.

" 3 Thayer was later very critical of Russell, claiming
that he had given information to Milmo and Company and was
therefore partially responsible for the controversy.
Clarence C. Thayer to Major Simeon Hart, December 20, 1863,
ibid., pp. 942-943. Quinterro also implied that Russell and
one of his agents were personally responsible. J. A.
Quinterro to Major Simeon.Hart, December 20, 1863, ibid.,
pp. 943-944. In April Russell was relieved by orders of
Richmond. Ibid., LIII, 931.
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cases which had been placed in his possession and that he

would hold this money until Hart delivered the balance due

on the Urbahan contract. Milmo further informed Hart that

he had sent an agent to Piedras Negras with instructions to

seize all Confederate cotton and goods entering or leaving

at that point.114

Juan Quinterro protested to Governor Vidaurri, but with-

out results.115 In view of this failure, Major Hart brought

the matter to the attention of General E. Kirby Smith,

commander of the Trans-Mississippi Department. Hart claimed

that as of mid-December Milmols complaints were no longer

valid, since he had delivered from 600 to 800 bales of cot-

ton, which more than paid his indebtedness.116  When the

controversy continued, General Smith decided to take retalia-

tory steps. In early January he notified. Governor Vidaurri

that by his orders the exportation of cotton across the Rio

Grande was to be prohibited and that no property belonging

to Mexican citizens would be allowed to leave the Trans-

Mississippi Department." 7 Smith then appointed a special

114Patricio Milmo to Major Simeon Hart, December 11,

1863, ibid., p. 936.

115J.A. Quinterro to Major S. Hart, December 20, 1863,

ibid., pp. 943-944.

116Major Simeon Hart to Major George Williamson,

December 24, 1863, ibid., pp. 933-935.

117General E. Kirby Smith to Governor Vidaurri,

January 12, 1864, ibid., pp. 950-951; General Orders No. 8,
General E. Kirby Smith, ibid., p. 951.
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mission consisting of Colonel T. F. McKinney, Judge Thomas J.

Devine, and. a Captain Ducayet to assist Quinterro in solving

the controversy.118 In February Judge Devine reported that

Governor Vidaurri had agreed to release the funds and had

promised that there would be no further interruption of the

transportation of government property through his states.

In return the Confederate agents had promised, the payment of

Hart's debts to Milmo and Company, as well as those of

Majors Howard, Russell, and Washington.119

During the final two years of the war there were nu-

merous border difficulties, but with the exception of the

Milmo Controversy, none of these disturbances proved to be a

serious threat to the cotton business. From late 1862

through the summer of 1864 the state of Tamaulipas was under

the control of several different governors including General

Traconis, General Lopez, Don Manuel Ruiz, and Juan N. Cortina. 2 0

-118 General E. Kirby Smith to Governor Vidaurri, January 12,

1864, ibid., pp. 950-951; Colonel Thomas F. McKinney to Judge
Thomas J. Devine, January 21, 1864; Judge Thomas J. Devine to

W. J. Hutchins, January 29, 1864, Judge Thomas Jefferson
Devine Papers, Archives Division, The University of Texas
Library, Austin, Texas.

119 The claims of Attrill and Lacoste were to be settled
after further examination. Judge Thomas J. Devine to General
E. Kirby Smith, February 24, 1864, ibid. As of July, 1864,
Hart had delivered 1,100 bales, and the Texas Cotton Bureau
had delivered 301 bales to meet the agreement. Judge Thomas J.
Devine to Major Simeon Hart, July 25, 1864, ibid.

12 0Owsley, King Cotton Diplomacy pp. 123-125; J. A.

Quinterro to J. P. Benjamin, November 26, 1863, 0. R., Ser. 1,
XXXIV, pt. 2, 888-890; Commodore H. H. Bell to Gideon Welles,
November 20, 1863, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XX, 692-693.
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Despite occasional raids against Brownsville, Matamoros re-

121
mained open to Confederate trade. This cooperation was

obviously more the result of the benefits of the commerce

rather than any true devotion to the cause of the Confederacy.

In the spring of 1864 Jua'rez withdrew before the French

forces and occupied, Monterey, causing immediate concern in

Texas. In spite of his earlier disfavor, Juarez was now in

a position of economic dependency upon the revenue from the

Confederate trade; so he continued, Vidaurri's policy of co-

operation.12 2  With the French forces gaining control of the

major portion of the Mexican border states in the late sum-

mer of 1864, there was a brief slump in the cotton business;12 3

but the trade quickly recovered with the encouragement of

the French Imperial government.124

Matamoros continued to serve as a "rebel port" until the

close of the war.O125One observant Texas refugee in Mexico

121J.A. Quinterro to J. P. Benjamin, September 16, 1863,
ibid., Ser. 2, III, 899-902; Juan N. Cortina to Brigadier-
General Thomas F. Drayton, September 26, 1864, 0. R., Ser. 1,

XLI, pt. 3, 957-958; Lea, King Ranch, I, 230.

122Owsley, King Cotton Diplomacy, pp. 131-133.

12 3 Joseph San Roman to John Dobbin, September 1, 1864,
San Roman Collection.

124Reuben W. Creel to James H. Carleton, September 18,

1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, XLI, pt. 3, 245; Miscellaneous Memoirs,

1864, Ford Memoirs, pp. 75-76.

12 5 Major-General Lew Wallace to Lieutenant-General
Ulysses S. Grant, February 22, 1865, 0. R., Ser. 1, XLVIII,
Pt. 1, 937-938.
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commented that "Matamoros is to the rebellion west of the

Mississippi what New York is to the United States . .. 0."126

The records are incomplete as to the exact amount of cotton

exported from Matamoros; but it seems very probable that a

larger quantity of cotton passed through this port than any

port of the Confederacy.127 The number of ships anchored at

the mouth of the Rio Grande provides some indication of the

importance of Matamoros to the Confederacy. Prior to the

Civil War one could expect to see there only six cargo ves-

sels at a time. During the war there were at times as many

as 150 to 200 vessels at anchor waiting to receive a cargo of

cotton.128 Again the records do not reveal exactly what

portion of the cotton went directly to Mexico and what portion

was exported to Europe. The same problem exists in deter-

mining the source of the supplies brought into Texas. There

can be no doubt, however, that extensive Confederate trade

was conducted with Mexico and Europe by way of the Rio

Grande. According to one estimate, Governor Vidaurri col-

lected over a million dollars in revenue at Piedras Negras

during 1862-1864, and the revenue on goods crossing at other

126S. S. Brown to Major-General Lew Wallace, January 13,
1865, ibid., pp. 512-513.

127 T. C. Richardson, East Texas, Its History and Its

Makers (New York, 1940), I, 201.

12 8 See Appendix A. General Bee claimed that before the

war there were sometimes as many as twelve ships at the
mouth of the Rio Grande. Brigadier-General H. P. Bee to
Major A. G. Dickinson, February 10, 1863, 0. R., Ser,. 1, XV,

973.
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points along the border amounted to at least $125,OOO a

-129
month. It seems evident that resources from this trade

contributed to the life of the entire Confederacy, although

the states east of the Mississippi were largely cut off from

this source of supply with the fall of Vicksburg. For the

Trans-Mississippi Confederacy, especially Texas, the Rio

Grande was a thoroughfare for clothing, materials of war,

and specie.

129Samuel Bernard Thompson, Confederate Purchasing
Operations Abroad (Chapel Hill, 1955T, p. 126.



CHAPTER II

CONFEDERATE CONTROL OF COTTON

With the existence of a receptive market, cotton

gradually came to represent the medium with which to secure

foreign supplies for the Trans-Mississippi Department, but

not until the end of the fourth year of the war was the cot-

ton business in Texas conducted with the benefit of any plan

of organized administration. Prior to this time the Con-

federate government, the military authorities, and the

government of the state of Texas found themselves in com-

petition for control of available cotton. The resulting

situation proved to be one of confusion and distrust, in

which the speculator benefited to the neglect of the Con-

federate war effort.

During the first year of the war the Confederate govern-

ment became involved in the cotton business in Texas, with

the Ordnance Bureau authorizing G. H. Giddings to purchase

cotton to meet its contracts for buying arms. Only one such

contract was made, for which Giddings purchased over 2,000

'J. P. Benjamin to C. G. Memminger, December 2, 1861,

_0_ _11.,Ser, .4, I, 774.
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bales of cotton;2 these supplies were never delivered..3 In

November of 1862 the War Department sent Major Simeon Hart to

Texas as its agent to purchase supplies from Mexico, ordering

him to purchase and transport cotton to the border to be used

to pay for his imports. This decision was encouraged by

reports from the military authorities in Texas who urged that

cotton "was a rich mine of wealth and power" and, should be

made the basis of all transactions to supply the army.5 At

the time Hart began his duties in Texas Major A. W. McKee,

an agent of the Treasury Department, was already attempting

to purchase cotton in Louisiana and eastern Texas in order

to finance army supplies. McKee received instructions from

the Produce Loan Office in Richmond. that there should be no

conflict between his activities and those of Hart and that

the two should arrange to act in concert.
6  According to a

subsequent agreement made by the two agents, Major Hart was

to purchase cotton in western Texas and Major McKee was to

concentrate his activities in the eastern part of the state.7

2G. H. Giddings to Colonel J. Gorgas, January 5, 1862,

ibid., pp. 832-833.

3James A. Seddon to President Davis, December 16, 1864,
ibid., Ser. 1, LIII, 1033-1034.

4 G. W. Randolph to Major Simeon Hart, November 14, 1862,
ibid., XV, 866.

5Brigadier-General H. P. Bee to Colonel S. S. Anderson,

November 30, 1862, ibid., 881-883.

A. Roane to C. G. Memminger, June 27, 1863, ibid.,
LIII, 875-876.

7Ibid..
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Ultimately, the agents of the Treasury Department made only

8
very limited purchases of cotton in Texas, and the major

efforts to secure cotton for the Confederate government during

the early part of the war were those of the War Department.

While the Confederate government was taking steps to

secure cotton in Texas, the military commanders in the state

proceeded to make cotton contracts to secure needed equipment.
9

These contracts, as well as those made by Major Hart, followed

no definite pattern; the value set on cotton and also the

price of the goods furnished. was frequently uncertain. At

times the contracts granted as high as 150 per cent profit to

the contracting party. 10 In some instances the contractor

was allowed to export as much as 2,000 bales of cotton prior

to the delivery of supplies, this practice often resulting in

the failure of the contractor to comply with his part of

the agreement. 11 The lack of a uniform policy led to

8Ibid. According to an unofficial report Henry Sampson,

who replaced McKee February 2, 1863, purchased only 250

bales. W. A. Broadwell to General E. Kirby Smith, March 15,

1864, ibid., pp. 971-974.

9 Brigadier-General P. 0. Hebert to Judah P. Benjamin,
October 24, 1861, ibid., IV, 126-127; copy of contract be-

tween General E. Kirby Smith and Messrs. D. W. Bouldin and

D. K. Newell, Correspondence of 1862-1863, Guy M. Bryan
Papers, Archives Division, The University of Texas Library,
Austin, Texas.

10W. A. Broadwell to C. G. Memminger, January 28, 1864,
0. R., Ser. 1, LIII, 955-959. R. Fitzpatrick, a Confederate

agent in Matamoras, claimed that in some cases the government
had paid as high as 300 to 400 per cent. R. Fitzpatrick to
J. P. Benjamin, March 8, 1864, ibid., XXXIV, pt. 2, 1030-1032.

11W. A. Broadwell to Major J. P. Johnson, January 19,

1864, ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 577-578.
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competition among contractors and to efforts of government

agents to outbid one another.

A contract made between Major Hart and M. Kennedy and

Company in Brownsville, April, 1863, furnishes an example

of the implementation of the contract system. By the terms

of this contract the government agreed to deliver 500 bales

of cotton per month for six months, and the contracting firm

agreed to supply quartermaster and subsistence stores for the

same period of time, at an advance of 15 per cent of the value

of the promised supplies. The firm was to receive the cotton

in the interior of Texas, then transport and sell it in the

name of the government for a commission of 5 per cent.12

This firm proved to be more than reliable, as it advanced

supplies for a period of three months before the contract

went into effect.'3 The government eventually delivered a

total of 3,000 bales of cotton, the proceeds of its sale

being entirely spent on supplies; as a result of this con-

tract the three partners of the Kennedy firm received a profit

of approximately $60,000 each.14

The high prices in specie paid upon delivery at the

Rio Grande provided an incentive for private exportation of

12Major Charles Russell to Lieutenant-Colonel H. C.

McNeill, May 4, 1863, ibid., XV, 1072-1074.

13Major--General J. Bankhead Magruder to General S.
Cooper, June 8, 1863, ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 63.

Lea, King Ranch, I, 200.



39

cotton, which in most cases contributed little to the se-

curing of military supplies. Therefore in order to control

the cotton trade, the military authorities in the Trans-

Mississippi Department made several successive attempts to

impose restrictions upon its exportation. As early as the

spring of 1862 Colonel Philip N. Luckett, commander at Fort

Brown, ordered that a person exporting cotton be required to

pay five dollars in specie per bale to the Confederate

government. This tax was to provide funds to buy supplies

for the troops defending the Rio Grande.15 Colonel Luckett's

order was replaced by a subsequent order of General Theophilus H.

Holmes, commander of the Department,16 requiring payment of

two dollars for a license to export cotton and an exchange of

five dollars in specie for five dollars in confederate cur-

rency for each bale exported across the Rio Grande.1 In

November Holmes tightened restrictions by prohibiting ex-

portation of cotton except by authorized agents of the

Confederate government or by individuals known to engage in

importing supplies.18  To facilitate this order, General

15William Simpson Oldham Memoirs, 1861-1865, p. 441,
Archives Division, The University of Texas Library, Austin,
Texas.

16The Trans-Mississippi Department was established May 26,

1862, with Holmes assuming command July 30. 0. R., Ser. 1,

IX, 713, and XIII, 860.

17 James A. Seddon to General T. H. Holmes, January 28,
1863, ibid., LIII, 845-846.

18Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, December 1, 1862. A

similar order had earlier been issued and revoked by Brigadier-
General P. 0. Hebert. Oldham Memoirs, p. 445.
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H. P. Bee, after assuming command at Fort Brown, established

specific regulations on exportation. According to Bee's

orders persons engaged in importing army supplies could ex-

port cotton to the value of their original invoices with 100

per cent added. Permits would also be granted to planters

who signed an affidavit that the cotton to be exported was

for necessary supplies rather than for speculation. A per-

son wishing to make contracts to export cotton for supplies

could do so if he would give security that the contract would

be met faithfully.19

By the spring of 1863 General Holmes recognized the need

for modifying existing regulations on cotton exportation.

Acting under his direction, General J. Bankhead Magruder,

the commander of the District of Texas, issued orders to

regulate exportation and to co-ordinate government activities

in purchasing supplies.20 According to these orders anyone

could transport cotton to the Mexican border, provided he

follow the exportation regulations previously established by

General Bee, these rules to pertain to private exporters as

well as government agents. Subsequent contracts for supplies

under the War Department could be made by no officer other

than Major Hart. Major A. W. McKee was to be responsible for

19General Orders No. 25, November 25, 1862, Houston
Tri-Weekly Telegraph, December 1, 1862; Dallas Herald,
March 11, 16.

2 0 General Orders No. 28, General J. Bankhead Magruder,
February 22, 1863, 0. R.,, Ser. 1, XV, 986-988.



transporting cotton to various points on the coast and along

the Rio Grande, to be exported in payment upon arrival of

supplies. Previous contracts would be respected, provided

they were approved by authorized military officers.21 When

a contract was approved,, a permit would be granted allowing

exportation of the specified amount of cotton. General Bee

was to enforce these regulations. Finally Magruder's orders

stated that General Holmes's previous regulations were as of

that time di scontinued. 2 2

The attempts of the military authorities to control cot-

ton by restricting its exportation met severe criticism. One

prominent Texas, William Simpson Oldham, was especially

critical of the restrictive measures. According to him, if

the planters had been allowed to export cotton, the needs of

the army and the people in Texas would have been supplied.

Oldham claimed that "the enemy had blockaded the Gulf ports and

General Bee blockaded the Rio Grande.1"2 3 According to Oldham,

the cotton trade was transferred. from the planters to

speculators who frequently did not meet their contracts.

2 1 The officers authorized to examine the contracts were

Brigadier-General Scurry at Houston, Colonel S. Pyne Bankhead

at San Antonio, and Lieutenant-Colonel Buchel at Brownsville
(ibid.).

2 2 Magruder's orders were later commended by a committee

authorized by General E. Kirby Smith to investigate the

activities of the cotton trade conducted under the War De-

partment. A. W. Terrell to Major-General J. Bankhead
Magruder, March 3, 1864, ibid., XXXIV, pt. 2, 1017-1019.

2 30ldham Memoirs, p. 443.
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He cited an example of a man from Seguin, Texas, who had con-

tracted with General Bee to import supplies and to export a

large amount of cotton. This contractor pretended to be a

government agent, fixed the prices, and threatened to impress

cotton. Many planters believed him and sold their crop for

less than the regular price.24

The restrictions on the exportation of cotton soon met

disapproval from Richmond. The Secretary of War informed

General Holmes that the military authorities should in no

way prevent the unrestricted exportation of cotton to Mexico;25

this decision in effect annulled all of the previous military

controls on the trade. The removal of regulations occasioned

an inflationary rise in the selling price of the staple at

the border from twenty-five cents to as much as sixty cents

per pound.26 Planters became unwilling to sell at any price

for Confederate currency, preferring to export cotton on

their own initiative; thus Major Hart found it almost im-

possible to purchase enough to meet his contracts for supplies.

