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CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND OF TEE SECESSION MOVEMENT

Texas was predestined to play an outstanding role in

the all-encompassing upheaval known variously to historians

as "The Civil War" and "The War Between the States." The

entrance of Texas into the Union had been the result of much

conniving, many inflammatory speeches, and the expression of

many sincere beliefs on the part of the leaders of the United

States. She took her place after 1845 as a slave state. So

far as economics was concerned, this position had been de-

cided for her by her natural location. The increase in the

number of slaves from 38,753 in 1846 to 180,682 in 1860 in-

dicates that the state was included by nature within the

'natural limits of slavery."1 Her political stand was de-

cided by the people of the state during the years immedi-

ately preceding the outbreak of the Civil War. That stand,
which was to place Texas with the ten other states in the

Confederate States of America, could, no doubt, have been

easily foretold from the time Texas entered the Union. Nine-
ty per cent of the white population of Texas had come from
the Old South2 and it would be reasonable to presume that

IL. W. Newton and H. P. Gambrell, A Social and Political

.2R.N. Richardson, Texas the Lone Star State, p. 241.

1
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the majority of these people would reflect the views of that

section. That conclusion, correctly drawn though it may be,

would not show the true picture of the personal indecision,

the mob hysteria, and high emotional tension that were to

characterize the people of Texas during the early fifties.

It was the fight over the Kansas-Nebraska Bill that

first drew Texas into the arena of national politics. Sam

Houston, then United States Senator, opposed the bill and

lost much of his popularity. This stand on the Kansas-

Nebraska Bill had much to do with losing the governorship

f or him in 1857. The campaign of that year was styled

"Houston versus Democracy." Many bitter and acrimonious

speeches were made. The attacks on Houston by the press

were severe. His whole record as a United States Senator

was reviewed and condemned. He was accused of vindicating

before the Senate a petition of 3,000 New England clergymen

and of voting against all bills in the interest of slavery;

of blaming frontier settlements for their Indian outrages;

of preaching submission to Fremont; and of using the Baptist

Church for the purpose of advancing his political prospects. 3

He was supported by the Union Democrats and remnants of the

Whig and Know-Nothing parties in Texas. This struggle cul-

minated in the election of H. R. Runnels as Governor and

3Anna Irene Sandbo, "Beginnings of the Secession Move-
ment in Texas," The Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XVIII
(July, 1914.), 57.
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F. I, Lubbock as Lieutenant-Governor.

Governor Runnels was an extreme state-rights man. In

his inauguration speech he openly advocated secession as

the remedy if the trouble in Kansas should not be settled

in a manner satisfactory to the South. He said, in part:

Year by year the South is growing weaker, and
the North is growing stronger. That equilibrium has
been destroyed which afforded the only sure and per-
manent guarantee of protection against abolition.

.. Should this proposition be decided in the nega-
tive, I do not hesitate to believe that the deter-
mination of Texas will be taken to assume the guard-
ianship of her own destinies and bid adieu to a con-
nection no longer consistent with the rights, dig-4
nity, and honor of an equal and independent state.

In a message to the legislature in January, 1858, he recom-

mended that the legislature pass a resolution declaring the

sentiment of the people of Texas in regard to Northern ag-

gression, and that it provide a way by which Texas could co-

operate with other Southern states in protecting their

rights. The legislature responded with a resolution which

met the requirements of Runnels' first suggestion. To meet

the second, the legislature authorized the governor to or-

der an election of seven delegates to a Southern Convention,

whenever a majority of the other slaveholding states should

think such a convention necessary. If it should become

necessary for Texas to act alone, the governor was author-

ized to call a special session of the legislature in order

4William McCraw, Professional Politicians, p. 110.
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that it might call a convention. A more radical measure

had been proposed earlier by Judge T. J. Chambers, an in-

fluential Democratic party leader in the state. He advo-

cated withdrawal from the Union in case the Federal govern-

ment should try to embarrass, delay, or defeat the admission

of Kansas as a member of the Union on any pretext referring

to slavery.5  This resolution was tabled, but it represented

the sentiments of many.

In 1857 John H. Reagan was the spokesman for the milder

state-rights group. He entered Congress in that year deter-

mined to avoid questions of sectionalism. However, he was

soon forced to take a stand. In a speech in the House of

Representatives, he said:

I repudiate all sectional heresies. I repudi-
ate everything that is not national. . . . I denounce
fanaticism in the South with the same distinctness
that I denounce the fanaticism of abolitionism in
the North. They are both heresies. They are alike
dangerous to . . .6the mission of the great and
glorious Republic.

The newspapers in Texas were bitter in their attacks on him.

They said of him in 1859 that "he won't run 'cause he can't

win." This was the challenge needed to bring him out. In

a speech made while seeking re-election he declared, "I

will resist sectionalism and revolution and fraud and force

5Sandbo, "Beginnings of the Secession Movement in Texas,"
p. cit., p. 58.

McCraw, . cit., p. 192.
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and wrong alike faithfully, whether they come from the North

or the South. "

Slavery was alike a cause and a characteristic of that

sectionalism, both in the United States and within the state

itself. From the time of the first Anglo settlers slavery

in some form seemed absolutely essential to the development

of Texas. The land was a wilderness upon which single la-

borers made little or no impression. Even Austin, who was

personally opposed to slavery, recognized this and bowed to

necessity. 8  Slavery, then, rooted itself most firmly in

the populous eastern and southeastern counties, along the

Sabine, Trinity, Brazos, and Colorado rivers, where the

plantation system was in almost exclusive possession and

conditions, social and economic, were practically identical

with those existing in the older slave states.9

However, a large part of the people had. no direct in-

terest in slavery. Large plantations with a hundred or

more Negroes did not gain the foothold in Texas that they

had in the Old South. In the early days, one Negro family
was more often the rule than a crew of fifty slaves. 1 0

7lbid., P. 193.

%Eugene C. Barker, "African Slave Trade in Texas," Theuarterl of the Texas State Historical Association, VI
October, 1902), 150.

9C. W. Ramsdell, Reconstruction in Texas, p. 11.

Abigail Curlee, "The History of a Texas Slave Planta-
tion, 1861-1863," The Southwestern Historical Quarterly,XXVI (October, 1921), .
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Certainly, even by the late fifties, there were not many

slaves in the fringe of frontier counties extending from

north to south across the center of the state; the German

settlers in the southwest owned but few slaves; and in the

northern counties most of the people had recently come from

Tennessee, Kentucky, and states north of the Ohio and did

not own many slaves. 1 1

The geographic location of slavery does not show its

true importance. By 1860 slavery accounted for the major

wealth in Texas. In that year the total value of all slaves

was $106,688,920, an average of $672 a head. The value of

slave property was twenty per cent greater than that of

the lands in Texas. While the number of slave owners in

Texas was 21,878, only one tenth owned twenty or more

slaves. Yet, small as the number was, these men were prob-

ably the most influential men in the state.12

Beginning in 1848, there appeared two distinct fac-

tions, divided in their opinions on the question of the se-

curity of slave property in the territories. At the time

that Houston in the United States Senate was voting for the

creation of the Territory of Oregon without slavery, louis

T. Wigfall, Ashbel Smith, and other constituents were con-

tending that neither Congress nor a territorial government

11R. N. Richardson and C. C. Rister, The Greater South-
west, p. 259.

1 2 L. W. Newton and H. P. Gambrell, Texas Yesterday and
Today, p. 228.

lgm,4 ft
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had the right to abolish the institution of slavery in any

territory. In a letter to John C. Calhoun in 1849, Wigfall

contended that Texas would probably not take the lead in

opposition to the application of the Wilmot Proviso to the

Territories of New Mexico and California; but she would

follow willingly and unanimously the lead of any other state.

He went on to express a hope that South Carolina, his native

state, would strike a blow for freedom that Texas could fol-

low.13

By 1856 the question of the reopening of the slave

trade had aroused great interest. Austin's State Gazette

began to note closely all discussions relating to the re-

opening of the slave trade in the other states. An edi-

torial said that laws interfering with the freedom of the

slave trade were wrong, and that the law of supply and de-

mand should control every department of commerce. The edi-

torial further stated: "Indeed we would urge the importa-

tion of Negroes from Africa and it would not only improve

their physical conditions, but add to their happiness, while

at the same time subserving the purposes of civilization in

our own country."1 The Highland gle, a Bell County news-

paper, urged the State Gazette to spread far and wide the

1 3 Ulrich B. Phillips, The Course of the South to Seces-
sion, p. 135.

1 4 Sandbo, "Beginnings of the Secession Movement in
Texas, 2- cit., pp. 59-60.

owzma
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truth as to slavery, its divine origin and beneficent ef-

fects.15

There is strong evidence that slave trading was being

practiced in Texas, as well as in the rest of the South.