He reported in the spring of 1863 that "cotton is being

24 Ibid, p. 445.

2 5 James A. Seddon to General T. A. Holmes, January 28,

1863, 0. R., Ser. 1, LIII, 845-846. The regulations were in
violation of an act of the Confederate Congress of May 21,

1861. Matthews, Statutes at Large of the Confederate States
of America, Provisional Congress, 2nd Session, pp. 152-153.

26 Major-General J. Bankhead Magruder to Adjutant and

Inspector-General S. Cooper, June 8, 1863, 0. R., Ser. 1,
XXVI, pt. 2, 57-65.



hurried. out of the country by private operators, utterly

reckless of cost, and no returns for it in any shape need

ever be expected."2 7  Hundreds of bales of cotton, marked, as

the property of the government, were being carried to the

Rio Grande by impressed teams and wagons. When the cotton

reached the river, the marks disappeared, and the cotton be-

came the property of individuals.28 On May 20 the Sea Queen

arrived off the mouth of the Rio Grande carrying arms under

a contract made with Bellot and Company for which the

government was expected to deliver from 1,800 to 2,000 bales

of cotton.2 9  At that time Major Hart had secured only 60

bales, none of which had arrived at the border.
3 0

Due to the difficulty of acquiring cotton, Major Hart

urged the government to take all the cotton in Texas and to

control its transportation to the Rio Grande. He claimed

that such a policy would only be opposed by speculators.3 1

His requests for authority to seize cotton were rejected by

2 7Major Simeon Hart to General A. C. Myers, June 8,

1863, ibid., LIII, 882-883.

2 8Oldham Memoirs, pp. 449-450.

29 James J. Bennett to Major Simeon Hart, May 30, 1863,
0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 2, 78.

3 0Brigadier-General H. P. Bee to Major-General J. Bankhead

Magruder, May 22, 1863, ibid,., LIII, 870-871.

3 1 Major Simeon Hart to James A. Seddon, May 16, 1863,
ibid., pp. 865-866.
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the authorities in Richmond.3 2  In July the Gladiator and

the Sir William Peel arrived at the mouth of the Rio Grande,

carrying clothing and army supplies for which Hart had made

contracts. At that time Hart claimed to have purchased

12,000 or 13,000 bales,3 3 but only 79 bales had reached the

Rio Grande.3 4

Major Hart's delay in securing cotton led General

Edmund Kirby Smith, the newly appointed, commander of the

Department,3 5 to order impressment of an amount adequate to

meet the needs of his troops. On June 23 he ordered General

Magruder to make impressments to secure the cargo of the Sea

Queen,36 and on July 27 he authorized Magruder to impress

cotton through General Bee to meet additional demands for

supplies.3 7 Exemptions from impressment were to be granted,

for cotton exported by the state of Texas, by Major Hart and

3 2 Major Simeon Hart to James A. Seddon, June 20, 1863,

ibid., pp. 873-874; Hart to Major-General J. B. Magruder,
May 19, 1863, ibid., p. 883; Hart to General A. C. Myers,

June 8, 1863, ibid., pp. 882-883; C. G. Memminger to
Jefferson Davis, June 30, 1863, ibid., p. 869.

33 Major Simeon Hart to James A. Seddon, July 13, 1863,
ibid., pp. 877-878.

Oldham Memoirs, p. 450.

3 5 Smith received orders to assume command in the Trans-
Mississippi Department February 9, 1863. 0. R., Ser. 1,
XV, 972.

36 General E. Kirby Smith to Major-General J. Bankhead

Magruder, June 23, 1863, ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 78.

37 General E. Kirby Smith to Major-General J. Bankhead
Magruder, July 27, 1863, ibid., LIII, 885-886.
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his agents, by associations aiding soldiers families, and

by planters to an amount of 30 bales for each 100 slaves

owned.38 Instead of immediately impressing cotton at the

Rio Grande, General Bee made an agreement with the merchants

in Brownsville by which they would advance 20 per cent of all

their cotton in the town and all that arrived in the future.

The owners would be paid in Confederate Treasury notes, and,

they could transport the balance of their cotton to Matamoras.
3 9

Upon hearing of Bee's policy, General Magruder in-

structed him to carry out his impressment orders.40 General

Bee's impressment of cotton proved to be very unpopular. The

La Grange Patriot claimed, that the planters would be willing

to sacrifice their cotton for the war effort, but that they

should know the reason for such stringent measures. The

newspaper further stated that such powers should only be

granted by Congress, rather than by General Smith.42 The

Fort Brown Flag and, the Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph defended

the impressment orders, saying that Bee was taking cotton

38Galveston Tri-Weekly News, September 9, 1863.

3 9 0ldham Memoirs, pp. 448-449. Joseph San Roman to

Messrs. E. Rouff and L. Labe, July 28, 1863, San Roman
Collection.

4 0Major-General J. Bankhead. Magruder to Brigadier-

General H. P. Bee, August 4, 1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI,

pt. 2, 137-139.

41La Grange Patriot, July 30, 1863.

4 2Ibid., August 6, 1863.
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from speculators who were not complying with their con-

tracts.

Under the authority of his original orders, Major Hart

claimed that all impressed cotton should be turned, over to

him in order that he could meet his contracts. The military

authorities, however, began to seize all cotton arriving at

the Rio Grande, and despite Hart's protests, most of the

impressed cotton was used by quartermaster Major Charles

Russell to meet contracts made by agents acting under the

authority of General Magruder.45 As a result, the debts

made by Hart went unpaid.4 6

Major Russell was openly critical of Hart's failure to

secure cotton. He did not accuse Hart of dishonest practices,

but he suggested that Hart should publish a report on his

cotton transactions. Because of Hart's inability to get cot-

ton, Russell proceeded to contract with individual firms to

haul cotton to the Rio Grande as government property.
4 7

4 3Fort Brown Flag, cited in the La Grange Patriot,

August 6, 1863; Houston Ti-Weekly Telegraph, July 22, 1863.

44 R. Fitzpatrick to J. P. Benjamin, October 22, 1863,

0. R., Ser. 1, XXXIV, pt. 2, 827-828.

45Major-General J. Bankhead Magruder to General

S. Cooper, June 8, 1863, ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 63.
4 6 As late as January 28, 1864, Hart had purchased ap-

proximately 16,000 bales of cotton, only 4,000 of which had

been exchanged for supplies. W. A. Broadwell to C. G.
Memminger, ibid., LIII, 955-957.

4 7Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, Supplement, September 25,

1863.
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Major Hart defended himself against Russell's criticism,

stating that his agents had purchased 12,700 bales of cot-

ton, of which 2,500 had been given to Major Russell and 2,701

had been used, to purchase additional supplies. He reported

that 4,000 bales were still en route to the Rio Grande.

Hart concluded that his lack of success was excusable because

he had been furnished only $3,720,000 with which to make his

cotton purchases.4 8

The planters began to suspect that Major Hart was in-

volved in private speculation.4 9 He was even accused of

exporting cotton for his brother.5 0 In response to the

widespread criticism of Hart, in November of 1863 General

Smith sent Major George Williamson and Captain F. Ducayet to

investigate his cotton transactions.5 1 Major Hart made all

his records available and requested that his duties be

suspended as soon as he had completed his unfulfilled obliga-

tions.52 His failure to secure cotton apparently was the

result of the vacillating policy of the Confederate govern-

ment and of a lack of understanding as to his authority

4 8 Ibid., Supplement, October 12, 1863.

49Fremantle Diary, April 14, 1863, p. 25; La Grange
Patriot, August 27, 1863.

5 0 San Antonio News, October 8, 1863.

5 1 Houston Tri-Weekly Telegrh, November 18, 1863.

5 2 Major Simeon Hart to General E. Kirby Smith, November 25,
1863, William Pitt Ballinger Papers, Archives Division, The
University of Texas Library, Austin, Texas.
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over the cotton business, rather than a lack of personal in-

tegrity.53

With the fall of Vicksburg in July of 1863, the Trans-

Mississippi Department was virtually cut off from financial

assistance from Richmond. Despite the numerous efforts to

secure supplies, there were approximately 8,000 soldiers in

the Department without arms.54 This situation led General

Smith to call a conference of the governors and the members

of the Supreme Courts of the states under his command.5 5

The meeting was held in Marshall, Texas, August 15, 1863.56

One of the major topics of discussion was the problem of se-

curing and disposing of cotton without causing opposition on

the part of the people. The delegates at Marshall concluded

that "cotton . . . is the only safe and reliable means for

carrying on efficient military operations for the defense of

the country west of the Mississippi."5 7 Since additional

5 3 Louis T. Wigfall to General E. Kirby Smith,
November 2, 1863, ibid.

54Assistant Adjutant-General S. S. Anderson to Major-
General J. Bankhead Magruder, September 10, 1863, 0. R.,
Ser. 1, XXII, pt. 2, 1003.

5 5 General E. Kirby Smith to Governors Thomas C.
Reynolds, F. R. Lubbock, H. Flanagin, and Thomas 0. Moore,

July 13, 1863 , ibid., pp. 935-936.

56Texas was represented at the Marshall Conference by
Governor F. R. Lubbock, W. S. Oldham, Colonel P. Murrah, and
Guy M. Bryan. Proceedings of the Marshall conference, ibid.,
p. 1004.

571bid.9 p. 1008.



Confederate Treasury notes were almost impossible to secure,

and since this form of currency was depreciating in value,

the conference proposed that cotton should be purchased by

certificates backed by the promise of redemption in Con-

federate bonds. Smith was advised to take charge of all

cotton in the Department except that required to meet the

necessities of the people, so as to take the cotton business

out of the hands of speculators.5 8

In response to the proposals of Generals Magruder5 9 and

Bee6o to be relieved from any connection with the cotton

business, General Smith undertook to centralize control over

the cotton trade in the Trans-Mississippi Department.61 He

therefore authorized the establishment of a Cotton Bureau

which was to formulate and supervise a unified policy of

securing and exporting cotton.62 Smith appointed Lieutenant-

Colonel W. A. Broadwell as chief of the Bureau, with com-

plete authority over instructions to and reports from all

58Ibid., pp. 1008-1009. W. S. Oldham agreed with this
recommendation at the conference, but later he decided that
he had been in error. Oldham Memoirs, p. 453.

5 9 Major-General J. Bankhead Magruder to Brigadier-
General W. R. Boggs, November 29, 1863, 0. R., Ser. 1,
XXVI, pt. 2, 457.

6oBrigadier-General H. P. Bee to Captain Edmund P.
Turner, October 11, 1863, ibid., p. 302.

61General E. Kirby Smith to Pendleton Murrah, July 5,
1864, ibid., LIII, 1010-1011.

62Ibid.
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government agents engaged. in the purchase, collection, or

disposition of government cotton.63 According to Broadwell's

plan, cotton in areas exposed to capture by the Federals would

be moved to safe locations, where the Bureau would assume con-

trol over and continue the already existing arrangements for

its acquisition. The arrangements for providing trans-

portation for the cotton were to be handled by quartermaster

Captains W. W. Barrett and N. A. Birge.64 Broadwell au-

thorized Major Charles Russell to make his headquarters at

Eagle Pass, where he would. receive government cotton and. use

it to purchase supplies and to liquidate debts from existing

contracts.65

Although the central headquarters of the Cotton Bureau

were in Shreveport, most of its business was conducted

through the Texas Cotton Office with headquarters in Houston.

As there had been such obvious mismanagement of the cotton

business in Texas, Smith ordered Guy M. Bryan to organize

the Houston branch and to select its personnel.6 6

63General Orders No. 35, General E. Kirby Smith,
August 3, 1863, ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 136.

6W. A. Broadwell to C. G. Memminger, December 26,

1863, ibid., pp. 535-538. At the time of this letter Broad-
well reported that Barrett and Birge had already begun work
and had secured 350 wagons and had transported into Texas
over 7,000 bales of cotton which would be sent to Mexico.

65W. A. Broadwell to Major Charles Russell, December 7,
1863, ibid., LIII, 946-947.

66 General E. Kirby Smith to Guy M. Bryan, November 1,
1863, Bryan Papers.
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Smith informed Bryan that finding a person of integrity who

would accept the position as chief of the Office would not

be an easy task. He stated that "the tone of public feeling

is such, that every man jealous of his reputation hesitates

about having his name associated with any Government trans-

action in cotton."6  Indeed Bryan's efforts to select the

personnel for the Cotton Office proved to be extremely com-

plicated. Bryan met Colonel Broadwell in Houston, and, they

agreed to appoint Colonel A. W. Terrell as chief. Colonel

Terrell indicated that he would accept the position, but later

declined the offer. Terrell's refusal of the position

resulted from his opposition to serving in a subordinate

capacity to Colonel Broadwell. After Terrell's decision

several merchants in Houston attempted. to secure the ap-

pointment for Major B. Bloomfield, who was serving as quarter-

master under General Magruder. According to reputable

businessmen cooperating with Bryan, Bloomfield's proposed

appointment had originated with a group of speculators with

67General E. Kirby Smith to Guy M. Bryan, October 13,
1863, ibid.

W. A. Broadwell to C. G. Memminger, December 26,
1863, 0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 2, 535-538. Colonel Terrell
claimed that he had not fully committed himself to accept
the position. A. W. Terrell to Guy M. Bryan, September 16,
1863, Bryan Papers. William Pitt Ballinger, who served as
attorney for the Cotton Office, criticized Terrell's action,
claiming that he was unreliable. William Pitt Ballinger
Diary, October 4, 1863, p. 108, Archives Division, The
University of Texas Library, Austin, Texas.
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connctins.69
whom he had business connections. Bryan finally succeeded

in organizing the Texas Cotton Office with Lieutenant-Colonel

W. J. Hutchins as chief.

Since there was no specific law governing the Cotton

Bureau, the military order by which the Bureau was created

was to serve as a charter for the operations of the Texas

Office. Hutchin's duties consisted of securing all cotton

needed by the government for the purchase of supplies, this

cotton to be obtained by purchase, agreement, or impressment.

By order of the commander of the Trans-Mississippi Depart-

ment, the Texas Office was therefore designated as the

purchasing agent of all its supplies through the medium of

cotton. It was to have direct authority over all Confederate

agents already engaged in the purchase of cotton in the state

of Texas.

The officials of the Texas Cotton Office were men of

outstanding reputation as capable businessmen. As chief of

the Office, Hutchins was assisted by James Sorley, B. A.

Shepherd, George Ball and W. J. Kyle,7 with W. P. Ballinger

69p. W. Gray to Guy M. Bryan, September 28, 1863, Bryan

Papers; Ballinger Diary, September 29, 1863, p. 107.

7 0 Special Orders No. 198, General E. Kirby Smith,
November 22, 1863, 0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 2, 437-438.

71 "Cotton Sold to the Confederate States," Senate
Executive Document No. 987, 62nd Congress, 3rd Session
(Washington, 1913), p. 308; Ballinger Diary, November 13,
1863, pp. 120-121. Kyle served as a member only until the
end of 1863. Lieutenant-Colonel W. J. Hutchins to Major
J. P. Johnson, 0. R., Ser. 1, LIII, 573-574.
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serving as legal adviser.72 According to the plans of the

Cotton Office, the cotton growing areas of the state were to

be districted, with a representative of the Office in each

district. Cotton depots would be established at Alleyton,

Brenham, Halletsville, La Grange, and San Antonio, with a

purchasing agent in each. Agents would be sent at some later

date to Navasota, Nebbitts, Bluff, Matagorda, Texana, and

Corpus Christi. The plan specified that a man should be

appointed to serve in the capacity of a quartermaster, this

person having the responsibility of organizing transportation

of government cotton by arranging with the conscription

bureau for the services of teamsters. Cotton would be sent

to the various depots, where it would be classified according

to grade. The Cotton Office would provide planters with

bagging and rope to bale their cotton, for which the planters

would apy an equivalent value in cotton. Cotton agents were

responsible for carrying out the tax law which provided that

planters deliver one-tenth of their crop to the government.

Any officer or agent engaged in purchasing or moving cotton

would be subject to arrest, if he did not report his activities

to the Cotton Office.7 3

The policies of the Texas Cotton Office were made public

in early December, 1863. In a statement "To the Cotton

7 2 Wm. J. Hutchins and Associates, December 4,, 1863, "To
the Cotton Planters of Texas," ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 482.

73 Senate Executive Document No. 987, 62nd Congress,
3rd Session, pp. 308-309.
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Planters of Texas,"7 Hutchins stated, that the Office planned

to purchase one-half of the cotton of a planter or other

holder, and, upon delivery of this cotton at one of the

government depots, the owner would receive an exemption

against impressment for the remaining one-half of his cotton.

He could then export his exempted cotton. The agents were to

make their purchases in certificates based on the specie

value of the cotton, "to be paid for in cotton bonds or such

other equivalent as Congress may provide." 7 5  Hutchins re-

served the right to impress any cotton moved without an

exemption from his Office, and threatened to cancel the

exemption of anyone attempting to interfere with the activities

of his agents. In conclusion Hutchins appealed to the cot-

ton planters for confidence and assistance in order that the

necessary military supplies might be secured and that the

credit of the government might be restored. 6

Hutchins's plan was furiously denounced by speculators,

who attempted to undermine the Cotton Office by "telling all

sorts of stories, and poisoning the minds of the planters

against it . . . ." In spite of these efforts, the owners

of cotton generally approved the establishment of the

Wm. J. Hutchins and Associates, December 4, 1863,
0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 2, 480-482.

751bido, ,p. 481

76Ibid., pp. 480-482.

77 Houston Daily Telegraph, May 23, 1864.
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Cotton Office. The immediate results indicated an improve-

ment in the cotton business. "The price of cotton on

plantations rose in a few weeks from three to five cents per

pound. Large contracts were made for baled and unbaled cot-

ton."78 In spite of this apparent improvement, Broadwell

expressed fear that the plan would not provide an adequate

solution to the government's need for cotton. Believing that

the Texas Office should not exempt any cotton from govern-

ment control, Broadwell wrote: "I see no reason why Texas

is entitled to more consideration than other Confederate

States who furnished the Government with cotton."7 9

The Texas Cotton Office immediately became involved in

a conflict with the military commander of Texas over regu-

lation of the cotton business. Due to the advance of the

Federal Rio Grande expedition during the late fall of 1863,

Magruder had felt it necessary to place restrictions upon

the transportation of cotton prior to his knowledge of the

establishment of the Cotton Office. In order to prevent a

large amount of valuable cotton from falling into the hands

of the enemy, he directed that no cotton located east of the

Colorado River was to be moved, except by Major Hart or by

78 The Trenholm Papers, cited in Thompson, Confederate
Purchasing Operations Abroad, p. 114. The prices quoted by
Trenholm are in specie value.

7 9 W. A. Broadwell to C. G. Memminger, December 26, 1863,

0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 2, 537.
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the niter bureau.80 By an order of the previous summer

Magruder had prohibited all private transportation of cotton

by railroad except for necessary personal supplies, because

such private interests interfered with the transportation of

troops and military supplies.81 Magruder explained this

order to the Cotton Office and offered to exempt its cotton

from the restrictions so long as the Office's activities did.

not interrupt military transportation. He further informed

the Office that whenever it had cotton to move by railroad,

orders for its transportation would be given by Captain Garey,

assistant quartermaster at Houston. He stressed, however,

that military needs would have priority in all cases.82

At the time of the establishment of the Texas Cotton

Office Magruder's troops needed arms desperately in order

to defend the state against the Federals along the Rio

Grande. Securing arms for these troops appeared so vital

that Smith ordered Magruder to instruct the Texas Office to

provide enough cotton for the immediate payment for all

existing contracts for arms and ammunition which had been

8 0 Major-General J. Bankhead Magruder to Brigadier-

General W. R. Boggs, January 6, 1864, ibid., XXXIV, pt. 2,
830-836.

8 1Major-General J. Bankhead Magruder to James Sorley,
December 21, 1863, ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 520-522.

8 2Major-General J. Bankhead Magruder to Brigadier-

General W. R. Boggs, January 6, 1864, ibid., XXXIV, pt. 2,
830-836.
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made under his authority.8 3 Magruder proceeded to inform

the Cotton Office that he had made contracts with Messrs.

House and Champlin for supplying arms and requested that the

Office secure cotton to meet the payment of said contracts,

although he made it clear that he intended to retain control

of these contracts. He further reported that there were

16,000 Enfield rifles at Vera Cruz which he believed could

be purchased for sixty dollars each and appealed to Hutchins

to make the necessary arrangements.85  Claiming that at

least one-fourth of his army was without arms, Magruder wrote:

"Every other interest must yield to this paramount necessity."8 6

Believing that the newly organized Cotton Office had not

had time to secure enough cotton to meet the growing demands

for military supplies, Magruder continued to issue orders.

One such order authorized the impressment of 500 bales of cot-

ton, the proceeds of its sale to be used for paying the wages

owed Colonel Benavides's troops for six months past. He also

promised to send an additional 1,000 bales to Monterey to be

83 Edmund P. Turner to W. J. Hutchins, December 20,
1863, ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 517-518.

84 Major-General J. Bankhead Magruder to Brigadier-
General W. R. Boggs, January 6, 1864, ibid., XXXIV, pt. 2,
830-836.

85 Edmund P. Turner to W. J. Hutchins, December 1863,
ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 517-518.

86 Ibid., p. 517.
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placed to the credit of Benavides.8 7 When Magruder needed

Negroes from the plantations in the counties of Fort Bend,

Matagorda, and Brazoria to help build fortifications, he

found that the Cotton Office had exempted Negroes from im-

pressment. Believing that the Cotton Office should not have

the power to act independently of his orders, he announced

that the exemptions were revoked.8 General Magruder also

modified his earlier orders concerning exemptions from im-

pressment; now a planter could export 40 bales of cotton for

every 100 slaves owned, and an exporter of cotton must im-

port an equal value of supplies or be subject to impressment

of 20 per cent of his outgoing cargo.89

In late December, 1863, General Magruder received a

letter from the headquarters of the Trans-Mississippi De-

partment informing him that the cotton trade in Texas was

now completely independent of his control. The letter

criticized his recent orders and stated that in the future

he could issue only temporary orders in case of an emergency,

and even then he would be required to consult with the chief

official of the Cotton Office. In reply to this letter

87 Major-General J. Bankhead Magruder to Brigadier-
General W. R. Boggs, January 6, 1864, ibid., XXXIV, pt. 2,
830-836.

88 Ibid.

89 General Orders No. 304, Major-General J. Bankhead
Magruder, November 8, 1863, ibid. , pp. 822-823.

90Assistant Adjutant-General C. S. West to Major-
General J. Bankhead Magruder, December 26, 1863, ibid.,
XXVI, pt. 2, 538-539.
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Magruder justified his actions on the basis of the threat of

a Federal advance up the Rio Grande and then asked for

Smith's approval of his arrangements. Questioning the au-

thority of the Cotton Office, Magruder wrote that "in asking

for the establishment of a cotton bureau, I had no idea that

it was to be clothed with a power entirely independent of

the commander of this district."9 '

On January 16, 1864, General Smith sent a letter of

specific instructions to Magruder. According to this letter

Magruder could continue the contract with House; the Cotton

Office would have time to secure cotton while House com-

pleted his part of the agreement by bringing in supplies.

The orders to impress 500 bales of cotton were not revoked;

however, Magruder was not to send the promised 1,000 ad-

ditional bales to Monterey because of difficulties there with

the Mexican government. Finally the letter stated that the

Cotton Office did not have the power to exempt slaves from

impressment, thus upholding Magruder's actions on that

matter.9 2  Meanwhile on January 14 Magruder had issued orders

to the officers in his district prohibiting them from making

further contracts or purchases based on cotton; however,

9 1 Major-General J. Bankhead Magruder to Brigadier-
General W. R. Boggs, January 6, 1864, ibid., XXXIV, pt. 2,
835.

9 2 Assistant Adjutant-General C. S. West to Major-
General J. Bankhead Magruder, January 16, 1864, ibid.,
pp. 881-882.
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they could continue to purchase supplies by specie pay-

ment.93

The establishment of the Cotton Bureau provided the army

of the Trans-Mississippi Department with a unified system for

securing supplies by the sale of cotton, yet it did not

eliminate competition in the cotton business between the

military and the state government of Texas. 4  Governor

Pendleton Murrah devised a plan whereby agents of the State

Military Board would purchase cotton in exchange for state

bonds. Murrah's agents were able to pay as high as fifty

cents per pound for cotton, while the agents of the Cotton

Office could offer only about fifteen cents per pound.9 5 In

addition to the higher prices, the specie interest-bearing

bonds of the state were more acceptable in exchange for cot-

ton than were the certificates of indebtedness used by the

Cotton Office. According to W. A. Broadwell the Texas Cot-

ton Office could not secure cotton because of the competition

of state agents.96  He maintained. that the policy of the

93 General Orders No. 9, Major-General J. Bankhead
Magruder, January 14, 1864, ibid., p. 867.

94 For a detailed study of the state transactions in the
cotton business see Chapter IV.

9 5 Thompson, Confederate Purchasing Operations Abroad,
p. 114; W. A. Broadwell to General E. Kirby Smith, March 15,
1864, o. R., Ser. 1, LIII, 972. The cotton prices are
quoted in Confederate currency.

A report on the success of the Texas Office, March 31,
1864, stated that in five specified counties having 16,228
bales of available cotton, only 3,799 bales had been pur-
chased by the Office. J. G. Parham to W. A. Broadwell, ibid.,
XXXIV, pt. 2, ioo4-ioo6.
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Confederate government offered no inducement to the people

to sell their cotton. Broadwell complained that the state

of Texas was supporting the owners of cotton against the Con-

federate authorities, and that the result would be the in-

auguration of swindling and speculation greater than had

existed at any previous time. In conclusion he wrote: "cot-

ton appears to be our chief resource, for those things we

most need and must have. Without money or credit we cannot

wage war; without cotton we cannot command money or credit."
9 7

Both the chief of the Cotton Office and the commander of the

Texas District made similar complaints against Governor

Murrah's activities in the cotton business.

In an attempt to terminate this conflict, Smith in-

formed Governor Murrah that the system of state cotton trade

was paralyzing the efforts of the Cotton Office. Urging the

governor to come to an agreement, Smith stressed the impor-

tance of securing military supplies by the sale of cotton and

warned of the consequences which would result from the in-

ability of the Confederate government to meet its indebtedness

in Texas.9 9 Governor Murrah responded to this appeal by

W. A. Broadwell to General E. Kirby Smith, April 4,
1864, ibid., pt. 3, p. 732.

98G. A. Trenholm to J. A. Seddon, July 21, 1864, ibid.,

LIII, 1016; Brigadier-General J. Bankhead Magruder to

Governor Pendleton Murrah, March 28, 1864, Governorts Cor-

respondence, Archives Division, Texas State Library, Austin,
Texas.

9 9General E. Kirby Smith to Governor Pendleton Murrah,

April 5, 1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, XXXIV, pt. 3, 734.
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issuing a statement April 11, 1864, that the state of Texas

would make no further purchases of cotton, except to fill the

contracts which it had already made.1 0 0

The agreement reached between General Smith and Governor

Murrah did not eliminate the difficulties of provisioning

the army of the Trans-Mississippi Department through the

sale of cotton. According to W. J. Hutchins, agreements made

by the agents of the state of Texas had absorbed "almost all

the movable available cotton in the entire State" by April

of 1864; therefore the Cotton Office could not secure an

amount of cotton adequate to meet the requisitions of the

military service.101 While the Texas State Military Board had

purchased most of the available cotton, the Cotton Office

found its efforts to purchase the remainder of the crop

thwarted because of its meager funds.102 Colonel Hutchins

urged the Confederate Congress to sanction the transactions of

the Cotton Office in order that the people would not lose

100 W.J. Hutchins to General E. Kirby Smith, April 18,
1864, ibid., pt. 4, p. 647.

101W. J. Hutchins to General E. Kirby Smith, April 18,

1864, ibid. In May Colonel Hutchins reported that the Texas
Office had purchased 6,800 bales of cotton for $340,000. He
claimed that one-fourth of this had been paid to creditors
of the government, with a large debt still unpaid. The re-
mainder of the cotton had been used by the Office to secure
supplies. See Appendix B. Houston Daily Telegraph, May 23,
1864.

102 Asof March 15, 1864, Colonel Broadwell had received
only $50,000 for the entire transactions of the Cotton Bureau
of the Trans-Mississippi Department. W. A. Broadwell to
General E. Kirby Smith, 0. H., Ser. 1, LIII, 971-974.
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confidence in the newly created agency. He emphasized that

the people must be assured "that this office has power to do

what it promises; that its certificates are bona-fid.e and

valid claims which will be honored by Government . . . and

that its rules are unchangeable."103 As of April the Con-

federate Congress had, passed no legislation to provide

specific authorization of the Cotton Office or to provide a

means of liquidating its cotton certificates. 14 In

November, 1864, Hutchins reported:

For twelve months past the entire supply of the
army in this Department with articles from abroad had
been through this agency, and many supplies purchased
previously to the organization of the Texas Cotton
Office have been paid for, almost totally without ex-
penditure of money by the Government . . . .105

Cut off from Richmond funds and faced with the de-

preciating value of available Confederate Treasury note s, 106

the Texas Cotton Office found its certificates had become

almost worthless by the spring of 1864. General Smith's

requests for legislation, taken to Richmond by Guy M. Bryan,

103W. J. Hutchins to Major J. P. Johnson, January 7,
1864, ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 574.

1o 4 A bill to authorize the activities of the Cotton

Office was introduced in the Confederate Congress in
January, 1864. Journal of the Congress of the Confederate
States of America, Vol. VI, Senate Executive Document No. 234,
58th Congress, 2nd Session, 7 vols. (Washington, 190T-1905),
p. 689.

10 5 Trenholm Papers, cited in Thompson, Confederate

Purchasing Operations Abroad, p. 117.

106W. J. Hutchins to Major J. P. Johnson, January 7,
1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 2, 573-575.
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failed to get any results except a letter of approval from

President Davis.' 0 7 This letter informed Smith that recent

legislation had been passed extending his power to regulate

the cotton trade in his department.108 Realizing that the

existing conditions made hopeless the attempts of his Office

to acquire cotton, Hutchins urged Smith to take action. He

suggested that the commanding general should make arrange-

ments for funding the cotton certificates in specie bonds or

for receiving them for payment of Confederate taxes. If his

suggestions were not possible, Hutchins inquired if, as a

last resort, Smith would order impressment of enough cotton

to meet the needs of the Department. He added, however,

that impressment represented "a power involving personal

liability, such difficulty of expenditure, and so much odium"

that he regretted to see such measures undertaken.'0 9

On February 6, 1864, the Confederate Congress had passed

an act to expand the powers of the military authorities over

foreign trade in cotton. The act authorized the Secretary

of the Treasury with the President's approval to establish

regulations to be carried out by the commanding officers in

10 7 Special Orders No. 113, General E. Kirby Smith,
May 9, 1864, Bryan Papers.

10 8 Jefferson Davis to General E. Kirby Smith, June 14,

1864, 0. _L., Ser. 1, XXXIV, pt. 4, 671.

109W. J. Hutchins to General E. Kirby Smith, April 18,
1864, ibid., p. 649.
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the field." 0  Notice of these regulations did not reach

General Smith until July, and in the meantime he found it

necessary to establish his own regulations over the cotton

business."'ll On June 1, 1864, he announced that the Con-

federate government must have one-half of the cotton in the

Trans-Mississippi Department, this amount to be secured by

purchase if possible. If the required amount of cotton could

not be purchased, it would be impressed.112 Smith authorized

six officers to carry out his orders, and, he directed that

all of the cotton thereby acquired in Texas be under the con-

trol of W. J. Hutchins of the Cotton Office, to be used en-

tirely for procuring military supplies.13 On June 4 Smith

issued a second order stating specific regulations for trans-

114
porting cotton overland to Mexico. Under this order cotton

could be shipped on condition that the owner register with a

Confederate customs collector, pay the export duty, and

110 Matthews, Statutes at Large of the Confederate States
of America, 1st Congress, 4th Session, pp. 181-183.

"'General E. Kirby Smith to Governor Pendleton Murrah,

July 5, 1864, Governor's Correspondence.

112General Orders No. 34, General E. Kirby Smith, June 1,
1864, General Orders, Headquarters, Trans-Mississippi Depart-
ment (Houston, 1865T, pp. 26-27. Smith based his authority
to issue such orders on the Confederate impressment acts and
on the act of February 6, 1864. Impressment acts of March 26,
1863, and February 16, 1864, Matthews, Statutes at Large of
the Confederate States of America, 1st Congress, 3rd Session,
pp. 102-104,7and 1st Congress, 4th Session, pp. 192-193.

" 3 General Orders No. 34, Trans-Mississippi Department,
pp. 26-27.

11 4 General Orders No. 35, General E. Kirby Smith,
June 4, 1864, ibid., pp. 27-28.
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secure a permit from an authorized Confederate officer

stating that the cotton was the property of Confederate

government or the state, or that it had been secured from the

government in payment for supplies. In a letter to the head

of the Cotton Bureau, the commander stressed that his order

should not interfere with the exportation of state cotton,

but that under no circumstances should it "be allowed to

pass out or escape impressment under cover of its name"115

In justification of his threats of impressment, General

Smith claimed. that "citizens must be prepared to make sac-

rifices which if required in ordinary times, would rightfully

be regarded as oppression."116 Upon receiving the regula-

tions from Richmond, the general found them to be "complex

and impracticable," so he determined to make no changes in

his existing orders." 7

115General E. Kirby Smith to W. A. Broadwell, June 11,
1864, 0. E., Ser. 1, XXXIV, pt. 4, 667. General Smith re-
fused Governor Murrah's request that he protect cotton being
transported by individuals under the state plan. General
E. Kirby Smith to Governor Pendleton Murrah, July 4, 1864,
and July 5, 1864, Governor's Correspondence.

116General E. Kirby Smith to Governor Pendleton Murrah,
August 12, 1864, Governor's Correspondence.

117General E. Kirby Smith to Governor Pendleton Murrah,
August 25, 1864, Governor's Correspondence. A critic of
Smith's action claimed that he had set aside President Davis's
regulations and that the "whole management of the subject is
in defiance both of law and superior orders." /F. S./
Stockdale to G. M. Bryan, July 20, 1864, Bryan Papers.
President Davis's regulations approved March 11, 1864, were
ammended by subsequent regulations approved August 3, 1864.
General Orders No. 77, October 3, 1864, General E. Kirby Smith,
Trans-Mississlip Department, pp. 68-73. 0. R., Ser. 4,
II , 20207.
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As early as May, 1864, General Smith had reached the

conclusion that direction of the government's activities

should be given to the Treasury Department, and he requested

to be relieved of such responsibility.118 In January of

that year the Confederate Congress had created the Trans-

Mississippi Treasury Agency, 119 but its chief agent W. P.

Gray, serving in the capacity of Assistant Secretary of the

Treasury, declined "exercising control over the cotton in-

terests of the Government" as he had "no instructions on the

subject."120 Consequently Smith urged such legislation as

would "definitely declare the powers and determine the mode

by which that staple is to be made the medium for supplying

the department."121 This request failed to get any im-

mediate response from Richmond. When the Trans-Mississippi

Agency opened in Marshall, Texas, July 1, 1864, Smith still

had control over the cotton business.122 The Cotton Bureau

continued to buy, export, and sell cotton, now turning the

118General E. Kirby Smith to Jefferson Davis, May 12,
1864, ibid., XXXIV, pt. 3, 821-822.

119Matthews, Statutes at Large of the Confederate States
of America, 1st Congress, 4th Session, p. 176.

12 0 General E. Kirby Smith to Jefferson Davis, May 12,
1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, XXXIV, 822.

121Ibid

12 2 Florence Elizabeth Holladay, "The Powers of the
Commander of the Confederate Trans-Mississippi Department,
1863-1865," Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XXI (January
and April, 1918),35
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proceeds over to Gray. The Treasury Agency used this money,

on requisition approved by Smith, to meet contracts for army

supplies made by agents of the War Department. Under this

system Smith ordered W. J. Hutchins to ship cotton valuing

$90,000 to be placed to Gray's credit with Fraser, Trenholm

and Company of Liverpool, England.1 2 3

On August 3, 1864, the Confederate War Department noti-

fied General Smith that further acquisition of cotton would

be carried out by the Treasury Department.124 Gray was to

assume complete supervision of procuring cotton and directing

its exportation and sale in Texas. If impressment proved

necessary, it would be conducted by the military authorities

upon Gray's authorization. All cotton held by the Cotton

Bureau at that time was to be transferred to the Treasury

Agency. In accordance with these instructions, on October 24

Smith ordered that the "officers of the Cotton Bureau will

hereafter report to and act under the instructions from the

Treasury Department."12 5  Gray agreed to recognize the validity

of permits granted previously by the Cotton Bureau until

February 1, 1865.126 This concession resulted in a

12 3General E. Kirby Smith to P. W. Gray, October 6, 1864,

0. L., Ser. 1, XLI, pt. 3, 984.

124 James A. Seddon to General E. Kirby Smith, August 3,
1864, ibid., LIII, 1016-1018.

12 5 General Orders No. 84, October 24, 1864, General
E. Kirby Smith, ibid., p. 1023.