This was true, in spite of the fact that Texas had had

strong laws against the practice from the time of her ex-

istence as a part of Mexico. Certainly, in the illegal

activity of slave trading, the port of Galveston would not

be overlooked. Francis Lubbock said that in 1858 ten ships

anchored at Galveston under suspicious circumstances and

were at first thought to be slavers watching for an oppor-

tunity of secretly landing their human freight. But they

turned out to be laden only with camels; "at least no evi-

dence appeared that they had any African negroes aboard to

sell as slaves." 16  Mr. Lubbock seemed to think that the

trade was proceeding with no one able or willing to secure

legal proof of the fact.

The election of 1859 was most important. It was the

last chance that the minorities, the Unionists and the mild

state-rights people, had to gain audiences with any degree

of open-mindedness and to hope for the acceptance of their

campaign tickets. The regular Democratic Convention met in

1859 and adopted a platform which declared that the Dred

15Ibid., p. 60.

l6 Barker, L. cit., p. 157.
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Scott Decision was the true exposition of the Constitution.

A resolution favoring the reopening of the slave trade was,

after much heated discussion, tabled by a vote of 228 to

81, and a resolution condemning the same measure was tabled

unanimously. 27 Runnels and Lubbock were nominated for the

top state offices. Sam Houston ran as an independent on

a platform endorsing the Constitution and promising allegi-

ance to the Union. He was supported by Ex-Governor Pease,

J. W. Throckmorton, B. H. Epperson, and other old-time Whigs.

Houston won over his opponent by nearly 9,000 votes. No

doubt, various factors affected the results of the election.

Houston's personal popularity weighed heavily, as did the

dissatisfaction of the people of the frontier who charged

Runnels with failing to protect them.

It is interesting to note that these frontier people

were even more bitter against the Union than were the cot-

ton planters. Their communities had suffered bitterly and

they charged their woes to the Federal government as well as

to the state government in failing to give them protectionA. 8

Also, it seemed that the state-rights leaders had moved too

fast for a majority of the voters. 1 9  John H. Reagan, a Con-

servative Democrat, was elected to Congress from East Texas

17 Sandbo, "Beginnings of the Secession Movement in
Texas," . cit., p. 63.

l 8 Richardson and Rister, 9p. cit., pp. 259-260.

1 9 Richardson, 22. cit., p. 242.
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over W. B. Ochiltree, who had become one of the most ex-

treme proponents of state rights, and A. J. Hamilton, an

opponent of secession, was sent to Congress from the Western

District.

The radical secessionist element .obtained a worthy

exponent of their cause in November of 1859, when the legis-

lature elected Louis T. Wigfall to a vacancy in the United

States Senate. Immediately after his election he addressed

the Senate on the all-absorbing question of the day. In his

opinion Congress had no right to declare any branch of

trade piracy. He reprehended the attempts he had seen to

read Democrats out of the party because they held opinions

favorable to reopening the slave trade.20

Events from this time on strengthened the hands of the

extreme pro-Southern faction. John Brown's raid on Harper's

Ferry in October, 1859, especially antagonized and alarmed

the people. In the spring of 1860 the legislature expressed

its views toward the South Carolina Resolution on Federal

Relations. This Resolution affirmed the right of secession

in its preamble. It went on to recommend immediate and

united action by the South and to request all Southern states

to appoint deputies and adopt measures to promote a Southern

Convention. Governor Houston sent the Resolution to the

2 0 andbo, "Beginnings of the Secession Movement in
Texas," "2. cit ., p. 67.
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legislature, together with a message devoted to exposing

the fallacy of the doctrine of nullification and secession.

No final action was taken by the legislature, but the

reports of the various committees show that the legislature

was by no means unanimous as to the course to take. Both

the Senate and the House turned in majority and minority

reports. The majority report in the Senate expressed a firm

resolve to defend the Constitution. The attempt of the Re-

publicans to gain control of the Federal government for the

purpose of abolishing slavery was unconstitutional and all

states, the committee believed, should unite to defeat that

party. The minority report did not admit the constitutional

right of secession. The only occasion would be if the Fed-

eral government proved itself absolutely incapable of pro-

tecting the rights of the states. However, it went on to

express great faith in the Federal government.

In the House the majority report upheld the right of

secession and declared that Texas would not submit to being

ruled by Black Republicans. It pledged Texas to co-operate

with other states to resist Federal wrongs. The minority

report denied the right of secession and said that all pres-
ent wrongs could not be charged to the Federal government.

The dissolution of the Union, according to this report,

could cure no evils.2 1

2 1 Ibid. pp. 70-71.
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By the time the Democratic Convention met in Galveston

in April, 1860, the state-rights leaders were in complete

control and they abandoned all restraint. The platform de-

nied that Texas had given up any sovereignty in becoming

a member of the Union; that in case of encroachment of the

central government upon its sovereignty, Texas alone should

judge that encroachment; that Texas possessed the right as a

sovereign state to annul the compact and revoke the powers

it had delegated to the Federal government; that every citi-

zen had the right to move his property into any of the com-

mon territory; that while Texas was attached to the Union

the election of a sectional president would force the state

to hold itself in readiness to co-operate with other Southern

states in adopting such measures as might be necessary for

protection. The platform further maintained that the gov-

ernment was founded for the benefit of the white race, and

any effort of the Black Republicans to disturb the happily

existing subordinate condition of the Negro race would be a

violation of that fact.22

This convention sent to the Charleston National Conven-

tion of 1860 such staunch champions of the slaveholders'

cause as H. R. Runnels, F. R. Lubbock, Guy M. Bryan, R. B.

Hubbard, and Tom Ochiltree. When the Constitutional Union

2 3Ibid., p. 73.
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party was organized at Baltimore, dedicated to the princi-

ple that secession would be ruinous to the South and that

her only hope lay in fighting for her rights within the

Union, Sam Houston received fifty-seven votes on the first

ballot as against sixty-eight and a half for John Bell of

Tennessee as presidential nominee.23 Bell was nominated

on the second ballot. Houston permitted his name to go be-

fore the people as "the People's Candidate," but on August 18

he formally withdrew.

Much of what happened in Texas during the summer of

1860 was based upon what the people believed would happen

should Abraham Lincoln be elected. Early in the summer

Guy M. Bryan said:

I do not hesitate to say that if Lincoln is
inaugurated without new and efficient guarantees
being given by the Northern to the Southern states,
in my opinion Texas could not within honor remain
in the Union. She could not remain there in safe-
ty. .,

Events during the summer of 1860 and into 1861 seemed

to foretell the correctness of Bryan's prophecy. Fires

which occurred in North Texas in July marked the beginning

of the so-called Slave Insurrection, and from that time

incendiarism and insurrection swept over the state, spread-

ing fear and hatred among the people. A fire occurred in

2 3 Richardson, op. cit., p. 244.

2hMc~raw, o, cit., p. 115.
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Dallas on July 8, with a loss estimated at $400,000. Other

fires occurred in rapid order at Denton, Pilot Point, La-

donia, Honey Grove, Black Jack Grove, and Waxahachie with

varying degrees of losses.25 Three months of violence fol-

lowed. In Georgetown a Negro burned a stable and kitchen

and said a white man told him to do so.

The "Bailey Letter," discovered at Fort Worth and sup-

posedly written from Denton County on July 3, 1860, joined

the acts of violence with the abolition movement. Among

other things, this letter said:

Some of us will assuredly suffer in accom-
plishing our object, but our Heavenly Father will
reward us for assisting Him in blotting out the
greatest curse on earth. It would be impossible for
us to do an act as lasphemous in the sight of God
as holding slaves.2

It was signed by W. A. Bailey. The Reverend William Buley,

Methodist minister, to whom the letter was sent, fled Texas

soon after the first of the July fires. He was arrested by

an Arkansas vigilance committee and sent back to Fort Worth.

When confronted with the letter, Buley admitted that he was

the one who had lost it. He refused to make any other con-

fession, saying he was going to be hanged anyway. This

letter was generally believed to be genuine.27

2 5Villiam y. White, "The Texas Slave Insurrection,"
The Southwestern Historical Quarterl , LII (January, 1949),
266-2 6 d1.

261b .d., pp. 265 -266. 27I1i., p. 267.
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Vigilance committees were formed in many parts of the

state and exercised extraordinary powers. The committee at

Dallas, immediately after the great fire, hanged three Ne-

groes in the presence of a large number of people. The one

formed in Austin had fullauthority to arrest any suspicious

character and "hang him if necessary." One paper presented

to its readers the interesting caption of "Another Preacher

Hung" and described an execution by the Fort Worth committee.

The reason given for the hanging was that he "prowled about

the country during the summer.28

How much truth and how much groundless rmor caused by

the excited state of the public mind there may have been in

all these reports will, of course, never be known. Governor

Houston and a friend accused the Democratic press of circu-

lating such rumors for political purposes, and in reply the

Austin State Gazette admitted that rumor had probably coined

some statements and exaggerated some facts, but it claimed

that what had actually happened was enough to excite the

apprehension of the people. 2 9  Surely the Gazette was cor-

rect in its estimate of the evidence. Regardless of the pur-

pose or intent of the insurrection, the results were serious.

2 8 Anna Irene Sandbo, "The First Session of the Seces-
sion Convention in Texas," The Southwestern Historical
Quarterly, XVIII (October, 1914), I6lb

29Ibid.

- - ,
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There had been a loss of about one million dollars' worth

of property and supplies. This had caused considerable

hardship, especially in the frontier counties. The people

were definitely alerted to the danger of the abolitionist

doctrine and increased the vigilance of their slave dis-

cipline. The violent events provided an emotional back-

ground which greatly increased sentiment for secession,

not only in Texas, but throughout the South where they were

widely publicized.,30

An organization which may or may not have had any con-

nection with the above mentioned events was the Knights of

the Golden Circle. This association was originally organ-

ized on July 4, 1854, at Lexington, Kentucky. John C. Cal-

houn is variously credited or blamed as the originator of

the order. The name derived from the plan that, using

Havana as the center, radii of sixteen geographical degrees

of about 1,200 miles would be drawn, making a great circle.

This circle would make one gigantic slave empire.31 G. W.

Bickley, a member of the organization, spent the summer and

fall of 1860 establishing lodges throughout Texas. By

February of 1861 a lodge had been established at McKinney.

By the middle of March lodges were operating in San Antonio,

30White, p. cit., p. 285.

31 C. A. Bridges, "The Knights of the Golden Circle- AFilibustering Fantasy," The Southwestern HistoricalQuarterly,
XLIV (January,, 1941) , 2897
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Pleasanton, New Braunfels, Seguin, Castroville, Columbus,

Eagle Lake, Alleyton, Waxahachie, Dallas, Rusk, and Sulphur

Springs. ~

In a pamphlet circulated by Bickley in Austin in Octo-

ber certain purposes were mentioned:

The K G C constitutes a powerful military or-
ganization, as a nucleus around which to hang such
political considerations as will, if well managed,
lead to the disenthrallment of the cotton states
from the oppressive majority of the ma ufacturing
and commercial interests of the North.3

According to one member, the organization was ostensibly

formed to protect Southern rights, but its real object was

to bring about secession and it did all in its power to

further that movement. 4 What the Knights might have done
is open to conjecture. As it was, the election of Lincoln,

secession, and the Civil War were more than the Knights

could survive. Several groups probably formed the first

companies of the Confederate army.35

Bitterness increased during the campaign months. A ra-

cial minority has many times been the object of distrust

and persecution when it holds opinions contrary to the ma-

jority. This was true of the German settlers in Texas.

There was actually no clear-cut picture of what the entire

321bid., pp. 293-300.

33andbo, "The First Session of the Secession Conven-
tion of Texas," 2ip 2. cit., p. 174.

34Ibid., p. 175. 3 5 Bridges, pR. cit., p. 301.
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group believed; as with all people, there were many minority

opinions.

In 1856 there were about 30,000 Germans in Texas.36

The majority had settled in and near San Antonio, New Braun-

fels, and Fredericksburg. Being foreigners and very few

owning slaves, they fell under the suspicion of the slave

owners. Actually, according to some authorities, the Ger-

mans in Texas produced more cotton to the acre and of bet-

ter quality than that raised by the slaves. It was even

stated that in 1858 half the cotton grown in Texas was grown

by white labor. The London News of May 2, 1858, declared:

. *. .the proposals of slave trade, in the face of
the success of the German cotton cultivation, simply
indicates the failure of slave labor in that state
[Texas] . . . An arid desert lies behind the belt of
German cultivation, and the slaveholders must con-
tend with white labor or go back where they came,. 3 7

Such statements, of course, antagonized many of the slave

owners and they blamed the Germans for this anti-slave propa-

ganda.

Judging from the recorded opinions of the German lead-

ers, it seems that the majority were opposed to slavery;

but that many were, nevertheless, state rights in their

political views. Generally speaking, most of the settlers

favored the view held by John C. Calhoun and Jefferson Davis,

3 6 andbo, "The First Session of the Secession onven-tion of Texas, o. ci., p. 176.

37Gilbert G. Benjamin, The Germans in Texas, p. 73.
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namely, that the territories were open to slave owners and

that Congress had no right to exclude slave property from

any territory.38 On the question of the abolition of slav-

ery, a resolution adopted at a music festival in San Antonio

in 1854 read:

Slavery is an evil whose ultimate removal is,
according to democratic principles indispensable;
but as it affects only individual states, we demand:
that the Federal government refrain from all inter-
ference in the affairs of slavery; but that, when
any single state shall resolve on the removal of
this evil, the aid of the government may be claimed., 3 9

It was hard for the radical secessionist to accept the

fact that all Germans did not think alike; the German (the

majority) did not hold slaves; therefore, to the secession-

ist, he was an abolitionist. The San Antonio Zeitun, which

seems to be the only newspaper that ever attempted to pub-

lish out-and-out abolitionist views in Texas, was forced to

close in 1856. By 1860 all German settlements were dis-

trusted and the secession press lost no opportunity to play'

up the "disloyalty" of all Germans.

The press, throughout this time, seemed to have only

one thing in mind -- the forming of public opinion in favor

of secession. Although it stoutly declared before the

presidential election that it did not advocate secession,

38 Rudolph L. Biesele, The History of the German 'ettle-

ments in Texas, p. 204.

3 9 Benjamin, 2.p. c.it, p. 98.
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it prepared the way for a decision on that subject by its

editorial discussions and by the publication of timely

speeches of prominent men in Congress either admitting the

right of secession or favoring it. The resources of Texas

were shown to be such as to make Texas economically and in-

dustrially independent of the Northern states. The Union

press, not nearly so well organized, put forth an effort to

counteract the other. Articles against nullification, se-

cession, and disunion were published.40

During the campaign, leaders of the Unionist party

were placed on the defensive. The question being asked

throughout the state of presidential electors was: 'Do you

consider the election of Lincoln sufficient cause for the

dissolution of the Union?" Venerable Sam Houston carried

the burden in speaking for those with Union sentiment. In

September, 1860, he spoke at a mass Union meeting in Austin

and made one of the great speeches of his career. He said:
But if , through disunion in the ranks of those

opposed to Mr. Lincoln, he should be elected, we.
have no excuse for dissolving the Union.. The Union
is worth more than Mr. Lincoln, and, if the battle
is to be fought for the Constitution, let us fight it
in the Union and for the sake of the Union. With a
majority of the people in favor of the Constitution,
shall we desert the government and leave it in the
hands of a minority? A new obligation will be im-
posed upon us, to guard the Constitution and to see
that no infraction of it is attempted or permitted.

4 Sandbo "The First Session of the Secession Conven-
tion of Texas," p. cit., p. 165.
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If Mr. Lincoln administers the government in accord-
ance with the Constitution, our rights must be re-
spected. ,1{f he does not, the Constitution provides
a remedy.

Again Houston spoke in Galveston to a group made up

largely of secessionists. He pleaded:

Some of you laugh to scorn the idea of blood-
shed as the result of secession, and jocularly pro-
pose to drink all the blood that will ever flow in
consequence of it. But let me tell you what is com-
ing on the heels of secession. The time will come
when your fathers and husbands, your sons and
brothers, will be herded together like sheep and
cattle at the point of a bayonet; and your mothers
and wives, and sisters and daughters, will ask,
"Where are they?" And an echo will answer, "Where?"
You may, after the sacrifice of countless millions
of treasure and hundreds of thousands of precious
lives, as a bare possibility, win Southern inde-
penence, if God be not against you; but I doubt

While the Unionists were counselling submission to the

Union, but resistance to fanaticism and tyranny, the Demo-

crats came out openly for secession. The Austin State Ga-

zette said it was folly to temporize with imminent danger

or to appeal to the magnanimity of a sordid and vindictive

foe; all associations with the Northern enemy should be dis-

continued and his emissaries hanged; no avowed anti-slavery

man should be allowed to remain in Texas.43

lJelia W. Williams and Eugene C. Barker, Editors,
The Writings of Sam Houston, Vol. VIII, p. 151.

l2Alfred M. Williams, Sam Houston and the War of Inde-
pendence in Texas, p. 354.

433andbo, "The First Session of the Secession Conven-
tion of Texas," ,. cit., p. 169.
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In November, just preceding the election, a great meet-

ing was held in Austin. Judge Bell spoke for those with

Union sentiments, and Judge 0. M. Roberts spoke for the se-

cessionists. He explained:

Their [the people's] excitement arisesfrom . .
a high resolve not to throw themselves in the breach;
not to destroy, but to protect rights; not to destroy
property, but to protect property; not to destroy
life, but to make life worth having; not to preju-
dice discord, but to end it. This excitement is nota shallow, noisy ripple, but a deep irresistible cur-rent, 4 pringing from the firmest convictions of the
mind.

While in the grip of hysteria the people had to go to

the polls. The Lincoln-Hamlin ticket did not receive any

votes in Texas, and Douglas and Johnson got only 410.