126P. W. Gray to Hon. James M. Maxey, March, 1863,
published in the Galveston Daily News, April 13, 1865.
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misunderstanding; on November 8 Smith revoked his recent order

and announced that any permits issued by the Bureau prior to

the first of February of the next year would be respected

until used.127 Therefore the Cotton Bureau continued its

operations. Hindered by the conflicting military orders,

Gray also faced, the problem of distinguishing between re-

liable and fraudulent contracts.128

As of February 1, 1865, the Cotton Bureau terminated

its operations, and, the Treasury Agency assumed complete con-

trol over government cotton transactions. 129 During its

existence the Bureau had been only partially successful in

securing cotton. Available records indicate that the Texas

Office contracted for about 47,000 bales.130 According to

W. J. Hutchins, only 15,000 bales were actually acquired by

that agency.' 3 '

The Cotton Office had not escaped its share of public

criticism. One planter quoted in the Houston Tri-Weekly

'2 7 General Orders No. 88, General E. Kirby Smith,
November 18, 1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, XLI, pt. 4, 1059-1060.

P. W. Gray to Hon. James M. Maxey, March, 1863,
published in the Galveston Daily News, April 13, 1865.

12 9 General Orders No. 101, General E. Kirby Smith,
December 30, 1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, XLI, pt. 4, 1133.

13 0 Senate Executive Document No. 987, 62nd Congress,
3rd Session, pp. 261-307.

13 1Marshall Texas Republican, January 20, 1865. Ac-
cording to this report the Cotton Bureau had acquired a
total of 32,000 bales, 15,000 of which had been purchased by
the Texas Office.
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Telegraph said that he had made only a small crop the pre-

vious fall. He had set aside one-tenth of this for the

government tax-in-kind and planned to send the remainder to

Mexico for necessary supplies. Then he was informed that

he must give one-half of his cotton to the government and

haul it to Navasota, Texas, at his own expense. The freight

would cost him one-half of his cotton; therefore he was left

with no profit whatsoever from his crop.132 In addition to

objections to the policy of the Cotton Office, criticism was

also directed against agents of the Office. The agent at

Brownsville, Captain Francis J. Lynch, when subjected to such

criticism, asked for a full investigation of his activities

in the cotton business. He claimed that the criticism re-

sulted from his involvement "in a business that is obnoxious

to the people," and he testified as to the integrity of the

members of the Cotton Office.'3 3 In the subsequent investiga-

tion of Lynch's activities the Cotton Office found that ac-

cusations against him were without justification.134

13 2Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, January 29, 1864.

13 3 Captain F. J. Lynch to Colonel W. A. Broadwell,
February 8, 1865, Letters of Francis J. Lynch, Thadius J.
Brownson Collection, Archives Division, Texas State Library,
Austin, Texas.

134 Statement of John Tabor, Commissioner, Confederate
State District Court, Brownsville, January 9, 1865; state-
ment of R. West, custom house inspector, Brownsville,
January 9, 1865; W. M. Perkins to Colonel W. A. Broadwell,
January 7, 1865; W. J. Hutchins to Captain F. P. Lynch,
April 15, 1865, ibid.
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As a result of such criticism, in December, 1864, the

Confederate Congress authorized the committee on claims to

investigate the Cotton Bureau and, to report a plan for re-

paying persons who had sold cotton for its certificates.13 5

A subsequent act provided $2,000,000 to back the Bureau's

cotton transactions.136 On March 17, 1865, President Davis

signed an act providing for suit to be brought against all

persons connected, with the Cotton Bureau. 137 The end of

the war prevented these measures from being put into effect.

By the time the Treasury Agency took over the government

cotton trade in Texas the credit of the Confederate govern-

ment was gone, and Richmond was unable to furnish Gray with

funds for the purchase of cotton.138  Since the Treasury

Agency was unable to meet the requisitions for funds, General

Smith appealed to Richmond for $40,000 or $50,000 to be sent

to Gray.13 9 Gray realistically informed Smith that he had

reported his need for financial support, but did. not expect

adequate funds to be sent.140 The lack of finances made

13 5 Journal of the Congress of the Confederate States
of America, VII, 318.

136Ibid., pp. 682, 709.

'3 7 Ibid., p. 792.

138General E. Kirby Smith to P. W. Gray, February 11,
1865, 0. R., Ser. 1, XLVIII, pt. 1, 1383-1384.

13 9 General E. Kirby Smith to Senator L. T. Wigfall,
February 11, 1865, ibid., p. 1384.

140 P.W. Gray to General E. Kirby Smith, February 24,
1865, ibid., pp. 1401-1402.
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impressment of cotton impossible, since an act of Congress of

February 16, 1864, provided that impressed goods must be paid

for at the time they were seized. 141 Thus the Treasury

Agency was totally without means of securing cotton. The

Confederate government had at last provided for unified con-

trol over its operations in the cotton business in Texas; but

as the end of the war drew near, a unified policy was futile.

The Confederate government's policy toward the cotton

trade in Texas had consisted of a series of contradictory regu-

lations. Some of the measures were designed to regulate

private exportation, while others were attempts to secure

governmental control of cotton. This vacillating policy had.

been motivated by a desire to sustain the army through the

sale of cotton. Over 300,000 bales of cotton were obtained

in the Trans-Mississippi Department by government agents or

contractors. This cotton was worth $45,000,000 in specie;

yet as of December, 1864, the army had received supplies to a

value of only $2,000,000.142 Due to the depreciation of the

Confederate currency, securing enough cotton to meet the needs

of the government would have meant widespread seizure; yet

such steps as were taken in that direction by the military

authorities were severely denounced as usurpation of civil

authority.143 Because of its inadequate means of securing

l4 IGeneral E. Kirby Smith to P. W. Gray, February 11,
1865, ibid., pp. 1383-1384.

14 2Oldham Memoirs, p. 459. 143Ibid., pp. 438-439.



73

cotton, the government turned to the contract system, but

the contractors gained the profits at the expense of the

planters and the army. The corruption and failure of the

Confederate government's control of the cotton trade in Texas

resulted not only from a lack of organization, but also from

the lack of a stable currency and from the difficulty of

finding capable and, honest personnel,



CHAPTER III

THE TEXAS STATE MILITARY BOARDS

At the same time the Confederate government was attempting

to finance the war, the various state governments made ex-

tensive efforts to contribute to the cause. Frequently, how-

ever, this contribution assumed. the nature of competition.

Such was the case of Texas and its involvement in the cotton

trade. State officials in Texas were keenly aware of cotton

as a potential means of securing foreign supplies with which

to maintain the defense of the state, and. the deficit of more

than $800,000 with which Texas entered the war hardly placed

the state in a position to meet the demands of the war effort.

Therefore the state formulated a plan whereby state bonds

would be given to the planters in exchange for their cotton

crops.

The responsibility of conducting these transactions fell

to a State Military Board, created by an act of the state

legislature approved January 11, 1862. The Board consisted

of the governor, F. R. Lubbock; the comptroller, C. R. Johns;

Edmund Thornton Miller, A Financial History of Texas
(Austin, 1919), p. 1400..W0.P

2H. P. N. Gammel, editor, The Laws of Texas, General
Laws, Ninth Legislature, 31 vols. (Austin, 1898), V, 484-485.
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and. the treasurer, C. W. Randolph.3 To support the operations

of this board the state legislature set aside $500,000 of 8

per cent bonds, which had been authorized by an act passed

April 8, 1861. The Board possessed the authority to ex-

change or sell these bonds in order to purchase supplies for

defending the state.

In an "Address to the People of Texas," announcing its

proposals for securing cotton, the Military Board referred to

its plan as "a practical plan of co-operation" between the

people and the state.5 Appealing to the patriotism of the

people, the Board gave assurances that its bonds would be

backed by revenue from the annual state tax payable in specie.

The announcement stated that the bonds would be offered on

the market at par in specie. It concluded, however, that

"cotton is the means by which we may best accomplish our ob-

jectives . .. 0."6

Putting its plan into operation, the Military Board

divided the state into twenty-eight districts, including

only the counties in cotton growing areas.7 The Board then

3 Report of E. W. Pease and Swante Palm, October 30, 1865,
Executive Record Book 281, Archives Division, Texas State
Library, Austin, Texas, p. 94.

4 Gammel, Laws of Texas, Eighth Legislature, Extra
Session, V, 375-378.

5 Texas State Military Board, Record Book 101, Archives
Division, Texas State Library, Austin, Texas, pp. 21-26.

6 Ibid.

70n February 21, 1862, the cotton growing counties of
Texas were districted as follows: District one--Calhoun,
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sent letters to prominent citizens residing in sixteen of the

twenty-eight districts, requesting these men to act as state

agents. Since the state had made no provision for paying

its agents, they were urged to accept an appointment out of

patriotic duty. Most of those receiving letters replied in

the affirmative, and alternate choices were soon made to

Victoria, and Jackson; District two--De Witt, Lavaca, and
Gonzales; District three--Caldwell, Hays, and Guadaloupe;
District four--Matagorda and Wharton; District five--Brazoria,
Fort Bend, Galveston, and Harris; District six--Colorado and,
Fayette; District seven--Austin and Washington; District
eight--Robertson, Brazos, Burleson, and, Milam; District nine--
Falls, Bell and McLennan; District ten--Montgomery, Grimes,
and Walker; District eleven--Madison and Leon; District
twelve--Limestone, Freestone, and Navarro; District thirteen--
Ellis, Hill, and Johnson; District fourteen--Liberty, Chambers,
Hardin, Jefferson, and Orange; District fifteen--Polk, Trinity,
and Houston; District sixteen--Jasper, Newton, and Tyler;
District seventeen--Sabine, San Augustine, and Angelina;
District eighteen--Cherokee and Nacogdoches; District nine-
teen--Shelby, Rusk, and Panola; District twenty--Anderson and
Henderson; District twenty-one--Smith and Van Zandt; District
twenty-two--Harrison and Upshur; District twenty-three--Davis,
Marion, and Bowie; District twenty-four--Titus, Hopkins, and
Wood; District twenty-five--Red River, Lamar, and Fannin;
District twenty-six--Grayson, Collin, and Hunt; District
twenty-seven--Dallas and Kaufman; District twenty-eight--
Travis, Bastrop, and Williamson. Ibid., pp. 39-31.

8The original list of those to whom letters were sent
included the following: District two, B. B. Peck; District
four, A. C. Horton; District five, H. Cone; District six,
James L. Gay; District seven, J. P. Key; District eight,
William H. White; District nine, Earl B. Shields; District
ten, Dr. J. H. Thomason and W. R. Thomas; District fourteen,
C. L. Cleveland; District fifteen, William R. Matlock;
District sixteen, G. W. Van Vleck; District seventeen,
William Garrett; District eighteen, F. E. Williams; District
twenty, Alex McClure; District twenty-eight, M. K. Ryan and
W. H. D. Carrington. Ibid., pp. 31-33.
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replace those who were not willing to serve.9  In addition to

the replies from persons requested to serve, the Board also

received offers from various persons volunteering to act as

state agents. In most cases these offers came from areas not

included, in the plan for securing cotton. The Board generally

answered. such letters by politely refusing the services

offered and explaining why the state was not prepared. to pur-

chase cotton in the suggested area.10

Upon receiving an appointment by the Military Board, the

agents were to solicit subscriptions in cotton and specie for

the 8 per cent bonds. They were to classify the cotton

purchased, paying not more than ten cents per pound for the

highest grade. In exchange for cotton they were to give bonds

or certificates in promise of bonds. If a party wanted to

sell less than $1,000 worth of cotton, the state was to pay

for the cotton in the form of certificates drawing 8- per

cent interest. When the holder had sold enough cotton to

total $1,000, the certificates would be funded in 8 per cent

bonds. If the person selling cotton demanded partial pay-

ment in cash, rather than bonds, the agents were instructed.

to make this payment from their own means. Upon securing the

9The records indicate that fourteen men were officially
appointed to secure cotton for the state. Ibid., pp. 39-86.

10Texas State Military Board, to Rice Maxey, March 4,
1862, ibid., pp. 43-44.

"Texas State Military Board to M. K. Ryan and W. H. D.
Carrington, February 22, 1862, ibid., pp. 32-33.
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cotton, the agents were to prepare it for immediate shipment

to the Rio Grande.12

The responsibility of handling the state cotton trans-

actions at the border rested with Judge Pryor Lea, appointed

as a special agent by the Military Board in January, 1862.13

Lea's first instructions authorized him to visit the cities

near the mouth of the Rio Grande to determine at what rate

supplies could be secured by the use of cotton, bonds, or

specie. He was then to make preliminary arrangements for

contracts in the name of the state of Texas. 14 Subsequent

instructions suggested that Lea should select a reliable mer-

chant to represent the Military Board in Matamoras. This

person, preferably English or French, was to receive the state

cotton upon its arrival in Mexico and handle its exchange.

The cotton arriving in Matamoras and the return cargo were to

appear to be the property of the merchant, since it would, be

subject to seizure by the enemy if registered in the name of

the state. The proceeds from the cotton transactions were to

be used to make the following order of purchases: arms and

munitions; blankets, shoes, and hats; woolen goods; bagging,

12Texas State Military Board to M. K. Ryan, February 26,
1862, ibid., pp. 34-36; Texas State Military Board to B. B.
Peck, April 15, 1862, Texas State Military Board, Letter Press
108, Archives Division, Texas State Library, Austin, Texas,
p. 43.

13Texas State Military Board. to Pryor Lea, January 29,
1862, Texas State Military Board, Record. Book 101, p. 17.

14Ibid., pp. 18-20.
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rope, and twine; and staple goods, especially coffee and

salt.15

The Military Board optimistically planned to concentrate

its purchases in the southern portion of the state in order

to lessen the difficulty of transporting the cotton to the

Rio Grande.16 During the spring of 1862 the people seemed to

be responding promptly to the state plan,17 and the Board

informed Pryor Lea that within a few months the needed amount

of cotton would surely be secured.18 Despite this early

optimism, by the fall of 1862 the Military Board found it

necessary to expand its area of purchasing because of the

insufficient amount of cotton which had been secured.19 The

state agents frequently found themselves outbid by Confederate

agents and private speculators in competition for cotton; it

was difficult to secure transportation, and many planters who

had subscribed cotton were slow in delivering their crops.20

15 Texas State Military Board to Pryor Lea, March 8,
1862, ibid., pp. 48-50.

16 Texas State Military Board to Rice Maxey, March 4,
1862, ibid., pp. 43-44.

17Texas State Military Board to Colonel W. B. P. Gaines,
March 31, 1862, Texas State Military Board, Letter Press 108,
p. 11.

18 Texas State Military Board to Pryor Lea, March 8, 1862,
Texas State Military Board, Record Book 101, pp. 48-50.

19 Charles W. Ramsdell, "The Texas State Military Board,
1862-1865," Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XXVII (April,
1924), 263.

2 0 Complaints concerning these problems were sent to the
Military Board by their agents, for example, the report of
W. B. P. Gaines, August 7, 1862, Texas State Military Board,
Miscellaneous Papers.
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As of January, 1863, the state had been able to purchase only

3,659 bales of cotton.21

During the spring of 1862 the Military Board attempted

to increase its efficiency in the cotton business. Its efforts

were especially designed to implement the purchasing of sup-

plies in Mexico and the transportation of cotton to the Rio

Grande. In March the Board appointed James T. D. Wilson as

an agent to Mexico to purchase military supplies and clothing.2 2

The state agreed. to place at his disposal any amount of cot-

ton not exceeding 1,000 bales. Wilson subsequently used only

43 bales for purchasing supplies,23 while the majority of his

purchases were made with bonds and. cash also furnished by

the Military Board.24 For his services Wilson accepted no

payment except an amount sufficient to cover his expenses.2 5

In April J. M. Moore received a similar appointment to pur-

chase supplies in Mexico.26 The Board agreed to make available

2 1 Report of the Texas State Military Board, January,

1863, Senate Journal of the Ninth Legislature, First Called.
Session of the State of Texas (Austin, 1963), Appendix III,
p. 171.

2 2Texas State Military Board to James T. D. Wilson,

March 31, 1862, Texas State Military Board, Record Book 101,

pp. 94-96.
2 3 Report of the Texas State Military Board, November,

1863, Senate Journal of the Tenth Legislature, Regular Session
of the State of Texas7(Austin, 1964), Appendix III, p. 169.

24Ibid pp. 151-152.

2 5 Ibid., p. 152.

26 Texas State Military Board to J. M. Moore, April 29,

1862, Texas State Military Board, Record Book 101, pp. 113-114.
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to Moore from 2,000 to 4,000 bales of cotton and allowed him

15 per cent on the amount of purchases and on the sale of

cotton. He was to pay all expenses of his transactions with

the exception of transportation costs.2 7  In his capacity as

state agent Moore received approximately 2,200 bales of

cotton with which he purchased supplies including gun power,

envelopes, and cotton and wool cards.28 Continuing its

appointment of special agents, in May the Military Board au-

thorized L. G. Kingsbury as general agent with the duties of

hiring teamsters, collecting cotton from the purchasing

agents, and sending it to the border as cheaply as possible.2 9

The following month Pryor Lea convinced Richard. King to

render his services in securing transportation.3 0

The state of Texas relied on the contract system as its

primary means of exchanging cotton for supplies. Soon after

his arrival at the Rio Grande, Pryor Lea advised the Military

Board that cotton could be sold to merchants on special con-

tracts.3 ' Much like those made by the Confederate authorities,

2 7 Report of the Texas State Military Board, November,
1863, Senate Journal of the Tenth Legislature, Regular
Session, Appendix III, pp. 167-168.

2 8Ibid., pp. 168-169; Report of Pease and Palm, Executive
Record Book 281, p. 95.

2 9 Texas State Military Board to L. G. Kingsbury, May 12,
1862, Texas State Military Board, Letter Press 108, p. 119.

3 0 Pryor Lea to Captain Richard King, June 17, 1862, Texas
State Military Board, Miscellaneous Papers.

3 1 Pryor Lea to Texas State Military Board, April 26,
1862, ibid.
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the contracts entered into by the state followed no definite

pattern. Investigation of existing records indicates that

there were often wide variations in the terms of the contracts,

especially concerning the amount of interest paid to the

holders. In some cases the contracts authorized a firm or

individual to act as a state agent to purchase cotton with

funds to be provided by the Military Board. Other contracts

provided that the state would forward a specified amount of

cotton to the contracting party. Under the original Military

Board the contracts offered rather liberal terms which would

encourage the introduction of supplies into the state. Yet

in comparison to some of the contracts entered into by Con-

federate military authorities, the terms of these state trans-

actions seem reasonable.3 2

A contract involving a Houston banking and commission

house, Ball, Hutchings, and Company represented the most

liberal terms offered by the Old Military Board.. According

to this contract the firm was to act as a state agency, with

authority to purchase 1,000 bales of cotton with state funds,

transport this cotton to the border, sell it for specie, and

then import supplies. For these services the Houston firm

was to receive a commission of 50 per cent on the specie

cost of supplies purchased and 5 per cent on the sale of

3 2 For an examination of the contracts made by the
military commanders in Texas see Chapter II, pp. 37-38.
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the cotton. Ball, Hutchings, and Company subsequently sold.

1,150 bales of cotton including cotton it purchased under this

contract in addition to some forwarded to it by the Military

Board. The proceeds of these sales, amounting to $73,459.12

in specie over and above expenses and commissions, were used,

by the firm to purchase supplies as agreed.

Pryor Lea made a similar contract with Messrs. Droege,

Oetling, and Company of Matamoros. This agreement provided

that the firm would purchase various goods to be paid for in

cotton forwarded by the state. The Military Board allowed

the firm 21 per cent for advancing the goods, 3 per cent for

buying the goods and selling the cotton, and 12 per cent

interest.3 5 Messrs. Droege, Oetling, and Company was to use

its own discretion in deciding whether to sell the cotton

in Matamoros or to export it to Europe.36 The Matamoros firm

sold a total of 1,370 bales of cotton and, imported supplies

to the amount of $146,325.95.

33 Texas State Military Board to Messrs. Ball, Hutchings,
and Company, September 5, 1863, Texas State Military Board,
Letter Press 109, Archives Division, Texas State Library,
Austin, Texas, p. 373; Report of Texas State Military Board,
November 1863, Senate Journal of the Tenth Legislature,
Regular Session, Appendix III, p.73.

34 Report of Pease and Palm, Executive Record Book 281, p. 95.

351bid1, p. 97.

361Texas State Military Board to Messrs. Droege, Oetling,
and Company, August 22, 1862, Texas State Military Board,
Letter Press 108, p. 388.

37 Report of Pease and Palm, Executive Record Book 281,
p. 95.
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Under the contract system Lavanburg and Brothers sold

97 bales for $9,731.49, which was exchanged for supplies in

Mexico. The San Antonio Powder Company furnished 80,000

pounds of tin in exchange for 169 bales of state cotton.39

George Pfeiffer and Company contracted to deliver 10,000 pounds

of rifle powder at $175 a pound.40 This company ultimately

received 150 bales of state cotton, which it sold for $6,961.50

and furnished the state with rifle powder to the value of the

proceeds.41

The records of the Old State Military Board are incom-

plete as to the total volume of supplies secured through its

efforts. Also the variations in the value of currency make

it difficult to determine the actual profits from the sale of

cotton. Although somewhat disorganized, the records do provide

a fairly accurate account of the purchase and disposal of

cotton. An investigation of these records indicates that the

transactions of the Board were not always handled.in the most

38 Ibid.; Report of Special Legislative Committee on the
Texas State Military Board, November, 1864, Senate and House
Journals of the Tenth Legislature, Second Called Session of
the State of Texas (Austin, 1966T, Appendix II, p. 101.

39 Report of Pease and Palm, Executive Record Book 281,
p. 95.

4 0Report of Legislative Committee, Senate and House
Journals of the Tenth Legislature, Second Called Session,
Appendix II, p. 100.

4 lReport of Pease and Palm, Executive Record Book 281,
p. 95.
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efficient manner, but there is no evidence of fraud on the

part of the Board members.

When the Old Military Board was dissolved April 12, 1864,

it had purchased 5,736 bales of cotton for $544,438.23, paid

for in state bonds and Confederate treasury notes. It could

account for the disposal of 5,624 bales, including 112 which

had been destroyed in rebaling, by fire, and by an overflow

of the Rio Grande. The Board had sold 5,551 bales for a

total of $4 3 4,454-.3 8, part of which was received in specie and

the remainder in imported goods.42

By early spring, 1863, the state of Texas was finding it

difficult to meet the payment of the interest on its debt.

According to previous legislation the 8 per cent bonds were

to be secured by specie from the annual state tax, but it was

becoming more and more difficult for the people of Texas to

pay the tax. In March the state legislature enacted a

measure designed to alleviate this problem. This act,

approved March 3, provided that since it was difficult for

the people to meet the specie tax, other funds would be accepted

in payment of state taxes. The act then authorized the State

Military Board to employ a person or persons to purchase cot-

ton in the interior of Texas and sell it in Mexico for specie.

This specie would be deposited in the state treasury. The

legislature appropriated $150,000 to enable the Military Board

4 2Ibid., pp. 95-96.
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to carry out the provisions of the act.43 The Board pro-

ceeded to draw $75,000 in Confederate currency from the state

treasury and secured the services of Ball, Hutchings, and

Company to purchase cotton with these funds and sell it for

specie. The firm was to receive for its services 5 per cent

on the gross sale of the cotton.4 4

In its official report to the Legislature in November,

1863, the Military Board pointed out the difficulties which

it was encountering in carrying out the legislation of the

previous March. The competition in the cotton business was

making the state's plan for securing specie a very expensive

undertaking. The Board estimated that a continuation of the

plan would entail spending $400,000 to pay the interest on

the debt amounting to $100,000. The report concluded with

an acknowledgement that it was imperative that the state

secure specie to pay the interest on its debt, but it urged

thata more practical and less expensive plan be devised.45

In December, 1863, the state government devised a new

plan for securing specie and supplies. An act of the state

legislature approved December 1046 provided for raising

43Gammel, Laws of Texas, General Laws, Tenth Legislature,
Extra Session, V, 597

4 4Report of the Texas State Military Board, November,
1863, Senate Journal of the Tenth Legislature, Regular Session,
Appendix III, p. 17.

45Tbid., pp. 166-167.

46 Gammel, Laws of Texas, General Laws, Tenth Legislature,
v, 663.
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$2,000,000 by the sale of 6 per cent bonds to be paid and

secured by cotton owned by the state. The act stipulated

that the state would determine the price and quality of the

cotton. The government would redeem the bonds in cotton,

which it would deliver at any port of Texas specified by the

bondholder. In addition it would pay the export duties on

the cotton and would issue a certificate of ownership and a

permit for exportation to be delivered along with the cotton.

By an act approved December 164 7 the legislature made pro-

vision for the purchase of cotton to meet the payment of its

"cotton bonds." This act authorized the governor to appro-

priate $2,000,000 from the state treasury for the purchase of

cotton. If the treasury did not have sufficient funds, the

governor could issue 7 per cent state bonds. The act

specified that such bonds would be payable from six to

twelve months following the end of the war. The interest

would be payable in specie twelve months after the war, and

semi-annually thereafter. The bonds could be exchanged at

any time for state land at the rate of fifty cents per acre,

based on the face value of the bond.

As the war continued, the duties of the state officials

became increasingly demanding; therefore the state legislature

decided to relieve the treasurer and comptroller of the

responsibility of serving on the Military Board. In accordance

with an act of December 16, 1863,48 the Old Military Board

4 8Ibid. V, 680-681.41bid.. V, 683-684.
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was re-organized in April, 1864. The New Military Board was

composed of the newly elected governor, Pendleton Murrah, and

his two appointees, James S. Holman and N. B. Pearce.4 9

Governor Murrah assumed, his responsibilities as a member of

the Military Board during the interval between the legislation

of December and the actual re-organization of the Board. He

immediately began to formulate a new plan for the purchase of

cotton. The plan of Texas Cotton Office to permit a planter

to export half of his crop free from impressment was an in-

centive to most cotton planters to sell to the Cotton Office

rather than to state agents. Therefore Governor Murrah

devised his "state plan," designed to enable the Military

Board to outbid the agents of the Cotton Office.

According to Murrah's plan the Military Board would

make contracts for all of a planter's cotton. The planter

would transport all of his cotton to the Rio Grande at his

own expense; there he would sell one-half of his cotton to

the state for bonds at the current specie price less the

cost of transportation. If the owner could not afford to

transport the cotton to the border, the state would pay for

it in state bonds based on its value where purchased. Then

the owner could export a like amount. Murrah promised that

the state would protect the owner's half of the cotton from

4 9Report of Pease and Palm, Executive Record Book 281,
p. 94.
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impressment by the military authorities.50 On May 31 the

state legislature passed an act to implement this promise;

the act provided for imprisonment and payment of a fine for

anyone guilty of impressment or interference with the expor-

tation of cotton, unless acting under a specific law of the

Confederate Congress.5 1

In a message to the state legislature, May 11, 1864,

Governor Murrah explained the origin of his plan,5 2 which he

justified as an attempt to solve the complex problems which

had previously lessened the effectiveness of the Military

Board in the cotton business. Murrah claimed, that the con-

tract system had absorbed large amounts of the best cotton,

yet had brought poor returns. He referred to the confusion

of the various military regulations, and. he was especially

critical of the military permits which had allowed some privately

owned cotton to be exempt from the exportation restrictions.

The Governor pointed out that his plan would reduce the prob-

lems of securing and paying for transportation facilities. He

stressed, that speculation had made it impossible to purchase

cotton with bonds except at ruinous prices. Thus he defended

5 0 Governor Pendleton Murrah's Message to the Tenth
Legislature, Extra Session, May 11, 1864, Executive Record
Book 280, Archives Division, Texas State Library, Austin,
Texas, pp. 86-87.

5 1 Gammel, Laws of Texas, General Laws, Tenth Legislature,
Called Session, V, 770-771.

M2 Nurrah's Message to the Tenth Legislature, Extra
Session, May 11, 1864, Executive Record Book 280, pp. 86-88.
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his plan as a means of using state bonds more successfully to

supplement state finances.

In his message Governor Murrah also reported that the

people of Texas were responding favorably to his plan and.

that large amounts of cotton were on the way to the Rio Grande

where it would be exchanged for supplies.5 3 The receptive

attitude toward the "state plan" came especially from critics

of the Cotton Office. In February a planter had written

Murrah expressing his fear of the plan of the Confederate

agency and his unwillingness to accept the Confederate

certificates. He had urged the Governor to devise some plan

to counteract that of the Cotton Office.54 Another planter

wrote earlier in the month, informing Murrah that most of

his acquaintances preferred selling their cotton for bonds

under the new plan rather than to the Confederacy.5 5 A

similar letter from an agent in De Witt County called the

"state plan" more "favorable than any other" and stated that

the planters in that area were very agreeable to the plan.56

Governor Murrah appointed one agent, E. R. Nichols of

Galveston, to be directly responsible for carrying out the

531bid..,pp. 88-89.

54 T. W. Blount to Governor Pendleton Murrah, February 28,
1864, Governor's Correspondence.

5 5T. Gibbs to Governor Pendleton Murrah, February 19,
1864, ibid.

56 J.A. Wimbish to Governor Pendleton Murrah, March 12,

1864, ibid.
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"state plan." His duties were to dispose of the state bonds

and to buy and sell cotton. Nichols appointed three sub-

agents to assist him. I. B. Root was in charge of state

transactions at Houston, John L. Williams at Eagle Pass, and

T. C. Armstrong at Brownsville and Rio Grande City.5 7

In the opinion of Governor Murrah, Nichols was "a mer-

chant of long standing, and well known for his sucess /sic/

and ability as a businessman . . ."58 Despite Murrah's

faith in him, Nichols handled the cotton transactions in a

manner that invited suspicion and criticism. William Pitt

Ballinger, an associate of the Texas Cotton Office, questioned,

the honesty of the state agent. He maintained that Nichols

was only required to return specie to the state to an amount

equaling the value of the bonds which he sold. This he be-

lieved left a wide margin for speculation on the sale of both

state and privately owned cotton.5 9 Ballinger went so far as

to imply that Governor Murrah had an interest in cotton ex-

portation. He based this opinion on the fact that one of

Nichol's agents was a close friend of the Governor.60

5 7 Report of Pease and Palm, Executive Record Book 281,
p. 108; Governor Murrah's Message to the Senate, Tenth
Legislature, Extra Session, May 17, 1864, Executive Record
Book 280, p. 99.

58Murrah's Message to the Tenth Legislature, Extra
Session, May 11, 1864, Executive Record Book 280, p. 88.

5 9Ballinger Diary, February 22, 1864, p. 153.
6oIbid. , May 10, 1864, p. 165.
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Although Ballinger ts questioning of Murraht s integrity was

perhaps too severe, available records seem to justify his

criticism of Nichols. According to the agent's own report,

he purchased 8,102 bales under the "state plan." When sold,

this cotton yielded a profit of $211,665.87. Of this profit,

only $80,213.05 was ever delivered to the state government.6 1

Although Governor Murrah supposedly conceived of his

plan as an effort to "strengthen the Confederacy," 62 its

immediate result was to increase the competition in the cot-

ton trade.63 The resulting conflict between the Military

Board and the Texas Cotton Office was supposedly solved in

April when Governor Murrah announced that he had ordered his

agents to cease their cotton transactions except to fill con-

tracts already made. In July he made an address to the people

of the state in which he urged that they support General

Smith and the Cotton Office. The Governor admitted in his

speech that the Confederate certificates might not seem to

be just compensation, but he appealed to the Texans to co-

operate with Smith out of patriotic duty.64 Despite this

61Report of Pease and Palm, Executive Record Book 281,

p. 108.

62Murrah's Message to the Tenth Legislature, Extra

Session, May 11, 1864, Executive Record. Book 280, p. 88.

63For a detailed account of the conflict between the
Texas Cotton Office and the Texas State Military Board see
Chapter II, pp. 60-63.

64 Governor Pendleton Murrah's "Address to the People of
the State of Texas," July 19, 1864, Executive Record Book 280,
pp. 112-114.
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concession, by October, 1864, Murrah was requesting that the

state legislature increase the power of the State Military

Board in the cotton business. His recommendation of a "trade

commensurate only with the absolute necessity of the State

and the people" indicates that he had not completely abandoned

his support for the "state plan."65 In fact, the records

reveal that the purchase of cotton by the state did not stop,

even after Murrah's agreement with General Smith.6 6

The conciliatory efforts made by General Smith in April,

1864, included promises by himself and General J. Bankhead

Magruder that the state cotton would be exempt from any inter-

ference or impressment. 6 General Smith's transportation

regulations issued the following June provided that permits

would be granted for the exportation of state cotton.6 8

These concessions were at times the basis for confusion and

even fraud. The permit system offered wide opportunities for

any dishonest state agent to sell the permits to individuals.

By purchasing these permits individuals could export private

65Murrah's Message to the Tenth Legislature, Extra
Session, October 20, 1864, ibid., p. 151.

66 The records of the Military Board include numerous
receipts for purchase of bonds in cotton dated as late as
February, 1865. Texas State Military Board, Miscellaneous
Papers.

67Major-General J. Bankhead Magruder to Governor
Pendleton Murrah, April 4, 1864, Governor's Correspondence;
Special Orders No. 97, General E. Kirby Smith, April 20,
1864, ibid.

6 8 General Smith's regulations are explained at length
in Chapter II, pp. 65-66.
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cotton under the guise of state property. One agent, D. W.

Heard, was guilty of selling permits at a rate of $30 per

bale to an amount totaling $9,900.69 The case of Colonel

0. L. Battle of Wharton County offers another excellent

example of the confusion resulting from the exemption privi-

leges of state cotton. In April and May, 1864, Colonel

Battle sold 180 bales or one-half of his crop to state agent

C. M. Kendall according to the "state plan." He received

Kendall's pledge that he could dispose of the remaining one-

half of his cotton at any future time. Colonel Battle then

sold his remaining cotton to B. Losano Elifsondo, trans-

ferring all privileges concerning the cotton to the new

owner. When Elifsondo made ready to transport his cotton

to Mexico he found that Kendall's permit did not protect him.

When he attempted to secure one from Confederate agent Major

Willie in San Antonio, he was refused because of lack of

evidence that the cotton was due a state permit; therefore

he found that it would be necessary to sell one-half of his

cotton to the Confederate agent. Elifsondo then protested

to Kendall, who complained to Willie. Finally the matter

came to the attention of Governor Murrah and the head of

General Smith's Cotton Bureau. As of January, 1865, the

problem was still unsolved, and the cotton in question was

69Sappington and Owens to E. M. Pease, November 6, 1865,
Texas State Military Board, Miscellaneous Papers.
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still detained in the interior of Texas at a heavy expense

to the owner.7 0

Upon becoming a member of the State Military Board,

Governor Murrah had been openly critical of what he described

as "contracts of the most extravagant character" which he

claimed had brought poor returns to the Old Military Board.7 '

Yet under his leadership the New Military Board made extensive

use of the contract system, granting terms just as liberal

as those of the Old Board. According to an agreement with

W. G. Thompson and Company, the firm would purchase and ex-

port 200 bales of cotton to Mexico where it would be exchanged

for supplies designated by the Military Board. The Board

would then buy these supplies at 50 per cent advance on the

cost plus transportation to the interior of the state.7 2

Another contract provided that Wheat and Pletcher would ex-

port 600 bales of cotton and would introduce machinery into

the state. This firm agreed to give the state one-half of

the profits in specie in exchange for an equal amount in

state bonds. If Wheat and Fletcher failed to import any

machinery, then one-half of the proceeds of the sale of the

70A. Superville to Governor Pendleton Murrah, January 4,
1865, ibid.