Bell's vote was 15,463, and that of Breckinridge 47,548.4

Lincoln's election drew the issue sharply. The Union-

ists had no organization left, but they were all able men:

Sam Houston, David G. Burnet, E. M. Pease, J. W. Throck-

morton, John and George Hancock, E. J. Davis, and A. J.

Hamilton. The burden of their argument was the same as that

put forth before the election -- that the election of Lincoln,

although unfortunate, did not warrant secession, and that
the South could better protect its interests in the Union

than out of it. San Houston wrote, "Mr. Lincoln has been

Dudley G. Wooten, "The President's Annual Address-The Life and Services of Oran Milo Roberts," The Quartof the Texas State Historical Association, I~July, 19,% ,Y13.
4 5Richardson, p. cit., p. 245.
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constitutionally elected, and, much as I deprecate his suc-

cess, no alternative is left me but to yield to the Consti-

tution. '46  A few days after the election Houston received

a letter signed by sixty-five citizens of Huntsville asking

his advice on what course to pursue. They deprecated hasty

action, but feared that delay in expressing an opinion on

the situation might prove harmful. Houston's answer was

calm and dignified, but firm. He counselled patience, and

reiterated his faith in the Union with these words, "So long

as the Constitution is maintained by Federal authority and

Texas is not made the victim of Federal wrong, I am for the

Union as it is. "47

Advice was also offered at this time by the Texas rep-

resentatives in the nation's capital. Judge Reagan, writ-

ing from Washington, recommended a convention of Southern

states to present to the free states such propositions as

would renew the original guarantees of the Constitution in

favor of Southern rights, in order that the question as to

the extent and character of the slave states and ownership

of slave property might be settled forever. On the other

hand, Louis T. Wigfall, also from Washington, advocated

46Ibid., p. 245.
4 $andbo, "The First Session of the Secession Conven-

tion of Texas," p. cit., p. 171.
4 8 Ibid., p. 172.
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immediate withdrawal from the Union, maintaining that Texas

could not remain in it with honor and safety. 4

Governor Houston followed Judge Reagan's advice and

sent a resolution to the Southern states asking that a con-

vention be called for the purpose of discussing plans for

common action. He hoped that such a convention might adopt

plans for restoring harmony between the two sections. For

his efforts at conciliation, Wigfall said Houston should be

tarred and feathered and driven from the state. Senator

Iverson from Georgia, Houston's old antagonist in the Sen-

ate, said, "Some Texas Brutus may arise to rid this country

of this old hoary-headed traitor."5 0

Each day the conservatives lost ground and the radicals

grew stronger. Various petitions, editorials, and letters

were directed to Governor Houston urging him to convene the

legislature or call a convention. All looked toward im-

mediate secession. These steps Houston refused to take,

being determined to make no move that would give aid to the

secessionists. The radicals took matters in their own

hands . At Austin on December 3, George M. Flournoy, O. M.

Roberts, Guy M. Bryan, W. S. Oldham, and John Marshall drew

up an address to the people of Texas calling upon the voters

'9%rancis R. Lubbock, Six Decades in Texas, p. 303.

50Alfred M. Williams, op. cit., p. 342.
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of each district to select at an election on January 8, un-

der orders of the various chief justices, two delegates to

a state convention. The convention was then to assemble on

January 28. This committee explained to the people why they

felt it necessary to call this extra-legal convention. They

felt that the sovereign will of the people could best be

expressed by a convention; that neither the governor nor

the legislature was authorized under the Constitution to

call such a convention, though the people had a right to do

so,.' Furthermore, the committee believed that there was

not enough time before the president's inauguration for the

legislature to act and that the legislature would probably

ratify the work of the convention anyway.

The determination of Texas to secede was now accepted

and approved by the one mild voice that had received any

degree of hearing during the past few months. Early in

January, John H. Reagan bowed to his conviction that the

Southern states could no longer expect the protection of the

Constitution. Replying to speeches on the floor of the

House, he said:

Is there cause for this discontent? For twenty
years the anti-slavery strength has been growing in
the free states of this Confederacy. In recent
years it has become aggressive. . . . At the date
of the formation of the Federal Constitution . . .
twelve out of thirteen states of the Union were

51rnest 1. Winkler, Editor, Journal of the Secession
Convention of Texas, p. 10.- ~
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slaveholding states. Is it to be presumed that
twelve out of thirteen states made a Constitution
which was intended to recognize slaves as freemen
and equals? . . . Then they made their states whatthey call Free States. The Southern states raisedno objections, . . . but they had rights under theFederal Constitution - the right of protection andsecurity -- which it was then their duty to insist
upon.52

By refraining from voting, W igf all and five other

Southerners enabled the Republicans to deal the death blow

to the Crittenden Compromise. As the turbulent session drew

to a close he challenged, rWe have dissolved the Union;
mend it if you can; cement it with blood . . . "53 when

this same compromise was defeated in the House, Reagan made

one of his truly great speeches:

I have loved the Union with an almost extrava-gant devotion. I have fought its battles . . . intimes when the result for the Union seemed hopeless.If I believed we could have security of our rightswithin the Union, I would go home and fight thebattles of the Union in the future with the sameearnestness and energy that I have done in the
past.5

To Judge Reagan it was a question of abstract right

concerning the imposition of beliefs by a majority. Conse-
quently, with conditions as they were in Texas, he did not
hesitate to follow the fortunes of his state. Toward the

52 McCraw, p. cit., p. 196.

53Dictionar of American B o aphy, Vol. XX, p. 188.
5'Walter F. McCaleb, "John H. Reagan," TheQuarterlof the Texas State Historical Association, IX7July, 1905),
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end of January, 1861, he, along with many other Southern

members, withdrew from the Capitol. The secession move-

ment, if not the secession theory, had acquired a worthy

convert.



CHAPTER II

SECESSION ACCOMPLISHED

Governor Hous ton, in a last vain effort to thwart the

action of the secessionists, issued a call on December 17

for an extra session of the legislature to meet on January

21, just one week before the scheduled meeting of the spe-

cial convention. Houston's message to this group advised

against hasty and unconcerted action and against immediate

separation from the Union. He again advised a Southern

meeting to consider differences. The legislature disre-

garded the Governor and, as soon as the convention assem-

bled on January 28, worked very closely with that body.

When the convention met on January 28, it did its work

quickly and lost no time dealing with non-essentials. Or-

ganization was completed on the first day. On the second

day John Wharton offered a resolution that "without deter-

mining now the manner in which the result should be effected

it is the deliberate sense of this convention that the state

of Texas should separately secede from the Federal Union." 2

lAnna Irene Sandbo, "The First Session of the Secession
Convention of Texas, " The Southwestern Historical QuarterlXVIII (October, l91)lT1-__2.

2 Ernest W. Winkler, Editor, Journal of the Secession
Convention of Texas, p. 25.

28
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This was adopted by a majority of 152 to six. This decided,

the convention proceeded with the business of deciding how

to carry out the desire for withdrawal from the Union. On

January 30 an ordinance of secession was presented to the

group. On February 1, in the presence of the governor,

lieutenant-governor, and judges of the supreme court and

district courts, the vote was taken. The ordinance was

passed with a majority of 166 to eight. The scene had its

dramatic incidents. As the roll of delegates was called,

only very infrequently was there a response of "No." Among

the eight delegates who voted thus was J. W. Throckmorton,

A hiss and applause followed, to which he made a memorable

retort, "Mr. President, when the rabble hiss well may pa-

triots tremble,

On February 2 a committee presented an address setting

forth the causes which had impelled Texas to withdraw from

the Union. This document alleged that: Texas had not been

permitted to enjoy the blessings guaranteed to it when it

became a member of the Union; that the Federal government

had under various disguises administered the government in

such a way as to exclude citizens of the Southern states

from the enjoyment of the common territories; that because

of the disloyalty of the North and the "imbecility of the

Federal government," combinations of outlaws had been

3R. N. Richardson, Texas the Lone Star State, p.
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permitted to trample upon the Federal laws in Kansas and

upon the lives and property of Southern citizens there;

that the Federal government had failed to protect the bor-

ders of Texas from the Indians or Mexicans; that when Texas

had expended money for that purpose, the Federal government

had refused to reimburse the state; that the people of the

North had formed themselves into a great sectional party

for the purpose of abolishing slavery and forcing political

equality between the two races; that the slaveholding states

were now in a minority, unable to protect themselves against

the lunatics of the North who preached a "higher law" than

the Constitution; and, finally, that the extremists of the

North had elected as president and vice-president "two men

whose chief claim to such high positions is their approval

of these long continued wrongs, and their pledges to con-

tinue them to the final consummation of these schemes for

the ruin of the slaveholding states."

The convention went on record also definitely in sup-

port of slavery. It held that the government was established

exclusively for the white race; that the African race was

rightfully held and regarded as inferior; that slavery was

authorized and justified by the experience of mankind, by

the revealed will of the Creator, and so recognized by all

Christian nations; that the destruction of existing relations

inkier, p. cit., pp. 61-65.

-- m- .,- - - walp-wo-,



31

would bring inevitable calamities upon both races; that as

six states had seceded there was no course open for Texas

except to unite her destiny with those states.5

The Montgomery Convention of Southern States had al-

ready been called. The Texas Convention, therefore, elected

seven delegates to attend its sessions. John H. Reagan,

Iouis T. W igfall, John Hemphill, T. N. Waul, John Gregg,

6I. S. Oldham, and William B. Ochiltree were chosen. These

men were sent to Alabama with no definite instructions,

since secession in Texas was still not a legal fact. A. M.

locke had offered a resolution to the effect that it was

the sense of the convention that there should be an article

incorporated in the Constitution of the Southern Confederacy

that would prohibit any state therein from abolishing slav-

ery.7 This, along with other similar resolutions, was not

adopted.

The convention adjourned on February 2, to meet again

on March 2. The legislature adjourned also, to convene

again on March 18.8 Judge 0. M. Roberts, in his last speech

as presiding officer of this body, said:

5Ibid., p. 63.

Sandbo, 2p. cit., p. 194.

7Winkler, p. cit., p. 53.

8Richardson, p. cit., p. 248.
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Let us go home and appeal to them [the people
of Texas) to sustain our action by their votes; and
when we reassemble on the 2nd of March let us bring
back with us the voice of a united people; in favor
of an immediate action to sustain the rights of the
people of Texas and of the South at all hazards, and
to the last extremity. 9

The Military Department of Texas was the most important

and richly supplied of any in the United States.10 The de-

mands for the protection of the Rio Grande boundary and the

Indian frontier had made necessary a large army. Distrib-

uted along this frontier at posts as widely scattered as

Fort Brown on the Rio Grande and Camp Cooper on the Clear

Fork of the Brazos were about 2,700 Federal troops in early

1861.11 This military department had been a training ground

for many officers who were later to distinguish themselves

fighting for the Southern cause. Albert Sidney Johnston

had been the commander from 1856 to 1858, when he was sent

to Utah to quell a Mormon uprising. Robert E. Lee had come

in 1857 and had served intermittently until 1860. On De-

cember 5, 1860, General David E. Twiggs superseded Colonel

Lee, who was ordered to report to General Scott in Washing-

ton.

A few days after General Twiggs took command he wrote

to General Scott asking what, in the event of the secession

9 inkier, pppp. 2 it,., p . 85.

toAlfred M. Williams, Sam Houston and the War of inde-
pendence in Texas, p. 344.

1 1 Richardson, on. cit., p. 249.

a



of Texas, should be done with the property of the army.

Three more times he wrote, the last on January 7. General

Scott finally answered the first letter on December 28,

and complained that neither the President nor the War De-

partment had communicated any plans to him and that he was

not able to offer any advice. Probably because of General

Twiggs' querulous attitude, the Secretary of iWar, on Janu-

ary 28, ordered Colonel C. C. Waite to relieve him. 1 2 Be-

fore this change could be effected the Committee on Public

Safety had stepped in.

On February 3, the Committee sent word to Ben McCullough

to hold himself in readiness to raise men and munitions of

war as directed by all secret instructions.13  On February

11, the Committee then made a demand on General Twiggs for

the surrender of all arms and public property belonging to

the United States in Texas. Negotiations continued for some

time Then Ben McCullough led an armed force to San Antonio

and Twiggs and the Commissioners came to terms. This was

accomplished without firing a shot. When McCullough reported

to the Committee he said that as soon as the surrender was

agreed upon, his men "left for their homes conscious of

1 2 Col. M. L. Crimmins, "An Episode in the Texas Careerof General David E. Twiggs, " The Southwestern Historical
QXuarterly, .LI (October, 1937),~172.

13WThe War of the Rebellion: A Compilatio 1n of the Of-fcial Records of the Union and Confederate ArmS ris II,Vol. I, p. 26.
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having rendered a service to their State, and giving offence

to no one save her enemies.

The value of war material in San Antonio which was

turned over to the state was estimated at- not less than

$1,600,000.15 On February 18, General Twiggs agreed to the

evacuation of nineteen other army posts under similar

terms .16 Henry E. McCullough received the surrender of the

northern posts, and John S. Ford took over the forts in the

southern part. The value of the property thus received in-

creased the total amount to $3,000,000.17

Colonel Robert E. Lee was in the act of leaving Texas

at this time. He arrived in San Antonio just following

Tw ggs' surrender. According to reports of the time, he was

greatly shocked at the surrender. The Committee on Public

Safety called on him and asked that he also declare himself

for the new cause. This he refused to do. He reminded them

that he was yet a Federal officer and that he was a Virginian

and not a Texan.18 He left the state without making any
declaration for the Southern cause.

14inkler, or. cit., p. 277. 1 5Ibid., p. 283.

l 6 Margaret Leech, Reveille in Washington, p. 48.

1 'Richardson, 22. cit., p. 250.

18
0. 0. Rister, Robert BE. _Lee in Texas, p. 160.
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Colonel C. C. Waite arrived to take over the command

from Twiggs very soon after the surrender. He sought to re-

pudiate the agreement, but it was too late. Later, his

opposition to the terms only led to his arrest and the hold-

ing of his men as prisoners of war.1 9

To what extent Texas as a political body was a party

to secession will probably never be known. We know the 'e-

suIts on paper," but the actual feelings and beliefs of

those Texans participating have been lost, and perhaps were

not- clear to the people themselves. Charges of unfair prac-

tice and fraud came up from all parts of the state against

the secessionists, who controlled the machinery of the elec-

tion. There were scores of persons who insisted that the

majority of the people were opposed to secession, but that

enough were kept from the polls by intimidation to deter-

mine the result. 2 0  One writer says, "It is doubtful if

the majority of the people were in favor of secession at

the time the vote was taken, but events shaped themselves

so that there could not have been a resistance without a

bloody civil war within the State." 2 1  Another writer in-

sists that there was fraud in counting the votes of the

19Ibid .

20C. W. Ramsdell, Reconstruction in Texas, p. 19.

21Alfred M. Williams, cit., p. 260.
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country people, of those who lived on farms away from the

influence of political excitement. 2 2 Still another says

that perhaps one third of the people were either opposed to

secession or went into it reluctantly.23

Whatever the feelings of the people, when the voting

took place on February 23, the results showed 46,129 for

the ordinance and 14,697 against it. Ten counties in the

vicinity of Austin showed strong anti-secession majorities,

a fact which might be attributed to the large German popula-

tion and to the strong Union newspapers. The influence of

J. W. Throckmorton was strong enough to carry eight counties

against secession in northern Texas where settlers lived who

had migrated from the Northern and border states.24 With

only a few exceptions the heavy slaveholding counties

yielded huge majorities for secession. The evidence does

not sustain the claims that a large percentage of the voters

in these districts was kept away from the polls through

threat and intimidation.25

2 2 Mrs. Agnes Paschall McNeir, "Did Texas Secede?" The
quarterly of the Texas State Historical AssociationV (c-

tober, 19T,~T687

23C. W. Ramsdell, "Texas in the Confederacy," from
Vol. III of The South in the Building of the Nation p. 415.

2 4 L. W. Newton and H. P. Gambrell, Texas Yesterda and
Tda p. 230.

2 5 Richardson, 2p. cit., pp. 248-249.
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The convention reassembled on March 2, to count the

votes. By a vote of 109 to two it then declared Texas

united with the Confederate states of America. Then, as-

serting its right to do whatever might be incidental to se-

cession, it required all state officers to take an oath of

allegiance to the Confederacy or to vacate their offices.

All members of the legislature except one, all judicial of-

ficials who were in Austin, and all administrative officers

except Governor Houston and his secretary of State complied

at once.26 Houston was declared deposed from his office

and Edward Clark, the Lieutenant-Governor, was installed in

his place. Houston protested and appealed to the legisla-

ture which had assembled on the 18th, but it confirmed the

action of the convention. He then declared that he would

make no move to retain his position by force. He said, "I

love Texas too well to bring civil strife and bloodshed upon

her. To avert this calamity, I shall make no endeavor to

maintain my authority as Chief Executive of this State."2 7

However, the fear of what Houston and the rest of the

Unionists might do continued throughout the rest of March

and into the early summrrr. After the new administration of

Lincoln had determined to maintain the Union by force,

2 6 L. W. Newton and H. F. Gambrell, A Social and Polit-
ical History of Texas, p. 291.