71Murrah's Message to the Tenth Legislature, Extra
Session, May 11, 1864, Executive Record Book 280, p. 86.

7 2 Report of Legislative Committee, Senate and House
Journals of the Tenth Legislature, Second Called Session,
Appendix II, p. 105.



96

cotton would be forfeited to the state.7 3 Numerous other con-

tracts made by the New Military Board contained similar pro-

visions.

The New Military Board proved to be rather lax in the

supervision of its operations in buying and selling cotton.

It possessed, no effective check on its agents; therefore it

"never knew the amount of cotton contracted for or in process

of shipment, the amount of money due from sales, or the

actual cost of the goods sent in." 7 5 This lack of control

resulted at times in fraudulent trade agreements. The

state agents were frequently guilty of letting certain per-

sons export large quantities of cotton under the state's

protection without requiring them to sell half of the cotton

to the government. This violation of the Board's regulations

even involved friends and relatives of the members themselves.76

Little money went into the state treasury from the cotton

trade, and the Military Board was unable to pay some of its

own bills during the winter of 1864-65. 7 In March, 1865, a

planter in South Texas wrote that he had sold several thousand

bales of cotton to the agents of the Military Board during

the previous year and had still not received any state bonds

I3bid. 74Ibid., pp. 104-106.

7 5 Ramsdell, "The Texas State Military Board," p. 272.

76 Report of Pease and Palm, Executive Record Book 281,
pp. 102-104.

77 Ramsdell, "The Texas State Military Board," p. 271.
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in payment for his crop. He questioned the honesty of the

Board in its use of purchased cotton, since by the end of the

war there was no money in the state treasury.

Most of the records of the cotton transactions of the

New Military Board were destroyed at the end of the war;

therefore it is impossible to accurately determine its suc-

cess in acquiring and introducing supplies into Texas. A

fragmented record reveals that the Board purchased a total

of 266 bales of cotton, only 211 of which were accounted for

by sale.79 The destruction of the records of the New Military

Board does not prove its dishonesty in the cotton business,

but it leaves the Board's transactions questionable at best.

78Galveston Dai News, March 9, 1865.

7 9 Report of Pease and Palm, Executive Record Book 281,
p. 105o. W. J. Hutchins claimed, however, that the state
of Texas had purchased about 12,000 bales as of July, 1864.
G. A. Trenholm to J. A. Seddon, July 21, 1864, O. R.,
Ser. 1, LIII, 1016.



CHAPTER IV

TRANSPORTATION DIFFICULTIES

Agents of the state and Confederate governments had

the dual responsibility of securing cotton in the interior

of Texas and transporting the cotton to market, but the same

lack of unity which thwarted their purchasing activities

also characterized their attempts to secure adequate means

of transportation. Since the normal avenues of trade were

disrupted by the war, getting cotton to market was a dif-

ficult undertaking. The cotton shipper had two alternatives.

It was sometimes possible to send cotton through the blockade,

but only at the risk of Federal seizure. There was less risk

in the Rio Grande trade, but transporting cotton overland to

the border was expensive and involved numerous problems.

The difficulties of transportation continually hampered the

efforts of the cotton shipper, and they at least partially

account for the shortcomings in the cotton trade of the state

and Confederate governments.

The Federal blockade of the Texas coast was never com-

pletely successful; therefore blockade running provided one

outlet for cotton. Several prominent Houston businessmen

such as W. J. Hutchins and Cornelius Ennis were engaged in

financing blockade running activities, as were such large

98
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firms as Ball, Hutchings, and Company and P. J. Willis and

Brothers.1 In at least one instance the Confederate military

authorities also engaged in blockade running. In the spring

of 1864 General J. Bankhead Magruder authorized cotton to be

loaded on the battleship Harriet Lane and several other

captured Union vessels. These ships then escaped the blockade

at Galveston and headed for Havana, where the cargo and the

vessels were to be sold. Since there proved to be no ready

sale for the ships at Havana, several of them continued as

Confederate blockade runners.2

Most of the vessels engaged in running the Texas blockade

used ports along the coast of Mexico and Central America as

their bases of operation. Tampico, Mexico, was especially

important as a base for blockade runners from such Texas

ports as Galveston, Sabine Pass, and Brazos. According to a

United States consul residing in Tampico, vessels brought in

Texas cotton and sold the cargo to buyers from England and

New York.3 Similar reports from the consuls at Vera Cruz,

Mexico, and Belize, British Honduras, indicated that these

ports were also used as bases for blockade runners from Texas.
4

1Ziegler, Wave of the Gulf, p. 302.

2 Major-General J. Bankhead Magruder to James A. Seddon,

September 29, 1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, XLI, pt. 2, 963-964;
Holladay, "The Powers of the Commander of the Confederate
Trans-Mississippi Department," p. 353.

3 0wsley, King Cotton Diplomacy, p. 254.

4Ibid.
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The Federal naval records also bear witness to the importance

of these ports. In July, 1863, Commodore H. H. Bell received

notice that four ships had recently arrived in Tampico carrying

360 bales of cotton from Texas.5 Among the blockade runners

seized by the West Gulf Squadron in 1863 were the D. Sargent,

carrying 51 bales from Galveston to Honduras,6 the Carmita

en route to Honduras from Velasco, Texas, with 161 bales,7

and the Wave from Galveston destined for Vera Cruz with a

cargo of 80 bales. By the fall of 1864 Havana also became

a major base for runners destined for Texas. Since all of

the major Confederate ports were by that time in the hands

of the Federals, blockade runners began to concentrate their

efforts on running the Texas blockade. 9 According to William

Watson, a famous blockade runner an "almost incredible"

number of vessels passed in and out of Galveston during the

last few months of the war.10

The blockade was especially ineffective against the

Texas coastal trade. Because of the shallow water along the

5Lieutenant-Commander E. W. Henry to Commodore H. H.
Bell, July 11, 1863, 0. _H. N., Ser. 1, XX, 383-384.

6 Commander C. W. Lamson to Gideon Welles, March 14,
1863, ibid., xix, 661.

7Acting Master J. W. Smith to Gideon Welles, August 15,
1863, ibid., XX, 461.

8Lieutenant-Commander W. H. Dana to Gideon Welles,
August 22, 1863, ibid., pp. 475-476.

9 0wsley, King Cotton Diplomac, pp. 255-256.

10Watson, Adventures of a Blockade Runner, p. 305.



101

coast it was necessary for the Union vessels to remain at a

distance of three to four miles from the shore. On dark

nights light-draught vessels could make their way along the

irregular coastline and pass in and out of the Texas ports

undetected by the blockaders. In this manner cotton could,

be carried from upper Texas to the mouth of the Rio Grande,

and by February, 1862, there was a constant run of these

light-draught vessels to and from Matamoros.12 These blockade

runners awaited an opportunity to slip out of port, pro-

ceeded in a southwestern direction, then approached the coast

of Mexico and slipped in over the bar at the mouth of the

Rio Grande. There the cotton was transferred to lighters

and, brought back over the bar as the property of Mexican

citizens. It was then loaded on one of the cargo vessels

destined for Europe or New York.'3

It is impossible to determine to what extent the Texas

cotton trade depended on blockade running because there are

only fragmentary records of the Gulf trade.14 The naval

records offer isolated examples of the seizure of blockade

runners throughout the war, but these records do not provide

"Ibid., p. 96.

12Major C. G. Forshey to Commodore W. W. Hunter,
February 2, 1862, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XVII, 165-166.

1 3 Report of L. Pierce, Jr., August 31, 1864, ibid.,
xxi, 652-653.

14Owsley, King Cotton Diploma2y, p. 258.
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a total picture of the volume of trade conducted through this

means. Unlike the other Confederate states,Texas possessed

another outlet for cotton. By transporting the cotton over-

land to the Rio Grande and then exporting it from Matamoros,

the Texas cotton shipper could avoid the Federal blockade.

Because it was much safer than blockade running, the Rio

Grande trade became the major artery for the exportation of

cotton.

The railroad system in Texas was totally inadequate to

meet the transportation needs of the cotton trade. There

were no railroads southwest of the Colorado River except for

a short line from Victoria to Indianola,15 and the Rio Grande

Valley was completely without railroads. Therefore the

only means of transporting cotton to the Rio Grande was by

wagon train. For many years the overland trade between Texas

and Mexico had been conducted by Mexican carts pulled by oxen,

but by the time of the Civil War heavy freight wagons had

gradually replaced the carts and mules had largely replaced

the oxen. The freight wagons weighed approximately 4,000

pounds, and the wagon bed measured 24 feet in length, 4 feet

wide, and 51 feet high. The average load of such a wagon was

15Robert Pattison Felgar, "Texas in the War for Southern
Independence, 1861-65," unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Department of History, The University of Texas, Austin, Texas,
1935, p. 429.

16William T. Windham, "The Problem of Supply in the
Trans-Mississippi Confederacy," Journal of Southern History,
XXVII (May, 1961), 150.
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about 7,000 pounds or about 16 bales of cotton.17 Usually

6 to 10 small mules were required to pull each wagon, the

number depending on the load and the terrain. 18 Lieutenant-

Colonel Arthur James Fremantle, an Englishman who travelled

through Texas during the war, recorded in his diary that he

had occasionally seen a wagon pulled by 10 oxen.19

The overland trade between the interior of Texas and

the Mexican border usually followed one of three major routes.

Wagon trains from central and western Texas went to Laredo

or Eagle Pass or along an alternate route from the central

part of the state to Gonzales and then to Laredo or Rio

Grande City. The major route from the eastern part of the

state was by way of Alleyton on the lower Colorado River

through Victoria and San Patricio to Richard King's Santa

Gertrudis Ranch and finally to Brownsville.20 Of the three

routes, the third was most heavily relied upon by the cotton

shippers, since it originated in the major cotton growing

area of the state. Colonel Fremantle noted during his travels

that he and his party continually passed cotton trains making

their way along this route to Brownsville.21

"7 August Santleben, A Texas Pioneer, Early Staging and
Overland Freighting Days on the Frontiers of Texas and
Mexico, edited by I. D. Affleck (New York, 1910), pp.109-110.

18Ibid., p. 110.

19Lord, Fremantle Diary, April 13, 1863, p. 23.

2 0 Ramsdell, "The Texas State Military Board," p. 256.

21Lord, Fremantle Diary, April 14, 1863, p. 25.
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As soon as cotton began to move to the Rio Grande, King's

Ranch assumed a rather significant role in the overland trade.

Since the road to Brownsville crossed the ranch, the Santa

Gertrudis became a stopping point for wagon trains en route

to the border. Frequently the wagon bosses and cotton agents

purchased camp supplies at the ranch commissary, sometimes

they bought beef, and occasionally they even secured horses

and mules to complete their journey.22 Cotton owners, con-

tractors, and Confederate and state agents often depended on

Richard King for advice on the transportation and sale of

cotton. By March, 1862, King's Ranch had become "an official

receiving, storage, and, shipping point" for cotton from Texas

and even from other states in the Trans-Mississippi Depart-

ment. 23

Wagon trains hauling cotton to Brownsville faced a long,

arduous journey. The scarcity of water and grass along the

road caused both the teamsters and the draft animals to under-

go much hardship.24 Yet in spite of the difficulty involved,

teamsters spent from six weeks to two months hauling cotton

22Lea, King Ranch, I, 184.

2 3 Ibid.; Texas State Military Board to J. F. Roberts,
July 3, 182, Texas State Military Board, Letter Press, 108,
p. 251.

24 Lord, Fremantle Diary_, April 13, 1863, p. 23; "Texas,
The Rio Grande Valley, and Cortina," Kingsbury Collection,
p. 3.
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to the border from as much as 500 miles distance.2 5  The

road approaching Brownsville bore signs of the numerous loads

of cotton which had arrived by this route. In the area sur-

rounding the town the Rio Grande Valley was very desolate.

Its vegetation consisted almost entirely of chaparral, "a

growth of thorn bushes about 20 feet high. "26 According to

Colonel Frementle the chaparral along the road was "covered

with bits of cotton torn from the endless train of cotton

wagons."27 At the time of the occupation of Brownsville a

Federal soldier noted that the chaparral "has charged its

toll which presents a singular while flaky appearance."28

Because of the great distance and hardship involved,

the draft animals were sometimes close to exhaustion before

reaching their destinations. Under such circumstances it

often became necessary to lighten the load; so the teamsters

would either deposit part of the load beside the road or at-

tempt to hide it in a clump of chaparral nearby. This

practice was especially prevalent immediately after the oc-

cupation of Brownsville in order to prevent cotton from being

seized by the Federals or destroyed by Bee's retreating army.

2-Lord, Fremantle Diary, April 13, 1863, p. 23; Watson,
Adventures of a Blockade Runner, p. 21.

26 "Texas, The Rio Grande Valley, and Cortina," Kingsbury
Collection, p. 3.

2 Lord, Fremantle Diary, April 13, 1863, p. 23.

28 Tilley, Federals on the Frontier, p. 256.
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Often the cotton was stolen, and. even if not, one usually

found it difficult to locate his abandoned load..29  When

Colonel "Rip" Ford, and his volunteers moved toward Brownsville

during the spring of 1864, they found numerous bales of cot-

ton hidden at various points between the Nueces River and the

Rio Grande. Ford directed his men to obtain this cotton, and

then he authorized it to be sold for supplies. Since the

Cotton Bureau was unable at the time to secure provisions

for Ford's troops, it was only through this sale of cotton

that Colonel Ford was able to continue his pressure on the

enemy at Brownsville.3 0

An extremely long drought during 1863 and 1864 magnified

the problems of overland transportation. During this time

it was not unusual to find the remains of "hundreds of do-

mestic animals" near what had formerly been water holes.

For a brief time during the spring of 1864 the severity of

the drought brought the overland transportation of cotton

almost to a standstill. Since the wagon trains usually ex-

changed their cotton for a return cargo of supplies, this

interruption of trade caused Matamoras to become congested

with all kinds of merchandise awaiting transportation to the

interior of Texas. According to William Watson all available

buildings were filled, "and many of the inhabitants had let

2 9Miscellaneous Memoirs, 1864, Ford Memoirs, p. 54.

30Ibid., pp. 16, 55. 31Ibid., p. 13.



107

their houses for this purpose." 3 2  Watson claimed that an

"enterprising Yankee brought to the place a large number of

tarpaulins, off which he was reaping a harvest by hiring them

out at a dollar each per night for covering goods . . .. "3

Since there was a shortage of wagons and teams in Texas

throughout the war, finding adequate means of transportation

became a continual problem for the cotton shipper. One

individual attempted to secure transportation for his cotton

by making arrangements in Mexico for carts and wagons to go

to the interior of Texas either empty or loaded with goods

and to haul cotton back to the Rio Grande. 4 Another shipper

advertized for teams in the Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph.

He guaranteed that an agreement had been made with General

Smith whereby the teams would be free from impressment.3 5

The power to impress wagons and teams strengthened the

attempts of the Confederate authorities to conduct the over-

land trade. Even before the Confederate Congress passed any

impressment legislation, Secretary of War Randolph, au-

thorized Major Hart to impress transportation for cotton

if it became necessary.36  There is no indication that Hart

3 2 Watson, Adventures of a Blockade Runner, p. 26.

33 Ibid.

34Joseph Kleiber to Mr. J. , February 10, 1863,
Kleiber Letter Press.

3'Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, November 13, 1863.

36G. W. Randolph to Major Simeon Hart, November 14,
1862, 0. R., Ser. 1, XV, 866.
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ever made extensive use of this power; rather he attempted to

hire transportation for the Confederate cotton.3 7

The threat of impressment probably motivated some owners

to hire their wagons and teams to the government, but se-

curing transportation continued to be a problem. Due to the

Cotton Bureau's difficulty in this respect, on July 12,

1864, General Smith issued an order stating that the govern-

ment needed. one-half of all the wagons engaged at the time in

overland trade. He directed that, except for those hauling

exempt cotton, the wagons would be purchased or, if necessary,

impressed.3 8  By the time of this order, however, securing

transportation had become a secondary problem in comparison

to the lack of funds and the inability of the Cotton Bureau

to secure cotton.3 9

The cotton trade also suffered from a continual shortage

of manpower. Since most of the able-bodied men in Texas

either held some official governmental position or served in

the Confederate army or the home guard,40 it was very dif-

ficult for the cotton shipper to find teamsters. In an attempt

to solve this problem, the Confederate military authorities

37 Houston Tn-Weekly Telegraph, July 15, 1863.

38General Orders No. 52, General E. Kirby Smith, July 12,
1864, Trans-Mississippi Department, p. 49.

39 For an explanation of the financial difficulties of the
Trans-Mississippi Department during the last part of the war
see Chapter II, pp. 71-72.

4 o Richardson, East Texas_, p. 201.
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frequently detailed conscripts to haul cotton. Originally

these conscripts were eligible to be hired by state or con-

federate agents as well as individual shippers. The detail

was in effect a contract between the government and the con-

script whereby the latter promised to haul at least five

bales of cotton to the Rio Grande. The detail provided that

the round trip would be completed in three months; however,

excuses were made in the case of emergencies such as the

breakdown of a wagon or the loss of the draft animals.41

From time to time Confederate military authorities re-

vised their regulations in order to maintain a semblance of

uniformity in detailing conscripts. In March, 1863,

Brigadier-General W. R. Scurry, commanding the Eastern Sub-

District of Texas, issued the order that no contractor could

employ as a teamster any soldier belonging to an organized

military unit. Only unattached conscripts could be de-

tailed, and their employment was to be immediately reported

to the commander of conscripts.42 During the fall of 1863

General Smith further restricted the use of detailed con-

scripts. In September he directed that, with certain excep-

tions to be determined by General Magruder, all details of

conscripts be revoked and that these men be turned over to

41Leonie Rummel Weyand and Houston Wade, An Early
History of Fayette County (La Grange, 1936), p. 259.