27Amelia W. Williams and Eugene C. Barker, Editors,
The Writings of Sam Houston, Vol. VIII, p. 277.
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General Scott sent orders to Colonel Waite to form an en-

trenched camp at Indianola and to offer assistance to Hous-

ton. This aid Houston refused to accept.28 Governor Clark

seemed never to have rid himself of a fear of his predeces-

sor. On April 4, he wrote to President Jefferson Davis,

urging the Confederate government to take more effective

measures for the protection of the frontier. He said, "It
is more than probable that an effort will soon be made by

the submission party of the State, with Governor Houston at

its head, to reconvert Texas to an independent Republic." 2 9

There is no evidence that Houston entertained any such pur-

pose and he certainly took no active steps to bring it

about. In a speech at Baylor University at Independence

on May 10, he declared his allegiance to his state:

Whether the Constitution was right or wrong is
not now the question. Whether I was treated justly
or unjustly is not now to be considered. I put all
that under my feet and there it shall stay. Let
those who stood by me do the same, and let us all
show at a time when perils environ our beloved land
we know how to be patriots and Texans. 3 0

The convention had in the meantime ratified the Consti-

tution of the Confederacy, and on March 26, it adjourned

sine die. Secession was accomplished so far as this body

was concerned. However, one outstanding hold-over problem

28Alfred M. Williams, 2p. c it., pp. 351-352.

2 9Ibid., pp. 365-366.

30Ame lia W. Williams and Eugene C. Barker, _p. cit.,
p. 303.
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remained -- that of what to do with the surrendered Federal

army.

The main difficulty seems to have been that of acquir-

ing transportation to the various ports of embarkation. On

February 26, Colonel Waite wrote to Colonel Thomas in New

York asking that the Federal government provide transporta-

tion. 3 1 On March 2, the Committee on Public Safety promised

such means as were at their disposal to be used by the

troops to reach the coast. The Second Cavalry, which oc-

cupied the frontier forts, had a difficult time deciding

whether to go overland to Jefferson Barracks or to the Gulf

Coast. To make matters worse, this group was without a com-

manding officer in this crisis. Colonel Albert Sidney John-

ston was at San Francisco, commanding the Department of

California, and Majors Thomas and Van Dorn were away on

leaves of absence. This delay and indecision continued

until after the firing on Fort Sumter on April 12. When

President Lincoln called for volunteers, both Texas and

the Confederacy took the position that they were no longer

bound by the terms of evacuation made in February. The Fed-

eral troops, therefore, were not permitted to leave the

state and were held as prisoners of war. They were compelled

3 1The War of the Rebellion: A Cmpilation of the Of-
ficial Records of the Union and Confederate Armies, Series
II, Vol. I, p. 7.

32 lbid., p. 12. 3 3 Rister, p. cit., p. 162.
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to take an oath not to take up arms against the Confederacy

until released by the President of the Confederate States. 1

Official exchanges began soon afterwards and continued at a

rapid pace throughout 1861.35

The democratic process had reached a decision. Texas

had taken her place with her sister states of the South

and had severed all connections with the country she had so

gladly joined a scant fifteen years before.

34The 1ar of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Of-
ficial Records of the Union and Confederate Armies, Series
II, Vol. 1, p. 5.

351bid*.,pp. 73-78.



CHAPTER III

LEADERSHIP IN ThE CONFEDERACY

The delegates whom Texas sent to the Confederate Con-

vention at Montgomery reached there after the adoption of

the provisional constitution, but were allowed to sign for

their state afterwards. The convention chose a provisional

president and vice-president, and then renamed itself "The
Provisional Congress of the Confederate States of America."

Its first outstanding item of business was the adoption of a

permanent constitution. This was done unanimously on the

11th of March. A total of fifty-one delegates signed; of

these Texas had seven. After July 20, 1861, the Confed.-

erate government met in Richmond, Virginia, instead of Mont-

gomery, Alabara.

During this period of change and organization within

the Confederate government, representation from Texas was

in a state of change also. During this time the original

seven delegates all entered public service with the Confed-

eracy. Tom N. Waul, John Gregg, and William B. Ochiltree

were to enter the ranks of actual combat. John H. Reagan

became a member of the president's cabinet. John Hemphill,

1"The Confederate Congress, First Session," Southern
Historical Societ1 apers, Vol. XLIV, p. f.
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who had rendered such great service to the secession cause

as a Texas Senator in the United States Congress, remained

to serve in the Confederate Senate until his death in early

1862. W. S. Oldham defeated Tom N. Xaul and John Hemphill

for the position of Senator in the election of November,

1861, and so entered the first regular Confederate Congress

as one of the Senators from Texas. Louis T. Wigfall was

also elected as a Senator and, after a period of service

with Hood's Brigade, took his place in the Confederate Sen-

ate.

Texas was represented in the organization meeting of

the first Congress by W. S. Oldham in the Senate. Louis T.
2Wigf all came in before adjournment. There were six Texas

members in the House of Representatives: P. W. Gray, C. C.

Herbert, W. B. Wright, M. D. Graham, J. A. Wilcox, and F. B.

Sexton.3 So far as actual votes were concerned, Texas was

far outnumbered by Virginia, which had eighteen members of

Congress to eight from Texas.4 However, in the organiza-

tion of the committees, Texas fared as well as or better

than most other states. Senator Oldham was made chairman

of the Committee of Post Offices and Post Roads.> This

chairmanship was to mean a great deal, since John H. Reagan

2bid., p. 5. 31bid., p. 10.

4Ibid., p. 21. 5 lbid., p. 47.
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was to become postmaster-general. Louis T. Wigfall was a

member of the Foreign Affairs Committee. 6  In the House two

members rated membership on two committees each; Gray was a

member of the Judiciary and Flag and Seal Committees;

Wright became a member of the Committees of Indian Affairs

and Patents. Graham was placed on the Ways and Means Com-

mittee; Sexton on Commerce; and Herbert on Post Offices and

Post Roads. J. A. Wilcox captured a chairmanship, of the

Committee on Territories and Public Lands. 7

These men varied in the performance of their various

duties, as will any like group. Some were lost by being

overshadowed by their more talkative colleagues, so far as

official records of Congressional meetings will show. Others

failed to write their memoirs, keep diaries, or otherwise

provide for a claim to fame.

One member of the Texas delegation stands out in any

record, even though he himself kept no journal of his ac-

tivities. Louis T. lWigfall had had the attention of the Na-

tion for many years. He was of that select group which U-

rich B. Phillips classified as the most ardent "fire-eaters."8

When Senator Hemphill, Representative Reagan, and others of

the Texas delegation withdrew from Washington early in 1861,

6 Ibid., p. i6. 7lbid., pp. 49-50.

8 Ulrich B. Phillips, The Course of the South to Seces-
sion, p. 128.



Wigfall stayed on. He was still there at the inauguration

of Lincoln on March 4 . It was reported that "he leaned

with folded arms against the Capitol doorway, watching the

inaugural scene with contempt on his fierce, scarred face." 9

le remained there until March 23, acting as a sort of con-

fidential adviser to the Confederacy and gathering as much

information about Federal activities as he could. 1 0  When

he left Washington, he went to Richmond where he had no

trouble in obtaining a colonelcy for himself. He took the

field as the commander of the first Texas contingents to ar-

rive in Virginia. The story of his activities for the next

few months more properly belongs to the story of the Texans

in combat, but for Wigfall it was a time of great prepara-

tion for his life as a Senator. He entered the Senate de-

termined to put his military experience to the best possible

use. He was to become one of the most relentless armchair

strategists in a city overflowing with that type.

Uhen 1. S. Oldham entered the Confederate Senate, he

became the champion of state rights and every question in-

volving the safeguard of these sacred principles gained his

support.11 On one occasion he said that Texas had revolted

9Margaret Leech, Reveille in Washington, p. 44.
1 %Dictionary of American Biography, Vol. XX, p. 188.

11 Alma Dexta King, "The Political Career of William
Simpson Oldham," The Southwestern historical Quarterly,
XXXIII (October, 1929 , 121-122.



45

and maintained a successful revolution, had been recognized

as a separate and distinct nation, had formed an alliance

with the United States and had become one of the states, but

had never parted for a moment, in so doing, with one iota of

12her power. No matter what the questions might be, Oldham

viewed each with an eye toward the protection of the near

sovereign rights of Texas. Many times this single-mindedness

seemed to be mere quibbling or narrow-minded contrariness.

igfall, on the other hand, did not always pursue such

a clear-cut path. Many times he seemed to present the other

side, no matter what it might be. His genius for satire

and cutting remarks won him many enemies. However, a con-

sistency of sorts could be discerned; he was first a

Southerner, then a Texan. On one occasion he emphasized

that he had always been and still was a state-rights man,

but he could not close his eyes to the Constitution, or ad-

mit that Southerners were living in the Confederacy under a

loose league. "The Confederate Government must be the agent

of all the States," he believed.13 Naturally, with such di-

verse views, these two determined men were to clash many

times on the floor of the Senate.

12"The Confederate Congress, First Session," Southern
Historical Soci Papers, Vol. XLIV, p. 165.

13ltProceedings of the First Confederate Congress,
First Completed, Second in Part," Southern Historical So-
ciety Papers, Vol. XLV, p. 27.



This same clash of ideologies was to show up in the

House. Franklin Barlow Sexton kept a diary of his times as

a member of the House of Representatives, and on most meas-

ures he considered the good for the entire South first.

When the conscript bill was being debated, he especially

deplored a speech made by Mr. Herbert from the Second Dis-

trict of Texas. Mr. Herbert availed himself of the oppor-

tunity to express his opinions on state rights. He said,

"The Lone Star has once floated on the breeze and it will

again." He went on to say that he had advised the state

to secede from the United States on account of its oppres-

sion and he would be in favor of leaving the Confederacy

if liberty and independence could not be secured.14

Mr. Sexton mentioned that the Texas delegation met many

times to consider problems peculiar to Texas. On one oc-

casion he reported, "Met Texas delegation at Judge Oldham's

room -- ended in nothing. Several jokes told. It was agreed

that I should ascertain from the War Department how many

regiments we had in Arkansas and report at another meet-

The lawmakers always gave the Trans-Mississippi

developments the very closest attention.

14Mary S. Estill, Editor, "Diary of a Confederate Con-
gressman," Part I, The Southwestern Historical Quarterly,
XXXVIII (April, 1935) 277.

1 5 Mary S. Estill, Editor, "Diary of a Confederate Con-
gressman," Part II, The Southwestern Historical Qarter,
XXXIX (July, 1935), 45
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The passage of the first conscription law was preceded

by much discussion, and in some cases, by violent arguments.

These discussions went on for the better part of a year be-

fore the bill was finally passed, which brought into active

duty all men between eighteen and thirty-five who could not

get an exemption or hire substitutes. Oldham and Wigfall

had heated arguments on the constitutionality of conscrip-

tion. Oldham objected to his colleague's "lectures" on the

subject. Wigfall said he did not mean to be offensive, and

Oldham replied that he hoped all their differences could

be conducted "with that gentlemanly mildness which charac-

terized Senators." Xigfall said he did not know about the

"mildness. 16 On another day, disgusted at Oldham's quib-

bling over various exemptions demanded for Texas, Wigfall

said, "Cease this child's play . . . we need a large army.

How are you going to get it?"l7  Wigfall was the author of

the bill that finally reached the Senate. On the final

passage, Oldham was one of five Senators to vote against

it.18

Each successive conscription bill aroused heated dis-

cussions in both houses of Congress. Much time was spent

l6King, 2p. c it., p. 123.

17"Proceedings of the First Confederate Congress, First
Completed, Second in Part," Southern Historical Societ yPa-
pers, Vol. XLV, p. 27.

l8 King, 21,. cit., p. 123.



in arguing over the constitutionality of the conscription

procedure. Several of the Texas lawmakers were especially

fearful that Confederate control of conscription infringed

upon the rights of Texas. Before the second conscription

bill passed the House, Representative Wright of Texas of-

fered an amendment which stated, "Provided, however, that

the regiments raised under and by the authority of the

State of Texas and now in service of said State for frontier

defense are hereby exempted from provisions and operations

of this act. "19 This amendment was accepted by the House,

but was defeated in the Senate,.20

The consideration of these additional conscript bills

brought forth the same arguments on the part of the Texas

Senators as the first bill. Oldham refused to help con-

sider the Exemption Bill. He said the people of Texas

had not sent him to Richmond to help any legislation which

would take away the rights of that state and regulate her

domestic affairs.21 He insisted that the conscript law

had not saved the country, that the volunteers had. ligfall

replied that we had the same kind of volunteers that Mexico

had -- "They catch them and put them in the army and call

19William H. Palmer, "Memoir of the First Confederate
Congress, Second Session in Part," Southern Historical So-
c!z pers, Vol. XLVI, p. 150. ~~

2Ibid., p. 152.

King, pp. cit., p. 124.
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them volunteers. e retain them in the army who are anxious

to go home and call them so, x22 Among the exemptions in-

cluded in the act finally passed was one of particular in-

terest to the citizens of Texas, providing that "one male

citizen for every 500 head of cattle, for every 250 head of

horses or mules, and one shepherd for every 500 head of

sheep" were to be exempt, 2 3

Texas members were vitally concerned with many other

items of business considered by the House of Representatives.

Once Mr. Sexton called on President Davis and spoke to him

about the disorders in the Arkansas district under General

Holmes. Sexton had been requested to' do this by the Texas

delegation. He found the President out of temper, and vowed

that he would never trouble him again. He feared the Presi-

dent would find when it was too late that he should have

paid attention to the Trans-Mississippi Department. Mr.

Sexton also reported great pleasure in voting for a bill on

April 7, 1863, which established a preferred mail route

across the Mississippi River. - Mr. Gray of Texas intro-

duced the sequestration bill and Mr. Sexton introduced a

bill for the disfranchisement of foreigners (Yankees) in

22Palmer, op. cit., p. 35. 2 3 Ibid., p. 195.

24Mary S. Estill, Editor, "Diary of a Confederate Con-
gressman," Part II, . cit., pp. 37-38.

251bid., p. 50.
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certain cases.2 These bills were incorporated into the

Confederate Sequestration law and later affected many indi-

viduals and much property in Texas.

Ahen the third session of the First Congress began on

January 13, 1863, Senator Wigf all was given the chairman-

ship of the Committee on Territories. He continued to sub-

mit many bills and to attack or support all measures with

great vehemence. Sexton remarked one time, after hearing

him it action, "He is a desperate man -- a tyrant at heart,

yet a man of wonderful ability. Strange that such a mind

should be combined with such a heart. "27 Although a latitu-

dinarian with reference to military powers, Senator Wigf all

adhered strictly to state sovereignty in regard to the Con-

federate judiciary. He opposed a Confederate Supreme Court

with appellate jurisdiction over the state courts. He spent

much time composing a long and venomous attack on John

Marshall and the centralizing tendency of the Supreme Court

of the United States.28 No doubt, due in part to his in-

fluence, the Confederacy never had a Supreme Court.

2 6 "proceedings of the First Confederate Congress, Endof Second Session, Third in Part," Southern Historical So-.e _Paers, Vol. XLVII, pp. 226-227.
27Mary S. Still, Editor, "Diary of a Confederate Con-

gressman, Part I, p. cit., p. .28.

28Bradley T. Johnson and others, ",hy the Confederate
Congres Had No Supreme Court," Publication of the Southern
History Association, Vol. IV, p.790.T ~-~ ~
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Wigfall early became bitter over President Davis' con-

duct of the war. He censored him for rejecting Joseph E.

Johnston's proposal to concentrate for an offensive in the

fall of 1861, and for the defense of Richmond in 1862. He

attributed the fall of Vicksburg to Davis' mismanagement

and regretted that Johnston had not been allowed to unite

the forces of the west, destroy the enemy, and reclaim the

Mississippi Valley. He desired to be consulted on the ap-

pointment of a successor to General Randolph, the Secretary

of Var. President Davis preferred James A. Seddon, General

Joseph E. Johnston, and General G. W. Smith, in that order.

Wigfall had the same preference, but resented not being

told that Seddon had accepted the position.2 This in-

tensified his dislike of Davis and he opposed him in more

and more situations. He made many verbal assaults on Judah

P. Benjamin, the Secretary of State. In fact, a demand

for his resignation was submitted by Wigfall to the Senate

and failed only by a tie ballot. 3 0  Senator Wigfall made no

pretense of hiding his belief that the President was incom-

petent. He went so far as to propose that the chief execu-

tive be deprived of much power and that all army power be

vested in an officer appointed and removable by the President

29John H. Reagan, Memoirs, p. 161.

30Robert G. Cleland, "Jefferson Davis and the Confeder-
ate Congress," The Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XIX
(January, 1916), 22d.
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and Senate .,1 He led the movement that finally gave General

Lee greatly increased power toward the end of the war.

In a somewhat milder way, W. S. Oldham was just as ve-

hement in his convictions as was Wigfall. In April, 1862,

when the bill passed the Senate giving the President the

right to suspend the writ of habeas corpus for a definite

time, Oldham was the only Senator who opposed the bill.32

He insisted that Congress had the right to suspend the writ

and no one else. Not until 186k did the Senate agree with

him that Congress alone had that power. He objected to the

Confederate government's building railroads. Even when a

bill to aid in the construction of a road between New Iberia,

Louisiana, and Orange, Texas, was under discussion, he op-

posed the measure, because he did not think there was a

"military necessity, for the road. If Congress could build

a road in Texas in time of war, it could build a military

road in time of peace, he believed. 3 3He objected to all

Confederate impressment of cotton. He believed that this

problem should be left to the states and to the individuals.

Relative to the Texas movement of cotton across the Rio

Grande, he said, "The enemy blockaded the Gulf ports and

General Bee [Confederate General] blockaded the Rio Grande, H34

3Dictionary of American Biorah Vol. XX, p. 188.

32King, 2M. cit., p. 125. 3 3 Ibid., p. 12(.

34Ibid., p. 128.
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He insisted always that Texas was best able to handle her

cotton problems.