42
4General Orders No. 11, Brigadier-General W. R. Scurry,

March 9, 1863, Houston Tni-Weekly Telegraph, March 13, 1863.
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Major Hart. Magruder's exemptions included conscripts em-

ployed by the state of Texas, by quartermaster Major A. W.

McKee and by certain firms under contract with the Confederate

authorities. The specified contractors were Bouldin, Riggs,

and Company; Johnson and Rogers; L. S. Sames; Ball, Hutchings,

and Company; McMerty and Atkisson; and John R. Purvis.4 3In

July, 1864, General Smith authorized the Cotton Bureau to

44
employ detailed conscripts as teamsters, but in November he

revoked his previous order.4 5

The state government adopted a similar policy of de-

tailing state troops to facilitate its operations in the

cotton business. In March, 1864, Governor Murrah received a

letter from R. T. Flewellen requesting that he detail state

troops to haul cotton during the approaching summer.

Flewellen pointed out that he had already sold 500 bales

to the state and would sell an additional 1,000 bales if he

could secure the needed teamsters. In a similar letter

Chappell Hill Manufacturing Company asked Murrah for the de-

tail of B. T. Duvall to transport cotton to the Rio Grande.

4 3Special Orders No. 70, General E. Kirby Smith,
September 20, 1863, ibid.., September 28, 1863.

4 4General Orders No. 51, July 11, 1864, General E. Kirby
Smith, Trans-Mississippi Department, p. 49.

45General Orders No. 92, General E. Kirby Smith,

November 29, 1864, ibid., p. 81.
46 R. T. Flewellen to Governor Pendleton Murrah, March 18,

1864, Governor's Correspondence.
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The company insisted that Duvall's services were needed be-

cause he "controls eighty-six mule teams having negro drivers."147

Governor Murrah received. numerous requests such as these, and

according to his estimates, he ultimately detailed 249 state

troops for hauling cotton.4 8

Although it enhanced the cotton trade, the practice of

detailing conscripts as teamsters was not without its ill

effects. Occasionally a conscript would, haul cotton to the

border and then abandon his wagon and escape through Mexico

to join the Union forces. One prominent Texan was especially

critical of the policy of the military authorities, claiming

that General Magruder alone had. detailed "some six thousand

conscripts, who by law should have been sent to the army, to

drive the teams of the speculators . . . ."50 The Galveston

Daily News, an outspoken critic of the government's policy,

stated near the end of the war that one could earn about $400

in specie as "the present premium for evading the service,

on the basis of a road-wagon and a few oxen . . . * "51 Ac-

cording to the Galveston paper the detailing of conscripts to

haul cotton had caused much "discontent among the soldiers

47Chappell Hill Manufacturing Company to Governor
Pendleton Murrah, April __, 1864, ibid.

4 8 Texas State Military Board, Miscellaneous Papers.

4 9Weyand and Wade, Fayette County, p. 259.

5 0 Oldham Memoirs, p. 447.

5 1 Galveston Daily News, March 2, 1865.
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on duty," thereby injuring the Confederate cause in

Texas.5 2

The cost of overland transportation varied depending

on the distance involved and on whether it was paid in Con-

federate money or in specie, and it gradually increased

throughout the war. In the spring of 1862 the state govern-

ment attempted to secure transportation for its cotton by

paying a rate of 1 cent per pound per 100 miles to be paid

in specie,53 but by August the rate was 21 cents.54 In

September the State Military Board authorized one of its

agents to pay as high as 5 cents in specie.5 5 The Con-

federate control of conscripts regulated the transportation

rate to some extent. In May, 1863, General Magruder issued

an order stating that persons employing conscript teamsters

could not pay higher wages than those paid by Major Hart.56

In July and September Hart published a schedule of rates to

be paid by his agents. For teamsters who owned their own

teams the freight rate from the interior of the state to

5 2Ibid,

53 Pryor Lea to Richard King, June 17, 1862, Texas State

Military Board, Miscellaneous Papers.

54Richard King to P. De Cordova, August 7, 1862, ibid.

5 5Texas State Military Board to L. G. Kingsbury,
September 18, 1862, Texas State Military Board, Letter Press
108, p. 464.

56General Orders No. 73, Major-General J. Bankhead
Magruder, May 30, 1863, Houston Tri-Weekly Telgrp, July 6,
1863.
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Brownsville was 3 cents in Confederate notes and 1- cents in

specie per pound per 100 miles. For hauling cotton to points

short of the Rio Grande, they would receive 5 cents in Con-

federate notes. Teamsters not owning teams would receive

wages of $40 per month plus rations.57  According to Governor

Murrah, the cost of transporting cotton to the Rio Grande in

early 1864 "was equal to one-half its value--risks, losses,

wastage considered." 5 8  By January, 1865, one state agent

was paying from 5 to 11 cents to get cotton hauled, 59and in

March the Galveston Daily News quoted 6 cents as the usual

rate.60

During the Federal occupation of Brownsville there was

a considerable increase in the cost of overland transporta-

tion. From Laredo to Matamoros cotton had to be carried

through Mexico a distance of 200 miles along a road that was

"destitute of vegetation" due to the dry weather. A mule

team required from thirty to forty days to make the trip.61

The alternate route by way of Eagle Pass was almost double

the distance of the direct overland route from the interior

571bid., July 6, 1863, and September 25, 1863, Supplement.

5 8 Governor Pendleton Murrah's Message to the Tenth
Legislature, Extra Session, May 11, 1864, Executive Record
Book 280, p. 86.

5 9 Taxes State Military Board, Miscellaneous Papers.

60Galveston Daily News, March 2, 1865.

61Galveston Tn-Weekly Telegraph, August 3, 1864.



of Texas to Brownsville.62 Owners of mule teams charged from

ten to eleven dollars per hundred bales for hauling cotton

from Eagle Pass to Matamoros. Even at that high rate it was

not easy for them to make a profit because of the difficulty

of finding subsistence for their livestock.63

In order to export his cotton into Mexico, the shipper

had to pay customs duties at the Rio Grande. The Confederate

government charged an export duty of one-eighth of 1 per cent

on all raw cotton, which amounted to about seventy-five cents

64
per bale. The import duties levied by the Mexican govern-

ment varied from one and a half to two cents per pound.65

In addition to these duties the shipper had to pay a fee to

have his cotton ferried across the river.66

When the cotton reached Matamoros it was necessary to

find transportation to the mouth of the river. Some cotton

was hauled overland, a distance of about thirty miles, but

62Miscellaneous Memoirs, 1864, Ford Memoirs, p. 11.

63Houston Daily Telegraph, April 27, 1864.

64 Matthews, Statutes at Large2of the Confederate States
of America, Provisional Congress, 1st Session, p.T73.

6 5Report of Pryor Lea to Texas State Military Board,
April 26, 1862, Texas State Military Board, Miscellaneous
Papers; Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, May 15, 1863, quoting
an article from the New York Herald, March 28, 1863.

66 Cowling, "The Civil War Trade of the Lower Rio Grande

Valley," p. 94; Felgar, "Texas in the War for Southern Inde-
pendence, " p. 436.
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most of the cotton was transported by steamers.67 Two

steamers, the James Hale and the Mustang, were engaged in

carrying cotton to Bagdad. Each of these steamers could carry

a load of 150 bales. The distance from Matamoros to Bagdad

by river was about sixty-five miles, and it usually took

the steamers about twelve hours to make the trip.6 8

Another steamer, the Matamoros, remained at the mouth of the

river to carry cotton to the waiting cargo vessels,69

charging a lighterage fee of from five to seven dollars per

bale.7 0  According to Colonel Ford., this was a very fair

rate for the services rendered,7 but William Watson claimed

that the owners of the steamers made "an enormous profit."7 2

The weather conditions sometimes made it impossible for

the lighter to discharge its cargo; it was especially dif-

ficult to transfer cotton to the cargo ships during high

winds.73 During the winter of 1862 the Dallas Herald re-

ported that due to the danger and difficulty of shipping

67Galveston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, January 26, 1863;
Lord, Fremantle Diary, April 2, 1863t, p.7.

68 Lord, Fremantle Diary, April 2, 1863, pp. 6-7.

69Galveston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, January 26, 1863.

7 0 Houston Tr'-Weekly Telegraph, May 15, 1863, quoting
an article from the New York Herald, March 28, 1863.

7 1 Ford Memoirs, p. 875.

7 2 Watson, Adventures of a Blockade Runner, p. 6.

7 3 Galveston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, January 26, 1863.
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cotton from the Rio Grande at that season, very little cotton

would be exported before spring.

During periods when the volume of trade was heavy, the

lighterage proved to be insufficient. In the spring of 1863

the New York Herald reported that 5,000 bales of cotton were

in Brownsville awaiting exportation. At that time there was

not adequate means of transporting the cotton to the 60

cargo vessels at anchor at the mouth of the Rio Grande.7 5

Although the Rio Grande trade provided Texas with its

major outlet for cotton, it involved difficulties that

plagued the cotton shipper throughout the war. The means of

transportation were definitely inadequate to meet the needs

of the cotton business. Confederate agents, stage agents,

and private shippers were as actively engaged in competing

for the control of transportation as they were for the con-

trol of cotton itself. Even if sufficient transportation had.

been available, sending cotton from the interior of Texas to

the mouth of the Rio Grande was both expensive and time

consuming, and it demanded a certain amount of risk on the

part of the shipper. In time of peace such problems as those

encountered might have prohibited the cotton trade. During

the war, however, the needs of the people and the army, and

frequently the lure of individual profit, motivated the

74Dallas Herald, December 20, 1862.

7 5 Houston Tn-Weekly Telegraph, May 15, 1863, quoting
an article from the New York Herald, March 28, 1863.
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shipper to export his cotton in spite of the problems in-

volved. Transportation problems definitely contributed to

the complications of the cotton trade and limited to some

extent the volume of cotton which could be exported from the

state.



CHAPTER V

THE COTTON ECONOMY IN PERSPECTIVE

At the outbreak of the Civil War Texas found itself in

the unique position of sharing a border with a neutral nation,

thereby giving the Confederacy its only avenue of trade out-

side the reach of the Federal blockade. Cotton provided

Texas with a vast source of wealth, and, with the existence

of an accessible market at the Rio Grande, the cotton trade

offered the potential means of sustaining the war effort in

Texas and to a large degree in the entire Trans-Mississippi

Confederacy.

Despite the opportunity that the Texas cotton trade

offered to the Confederacy, the success of the trade was

compromised by internal difficulties. An almost total

absence of unity between the efforts of the Confederate

government and the state government characterized the con-

duct of cotton trade in Texas. Indeed this lack of co-

operation was more than a local problem, but rather was

indicative of a situation that prevailed throughout most of

the Confederacy. Early in the war the Confederate govern-

ment turned to cotton as the only means of supplying the

army in Texas, but neither Richmond nor the local military

authorities formulated a comprehensive plan for conducting

118



119

the cotton trade. Rather the Confederate policy toward the

cotton business consisted of a series of contradictory regu-

lations designed to facilitate government control of cotton

and to restrict private exportation. The state government

engaged in the cotton trade as a means of financing the de-

fense of the state and devised a number of plans for securing

cotton. As a result of the lack of cooperation between the

Confederate and state governments their agents were soon

competing with one another and with individuals for control

of cotton. The vacillating Confederate policy and the dis-

organized conduct of state activities gave rise to the

opportunity for fraudulent transactions which destroyed the

confidence of the planters. By the end of the war the Texas

cotton trade had become the source of mutual distrust on the

part of the Confederate government, the state government,

and the people.

The Civil War brought widespread deprivation and suf-

fering to most of the South, creating abnormal economic

conditions from which the opportunist could derive a fortune.

Although free from the devastation caused by the war, Texas

did not escape the evils of the speculation which was so

rampant throughout the Confederacy. Undoubtedly a large

percentage of those engaged in the Texas cotton trade owed

their involvement to the lure of personal profit rather than

to dedication to the war effort. Because of the rapid de-

preciation of the Confederate currency and the variation of
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cotton prices in the state, the buying and selling of cotton

offered almost unlimited opportunities for speculative

ventures. With the great demand for cotton and the accessible

market at the Rio Grande, such a venture could hardly fail to

prosper.

The cotton trade at the Rio Grande originated from the

need for importing supplies into Texas as well as from the

world demand for cotton. So great was the demand for sup-

plies that goods arriving at the border commanded a high price

in specie,1 thereby placing a premium on gold and contributing

to the depreciation of the Confederate currency. The Con-

federate notes, issued, early in the war, began to depreciate

almost immediately, and the depreciation was accelerated as

the war progressed.2 At the close of 1862 Confederate money

was worth twenty-five cents on the dollar in Texas. A year

later it was worth five cents on the dollar, and by the close

of 1864 it had fallen to two and a half cents. With the cost

of transportation added to the original cost, goods imported

into the interior of Texas commanded exorbitant prices and

could be purchased with Confederate money only in ever in-

creasing amounts. As early as the summer of 1862 some

'Gilbert D. Kingsbury to Milton Kingsbury, October 20,
1862, and November 7, 1862, Kingsbury Collection; Galveston
Tri-Weekly Telegraph, February 16, 1863. Goods often sold
at the border for as high as 100 to 400 per cent on their
regular cost. Major Charles Russell to Major J. P. Johnson,
January 1, 1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 2, 566-570;
Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, February 16, 1864.

2 See Appendix C.
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mercantile establishments in Texas were refusing to accept

Confederate notes.3

As soon as cotton began to arrive at the Rio Grande it

commanded high prices payable in specie. A survey of the

cotton prices at Matamoros shows that they tended to rise

throughout the war, with notable variations due to the local

market conditions, especially the quantity of cotton ac-

cumulated for sale. In August, 1862, cotton was selling for

sixteen cents per pound, and by October it had risen to

twenty-six cents.5 During November and December, however,

prices failed to increase because weather conditions were

causing shipping difficulties. In early 1863 cotton was

quoted at the border at twenty to twenty-two cents,7 and the

cotton buyers in Matamoros tried to keep the price low, in

what the Corpus Christi Ranchero described as "a conspiracy

to speculate at the expense of Texas . . .. " General

Smith's impressment orders in July occasioned a rise in

3 San Antonio Semi-Weekly News, June 5, 1862.

4Tilley, Federals on the Frontier, p. 247 n.

5 Joseph San Roman to Messrs. Servi and Schwarts,
October 7, 1862, San Roman Collection.

6 Joseph San Roman to Messrs. I. Rosenfield and Son,
November 13, 1862, ibid.; Joseph San Roman to J. Kleiber,
November 13, 1862, ibid.; Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph,
December 5 and December 15, 1862.

7 Joseph San Roman to Messrs. E. Rouff and L. Labe,

July 28, 1863, San Roman Collection.

8 Corpus Christi Ranchero, July 9, 1863.
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cotton prices to fifty and sixty cents, with the Texas specu-

lators cooperating to keep the price high because the

Confederate impressment legislation required that the market

price be paid for impressed cotton.9 The Federal occupation

of Brownsville resulted in an exceptionally big increase in

prices, with cotton selling in late 1863 for as much as

eighty and ninety cents. Gradually cotton began to arrive

at Matamoros from the alternate points along the Rio Grande,

and throughout 1864 prices ranged from thirty-three to thirty-

eight cents, except for July, when cotton was quoted as high

as forty-one cents. In December there were numerous fires

in the cotton storage houses, and many holders decided

rather than risk destruction of their cotton by fire to sell

at a slightly declining price.12 During the final months of

the war cotton was quoted in Matamoros at thirty-two to

thirty-four cents, with holders reluctant to sell in hopes

that the market would improve.13

9 Joseph Kleiber to Joseph San Roman, August 25, 1863,
Kleiber Letter Press.

10Tilley, Federals on the Frontier, p. 247 n.

11Joseph San Roman to J. S. Sanborn, April 22, 1864,

San Roman Collection; Joseph San Roman to Messrs. Vignier
Robertson and Company, July 19, 1864, ibid.; Houston Tri-
Weekly Telegraph, February 1 and December 12, 1864.

12Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, December 16 and Decem-
ber 30, 1864.

13 Galveston Daily News, February 23, 1865; Joseph San
Roman to Messrs. Fisher and Cutler, April 16, 1865, San
Roman Collection.
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It is difficult to make an accurate comparison of cotton

prices because they were quoted at the border in specie and,

usually in the interior of Texas in Confederate currency.

Throughout the war prices in the interior were considerably

lower than at the border and ranged from ten cents per pound

during 186214 to about twenty-five cents during the last two

years of the war.1 5  These rates varied according to the

distance from the border and as a result of efforts of the

Confederate and state agents and speculators to outbid one

another. For example, in the spring of 1864 the Cotton Bureau

was offering only fifteen cents while the State Military

Board paid as much as fifty cents.16 In specie value, cotton

in some areas of Texas sold for as low as three to six cents

in early 1864,17 and in December of that year the Houston

Tri-Weekly Telegraph quoted cotton at six and one-half to

ten cents.18

l4Miscellaneous Memoirs, 1863, Ford Memoirs; Texas State
Military Board to M. K. Ryan, February 26, 1862, Texas State
Military Board, Record Book 101, pp. 34-36.

15Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, February 16, 1863;
W. A. Broadwell to Major J. P. Johnson, January 19, 1864,
0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 2, 577-578.

16W. A. Broadwell to General E. Kirby Smith, March 15,
1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, LIII, 972; The Trenholm Papers cited in
Thompson, Confederate Purchasing Operations Abroad, p. 114.

17W. A. Broadwell to Major J. P. Johnson, January 19,
1864, 0. R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 2, 577-578.

18Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, December 12 and Decem-
ber 23, 1864.
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During the periods when the cotton trade was unrestricted,

speculation flourished in Texas. When the Texas State Military

Board attempted to sell state bonds during the spring of 1862,

there were few buyers because most wealthy Texans were in-

vesting their money in cotton.1 9  The series of somewhat con-

tradictory military restrictions on exporting cotton tended to

discourage speculation from the summer of 1862 to early 1863.

When these regulations were lifted in the spring of 1863,

speculation increased rapidly, and by the summer it had

reached a peak. In July the San Antonio Semi-Weekly News

claimed that all of the cotton at that time en route to the

Rio Grande was the property of speculators.20 In August an

editorial in the La Grange Patriot stated, and justly so,

that "King Cotton is now ruling with an iron rod," and

"speculation is afloat through all the country."21 The

creation of the Cotton Bureau and the tightening of Con-

federate control over the cotton business reduced speculation,

but did not eliminate it entirely.

Frequently speculators engaged in the cotton business

under the protection of the contract system. According to

William Simpson Oldham the contractors were "a set of most un-

patriotic, unprincipled and corrupt sharpers and speculators,"

19Alex. Young to P. De Cordova, May 24, 1862, Texas

State Military Board, Miscellaneous Papers.

2 0San Antonio Semi-Weekly News, July 27, 1863.

2 1La Grange Patriot, August 27, 1863.
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and included "German Jews and Yankees, and some few Texans." 2 2

A government contract usually granted the privilege of pur-

chasing and exporting cotton in return for the promise that

the proceeds would be used to bring in military supplies.

Oldham maintained that "this privilege to speculate in cotton

was the real subject of the contract; the furnishing of sup-

plies was but an incident." 23 The contractor competed with

the Confederate and state governments to secure cotton, and

usually he could outbid the government agents. He purchased

cotton with Confederate notes in the interior of the state

and then sold it for gold at the Rio Grande at a large profit.24

When permitted to export cotton in advance of introducing

supplies, a contractor often failed to comply with his

agreement.2 5  Instead, he would pocket the proceeds of the

cotton sold or invest in more cotton.

Not all of the contractors were dishonest, but even

those who did fulfill their promise to bring in supplies

realized large profits. A typical contract provided that

the contractor could export 2,000 bales of cotton, and the

government would pay him 65 per cent profit on the proceeds

2 2 Oldham Memoirs, p. 444.

23 William Simpson Oldham to Jefferson Davis, January 4,
1864, o. _., Ser. 1, XXXIV, pt. 2, 820.

24Ibid., pp. 820-821.

2 5 Ibid.; W. A. Broadwell to Major J. P. Johnson,
January 19, 1864, 0. _., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 2, 575-576; R. H.
Williams, With the Border Ruffians, Memoirs of the Far West,
18j2-1868, edited by E. W. Williams (New York, 19077Ep. 285.
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invested in supplies, payable in cotton at 25 cents per pound..

As of January, 1864, this contractor could purchase cotton in

the interior at $100 per bale in Confederate notes. Exported

to New York, his cotton would bring $800,000, or to England,

$600,000. For investing this amount in supplies and im-

porting them to Texas in addition to his expenses he would

receive $1,320,000, which paid for in government cotton would.

amount to about 12,000 bales. He could then sell this cotton

for at least $3,600,000, which at that time would be the

equivalent of $70,000,000 in Confederate currency.26 Since

the contractor was paid for the amount invested rather than

the quantity of supplies introduced, he was often careless in

his selection of goods. As a result the government frequently

paid high prices for inferior goods.2 7  Although personal

profit may have been the primary motive of the contractors,

they did help sustain the Confederate army in Texas. As one

Brownsville merchant put it, "they gave thousands, made

millions and furnished in trade tens of millions of Dollars

worth of supplies--to the Rebels and received cotton in re-

turn.";2-8

26W. A. Broadwell to Major J. P. Johnson, January 19,
1864, 0. _R., Ser. 1, XXVI, pt. 2, 577-578.

2 7Major Charles Russell to Major J. P. Johnson,
January 1, 1864, ibid.., pp. 566-570.

2 8 Gilbert D. Kingsbury to the editor of the New York
Herald, March 1, 1864, Kingsbury Collection.
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Along with the contract system, the Confederate permit

system shared the public's criticism for contributing to

speculation. In late 1862 and early 1863 Generals Bee and

Magruder established, restrictions on the exportation of cot-

ton, which were designed to encourage the introduction of

military supplies. These regulations provided that the

military authorities would grant permits to persons under con-

tract to bring in army supplies and prohibited all other

private exportation.2 9  Although orders from Richmond sup-

posedly annulled these regulations, Bee and Magruder seem

to have continued issuing their permits until after the

creation of the Cotton Bureau.3 0 The effect of the permit

system was to allow certain individuals to make a fortune

through the use of privileges which were denied to the

plante rs.3 ' One Confederate soldier under General Bee's

command at Brownsville claimed that permits to export cot-

ton were only issued to "the creatures of Wasp /Bee/, and

the rest of the ring . . . 32 William Simpson Oldham was

also critical of the corruptness of the permit system. In

his opinion, however, the fault rested primarily with

29For a detailed explanation of these regulations see
Chapter II.

3 0 John F. McKinney to William Pitt Ballinger,
November 8, 1863, Ballinger Papers.

3 1Ibid.

3 2 Williams, With the Border Ruffians, p. 285.
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dishonest subordinate officers, who became rich through the

practice of selling permits.3 3

Prior to the establishment of the Cotton Bureau the dis-

organization of the Confederate conduct of the cotton business

presented numerous opportunities for government agents and

military personnel to engage in speculation. One of General

Bee's men claimed that the commander was speculating in cot-

ton, and Richard Fitzpatrick, a Confederate diplomatic

representative in Matamoros, described the burning of cotton

that accompanied the evacuation of Brownsville as an effort

to cover up the dealings of General Bee and his quartermaster,

Major Russell.35  Such rumors were widely circulated,3 6 but

the evidence as to the extent of their involvement is in-

conclusive. It is almost certain, however, that a number of

government agents were guilty of buying and selling cotton on

private account. These unscrupulous agents would transport

their own cotton to the border through the use of government

teams and wagons driven by conscripts, or again they would

33Oldham claimed that after the Cotton Bureau assumed
control over the cotton business its agents also resorted
to selling permits.

34Williams, With the Border Ruffians, p. 277.

35 R. Fitzpatrick to Judah P. Benjamin, March 8, 1864,

0. _., Ser. 1, XXXIV, pt. 2, 1030-1032.

36 Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, June 15, 1863.
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sell government cotton as their own and pocket the proceeds.
3 7

As of July, 1863, Major Hart and his agents had purchased at

least 12,000 bales of cotton,3 8 and for several months prior

to that time hundreds of government wagons were reported en

route to the Rio Grande. Large amounts of cotton had arrived

at the border marked as the property of the government, yet by

July only 79 bales had been sold and credited to the govern-

ment's account.

The advantages of participating in the lucrative Texas

cotton trade were obvious to many Federals, and, they found

the Texans willing to accommodate them. The official policy

of the Confederate government prohibited selling cotton to

41I
the enemy, and throughout the South the evacuating armies

destroyed any cotton that might fall into the hands of the

Federals.42 In practice, however, the people and sometimes

37 Ibid., May 13, 1863; Dallas Herald, May 20, 1863;
San Antonio Semi-Weekly News, July 27, 1863; Galveston Tri-
Weekly News, August 3, 18; Oldham Memoirs, p. 456.

8 Major Simeon Hart to James A. Seddon, July 13, 1863,
0. H., Ser. 1, LIII, 877-878.

39 Richard King to Major Simeon Hart, May 27, 1863,
ibid., XXVI, pt. 2, 19; Houston Tri-Weekly TelegraphM Nay 13
and June 15, 1863; Dallas Herald, May 20, 1863.

4 0Oldham Memoirs, p. 450.

4 1 An act of the Confederate Congress of May 21, 1861,
providing that no cotton could be exported except from Con-
federate ports, was designed specifically to prevent trade
with the Federals. Matthews, Statutes at Large of the Con-
federate States of America, Provisional Congress, 2nd Session,
pp. 152-153.

4 2Watson, Adventures of a Blockade Runner, p. 82.
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the government, evaded the official policy in order to acquire

necessities and even specie. This was true in Texas as else-

where in the Confederacy. General Bee's army destroyed large

amounts of cotton upon evacuating Brownsville, supposedly to

prevent it from being captured by the invading army. Yet

"there was little thought of politics in the trading circles,"-

and Texas cotton holders sold to Federal agents at the Rio

Grande without hesitation. As the Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph

observed, when the enemy invades, "the people make grand

demonstrations . . . of patriotism by burning hundreds of bales

of cotton' But come to Brownsville, and we will sell it to you

for gold and silver."4

New York merchants would purchase goods and consign them

to agents in Matamoros, who would then sell the goods for cash

and invest the proceeds in Texas cotton. One New York mer-

chant, 0. K. King, and his partner, a Captain Russell,

regularly ran a schooner, The Mystic Valley, on trips to the

Rio Grande.45 It was even rumored in Texas in the summer of

1862 that a large quantity of Confederate money had recently

been counterfeited in New York and sent to Brownsville and

Matamoros to purchase cotton.46 In some cases New York

43Miscellaneous Memoirs, 1863, Ford Memoirs, p. 66.

4 4Houston Tri-Weekly Telegraph, May 22, 1863.

4 5Gilbert D. Kingsbury to Milton Kingsbury, November 7,
1862, Kingsbury Collection.

4 6B. A. Shepherd to the Texas State Military Board,

July 14, 1862, Texas State Military Board, Miscellaneous Papers.
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mercantile firms had connections with Texas firms, and they

conducted their trade through the services of merchants

resident in Matamoros. Joseph San Roman forwarded thousands

of bales of cotton belonging to Texas firms from Matamoros

to New York. In one shipment alone in March, 1863, he con-

signed 16,850 pounds of cotton to Messrs. M. Echeverrias and.

Company.4  Charles Stillman of M. Kenedy and Company of

Brownsville made several shipments of cotton to Smith and

Dunning of New York, but he shipped the cotton as the property

of Jeremiah Galvin of Matamoros. A United States Congressional

hearing revealed that the Brownsville firm was under contract

with the Confederate government. At the hearing the New

York firm pretended to have been unaware of the true origin

of the cotton, but one of its members had previously bragged.

that "this house had made for Stillman a million of dollars,

and 'bouncing commissions' for themselves."49

The general public in Texas viewed selling cotton to the

Federals with mixed emotions. An editorial in the Houston

Tri-Wely Telegraph in Nay, 1863, claimed that most of the

Texas cotton was going to the North and extending the war.

The writer maintained that trade with the Federals should

4 7Bill of lading, March 4, 1863, San Roman Collection.
San Roman's papers include numerous bills of lading for cot-
ton shipped to New York and to Europe.

4 8House Report No. 25, 38th Congress, 2nd Session
(Washington, 1865), pp. 1-35.

4 9Ibid., p. 1.
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stop, less cotton and more food crops should be grown, and

then speculation would stop.5 0 In contrast to this criticism,

a later article in the same paper defended the trade. It

stated that the amount of cotton going to the Federals would

not prolong the war, while the supplies obtained in return

"are essential to us in fighting these cotton consumers."5 1

In spite of the criticism of trading with the enemy, the

immediate economic advantages of the trade proved to be the

major consideration.

Several individuals who were intimately connected with

the cotton trade succeeded in making tremendous profits.

Supposedly about ten men in Brownsville and Matamoras became

millionaires during the war.5 2  Among these were Richard

King, Miflin Kenedy, Joseph San Roman, Charles Stillman,

E. W. Woodhouse, Don Yturria, Joseph Kleiber,53 and a

Mr. Oetling.54 Gilbert Kingsbury, a Brownsville merchant

with Union sympathies, claimed that these men had contributed

more to the Confederate cause through their cotton trans-

actions "than any eight or ten Rebel Regiments in

5 0Houston Tri-Weekly TeleNraph, May 22, 1863.

51Ibid., July 3, 1863.

5 2 Gilbert D. Kingsbury to the editor of the New York
Herald, March 1, 1864, Kingsbury Collection.

5 3 Lila Baugh, King, Kenedy, and Company, Archives
Division, The University of Texas Library, Austin, Texas,
p. 6.

5 4Lord, Fremantle Diary, April 5, 1863, p. 12.
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the service.11 5 Most Texans were much less complimentary and

blamed these and other cotton speculators for depreciating

the Confederate currency, for demoralizing the people and the

army,56 and for selling their "patriotism for foreign gold."
5 7

These accusations were somewhat exaggerated, and they blamed

the speculator for circumstances for which he was not entirely

responsible. They were, however, indicative of the wide-

spread contempt with which most Texans regarded anyone closely

associated with the cotton trade.

Although the volume of cotton exported from Texas was

extensive, the major part of the cotton transactions were in

behalf of individual speculative ventures. Because of the

limited success of their own efforts to secure and export cot-

ton, the state and Confederate governments relied heavily

on the contract system. They were able to secure supplies

only by paying the contractor large profits in government cot-

ton. The planter too paid exorbitant prices for supplies,

and usually the payment was in specie. Yet he sold his cot-

ton at low rates in depreciated Confederate currency and

watched the proceeds of his cotton enable certain individuals

to become rich. While the Texas cotton trade did contribute

to a general lack of suffering throughout the state, cotton

5 5 Gilbert D. Kingsbury to the editor of the New York

Herald, March 1, 1864, Kingsbury Collection.

56 Oldham Memoirs, p. 438.

5 7Galveston Daily News, March 10, 1863.
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speculation in its various forms deprived the army and the

planters of many of the benefits of their major source of

wealth.

Despite internal criticism, disorganization of the

trade, and the numerous difficulties involved in transporting

cotton to the border, thousands of bales went by way of the

Rio Grande to Mexico, Europe, and New York. In return the

cotton trade contributed to the introduction of large

quantities of supplies and specie, the total amount of which

cannot be accurately determined because of the existence of

only fragmentary records.5 8  While the Rio Grande cotton

trade became almost the sole source for supplying the needs

of the Trans-Mississippi Department,5 9 the bulk of the

materials imported went directly to the army and people in

Texas, so that near the end of the war the other states of

the department were "practically destitute."60 The extensive

migration of people from Arkansas and Louisiana during the

final months of the war suggests that economic hardships

were less severe in Texas than in the remainder of the Con-

federacy.61 One Union scout reporting on the situation late

5 Diamond, "Imports of the Confederate Government from
Europe and Mexico," p. 4 9 7.

5 9 Ibid., p. 502.

6 0Windham, "The Problem of Supply in the Trans-Mississippi
Confederacy," p. 167.

61 Ibid.
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in the war described the lack of supplies as serious in most

of the Trans-Mississippi Department, but claimed that Texas

was "full to repletion."62 In conclusion it seems that,

despite its shortcomings, the cotton trade rendered a valuable

service to the wartime economy in Texas, but that it hardly

attained its fullest potential in sustaining the war effort

in the entire Trans-Mississippi Confederacy.

401.

6 ?
Report of C. S. Bell, n., d., 0.. R,,, XLVIII, pt., 2,



APPENDIX A

Record of Cargo Vessels Anchored at
the Rio Grande during

the Civil War

September, 1862

February, 1863

20 vessels

60 vessels

180-200 vessels

60 vesselsDecember, 1863

February, 1865 75-150 vessels

Commodore Henry French to Rear-Admiral D. G. Farragut,
September 8, 1862, 0. R. N., Ser. 1, XIX, 180-181; Brigadier-
General H. P. Bee to Major A. G. Dickinson, February 10, 1863,
O. R., Ser. 1, XV, 973; Rear-Admiral Theodorus Bailey to
Gideon Welles, April 2, 1863, O. R. N., Ser. 1, XVII, 403;
Commander J. H. Strong to Commodore H. H. Bell, December 28,
1863, ibid., XX, 741-742; Major-General Lew Wallace to
Lieutenant-General Ulysses S. Grant, February 22, 1865, 0. R.,
Ser. 1, XLVIII, pt. 1, 937.
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APPENDIX B

Report of W. J. Hutchins: Goods Purchased by
the Cotton Bureau to May, 1864

Ordnance Stores

5,939
3,078
1,824

2
1,169

50,000
3,675,000

90,000
89

20,000

Enfield rifles
muskets
bayonets
five-pounder guns and carriages
swords and sabres
powder
percussion caps
lead
shot
nitre

lbs.

lbs.
bags
lbs.

Medical Stores

1,260 lbs,
284 gallons
530 yds.
120 lbs.
195 lbs.

4,800 lbs.
702 lbs.
320 lbs.
300 lbs.
400 gallons
200 lbs.

5,500 lbs.
49 lbs.

109 lbs.
268 oz.

2,000 oz.

alum
alcohol
adhesive plaster
arrow root
ammonia
bi-carbonate soda
borax
blue moss
calomel
castor oil
chloroform
epsom salts
fly blister
morphine
nitrate silver
quinine

Quartermasters 'Stores

8,100 prs.
890
450

1,032 prs,

shoes
hats
shirts
pants
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330
15,600 yds.
3,755 yds.
7,140 yds,.
3,650 yds.
2,000 yds.
1,300 yds.
2,916 -
1,300 yds.

870 yds.,
600 lbs.

102,000 lbs.
28,200 lbs .
2,370 lbs.

400 kegs
5,650 lbs.

46 doz.
21,670 yds.
30,260 lbs,
5,000 lbs.

100 prs.
610 prs..

1,300 reams
60, 000

350
400

1,800
2,300

400
90 boxes

500 lbs.
500
300

1,000

drawers
domestic
calico
cottonades
drills
satinets
bedti king
blankets
flannel
grey cloth
flax thread
bar iron
horse shoes
horse shoe nails
nails
leather
calf skins
bagging
rope
axles
trace chains
hames
paper
envelopes
axes
pick axes
foot adzes
shovels and spades
hoes
tin
oakum
curry combs
horse brushes
sauce and frying pans

Commissary Stores

6,000 lbs.
65,000 lbs.
10,000 lbs.
2,000 lbs.

50 lbs.
200 lbs.

coffee
salt
salt pork
rice
tea
sperm candies

Houston DailZ Telegraph, May 23, 1864.
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APPENDIX C

Depreciation of Confederate Currency
in Houston, Texas

One dollar in gold was worth the following amounts in Con-
federate currency:

1861 September 1-30 par

1862 January 1-February 8 $ 1.50
December 1-31 4.00

1863 May 7-17 7.00
August 6-September 9 10.00
December 16-31 19.00

1864 April 10-20 25.00
May 18-20 39.00
May 25-27 46.oo
June 1-7 41.00
June 16-20 35.00
July 1 31.00

Houston Dail Telegraph, July 15, 1864.
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