Toward the close of the war, Senator Oldham seemed to

grow more dogmatic and desperate in his attitudes. He was

a member of a committee which made a survey of the South in

January, 1865. The report of the committee showed that the

Confederacy had enough men and military supplies to continue

the war indefinitely. On January 30, 1865, he tried to

arouse the Senate by introducing a resolution concerning

peace and reconstruction which had been passed by the Texas

legislature in 1864. It was declared that Texas did not

want peace on any terms except independence, and that she

would continue the struggle alone if necessary. He made a

long speech presenting these resolutions, but even his dis-

torted picture of what subjugation to the "whining, canting,

hypocritical Yankee, the red republican, and infidel German,

and the superior of the trio, the African negro" would mean,

had no effect on the tired members of the Senate,3 On

February 11, 1865, he wrote a letter to President Davis and

advocated the use of combustible materials which could be

used to burn vessels of the enemy and terrorize the people.

This letter was seemingly endorsed by Davis. Later it was

used by the radical leaders of the North to show the low

3r1
5IbM.,p. 130.
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morals of the South and to justify various reconstruction

acts.36

John H. Reagan, who had trouble justifying the act of

secession in his own mind, probably rendered as great a

service to the Confederacy as any other person. President

Davis had first offered the position of postmaster-general

to a Mr. Ellet and then to Colonel Wirt Adams, both of

Mississippi. Both had feared the difficulties of the job

and refused the appointment. Davis himself said that he

then chose Mr. Reagan because of his acquaintance with the

territory included in the Confederate States, together with

his "industry and ability to labor. "37 Mr. Reagan refused

the offer twice, but after the second refusal, a committee,

including General Tom N. Waul, called on him and convinced

him that he should accept.8 John Reagan knew that he faced

great difficulties. For the year prior to the outbreak of

the war the expenditures of the Federal government in con-

nection with the postal service in the South reached the

sum of $2,879,530; the receipts were but $938,105.39 The

Provisional Constitution of the Confederacy required the

Post Office Department to become self-sustaining by March 1,

36IbJiod., p. 131.
3 7 Jefferson Davis, The Rise and Fall of the Confederate

Government, Vol. I, p. 2 2

Reagan, o. cit., p. 109.
39Walter F. McCaleb, "John H. Reagan, " The atrly ofthe Texas State Historical Assoiation, iX (July, 1905), 4~.
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1863. This being the case, Reagan immediately began to plan

toward that end. Before the Confederacy took over the op-

eration of the post offices from the Federal government on

June 1, 1861, Reagan had made contact with all Southerners

in the Post Office Department in Washington. All those men

contacted came South except two. They brought along all the

information necessary for organizing a post office depart-

ment. They also brought a postal map of Texas, but were un-

able to obtain maps of any other states. 4 0

With this propitious start, Judge Reagan organized a

department that paid for itself. Every year he increased

the net returns; even in the last year of the war, when the

Confederacy had practically no money, the surplus in the

treasury credited to his department was no mean sum.0 From

the beginning of the war, Mr. Reagan had realized the great

importance of holding the Mississippi River. After the fall

of the Mississippi, mail service between the two sections

became very difficult. A branch post office headquarters

was set up at Marshall, Texas, to offer service to the West.

One division of the main office at Richmond spent much time

in planning to get the mail across the river.2

4 Reagan, . cit., p .125.

lMcCaleb, 2p.cit., p. 46.
2Reagan, 2~P. cit., p. 157.
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Besides his primary work with the Post Office Depart-

ment, Judge Reagan was one of the most faithful and trusted

of President Davis' advisers. However, he disagreed with

Davis more often than did any other member of the cabinet.

After he had served one year he offered his resignation,

giving as his reason that he wished to enter military serv-

ice. The cabinet and Davis refused to accept his resigna-

tion.4 When Reagan emphasized the fact that he so often

disagreed with the President, Davis remarked that if all

cabinet members agreed with him they would be of little

use,

Reagan, from the very first meeting of the cabinet,

disagreed with the majority on many points of military poli-

cy. At the beginning of the war, when the question of the

proper distribution of troops came, he urged the dispatch

of most of the troops to Kentucky, alleging that this was a

weak spot in the defenses. So it proved, but the cabinet

decided against him at the time.' In 1863, he objected in

no minced words to the sending of General Lee to Pennsyl-

vania, urging on the other hand the relief of General Pember-

ton and the capture of General Grant 's army at Vicksburg. In

this instance both Davis and General Lee disagreed with him. 6

I pd.,P. 150. 44Ibid., p. 162.

45Iid., p. 146. 46Ibid., p. 121.



After the fall of Richmond and the surrender of Ilee's

army, Reagan displayed a genius for dealing with pressing

problems of state. General Joseph A. Johnston's army, fac-

ing the hosts of General Sherman, could but choose to lay

down its arms, and the terms of surrender were certain to

constitute a precedent which might involve the rest of the

Confederacy. Reagan drew up the terms which were approved

by the cabinet and later by General Johnston. These terms

were not accepted, but it was believed that they influenced,

by the force of their logical reasoning, the comparatively

mild terms enforced by General Sherman.

Francis R. Lubbock was another who worked very closely

with Jefferson Davis throughout the war. After he was

elected governor of Texas in 1861, but before his inaugura-

tion, he visited Richmond to acquaint himself better with

the affairs of the Confederacy. He found in President Davis

a leader who was "pre-eminently fitted for the high posi-

tion to which he had been called. " During his two years

as governor he supported the war measures of the Confederacy

and maintained cordial relations with the military authori-

ties . The night Lubbock left the governorship he appeared

in the uniform of a colonel. He had been commissioned an

assistant adjutant-general, which was the highest appoint-

ment ever made in the army staff corps. He served for a

'(Ibid., pp. 200-201.
40

Villiam McCraw, Professional Politicians, p. 117.
Francis R. Lubbock, Six Decades in Texas, p. 525.
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time on the staff of General J. B. Magruder, and then on

that of General John A. arton, In the summer of 1861, he

was summoned by President Davis to Richmond to act as an

adviser on Trans-Mississippi affairs.

Late in 1861 Lubbock went to Montgomery, Alabama, with

the President and his staff. There, with General Dick Tay-

lor, they discussed the propriety of bringing western

troops over to the east side of the Mississippi. General

Taylor suggested that Lubbock might go to the West and act

as a recruiting officer. President Davis asked for Lub-

bock's opinion. Lubbock remembered that "Texas has ful-

filled her every obligation"; that crossing the Mississippi

would be a stupendous undertaking; and that the length of

time required would prevent the recruits from accomplishing

the service intended. He therefore replied, "When I crossed

the Mississippi I declared I would not return until the end

of the war. I am subject to your orders, and only under

them will I go west of the river before that time." Davis

merely replied, "You will not be ordered,50

When Jefferson Davis left Richmond in April, 1865, he

was accompanied by John H. Reagan, who was also acting as

Secretary of the Treasury, Francis R. Lubbock, and other

members of his staff. These men and many others in the Con-

federacy entertained the hope that they could join Generals

5 0 Ibid, P. 554.
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Taylor and Forrest in Alabama and with these commanders and

such troops as they might be able to hold together retreat

into Texas, and there marshal another army and continue the

war.51 In their desperation, these men believed that they

could move out on the plains where they could not be flanked

by railroads or rivers, and hold out, at least, until they

could get better terms than unconditional surrender.52

Their hopes, however, proved to be short-lived.

Once along the way of flight, remnants of Hood's Brigade

met President Davis and his group. John H. Reagan learned

that a number of blank parole papers had fallen into the

hands of this brigade, and he obtained some to be used by

those who so desired. Among the group who had joined the

fleeing government was Senator Wigfall, and he accepted one

of the paroles so that he might pass through the Federal

53lines and into Texas.

Reagan and Lubbock made no attempt to escape to Texas.

In fact, Lubbock, in a letter written in 1877, said of that
time, "Judge Reagan and myself had entered into a compact

that we would never desert or leave him [President Davis],

remaining to contribute, if possible, to his well-being and
comfort, and share his misfortunes, whatever might befall. 54

5 kfIbid., p. 565. 52Reagan, 9J . cit., p. 212.
53 Ibid., p. 209.
'Major W. T. W althall, "The True Story of the Captureof Jefferson Davis," Publication of the Southern His toryAs-sociation, Vol. V, p. 122..._
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On May 10, 1865, the Davis party was captured and hurried

northward. At Hampton Roads, where the prisoners were sep-

arated, Judge Reagan besought the commander to be allowed

to accompany r. Davis, who, as many thought, was certain

to be executed. Reagan knew that he was as morally guilty

or otherwise as his chief, and that whatever fate befell

his chief was due his adviser. 5 5  It was not permitted that

these two loyal followers should accompany their President

to his prison cell, but they shared a similar fate in prison

cells of their own.

55Mcaleb, o. cit., p. k8.



CHAPTER IV

AT THE BATTLE FRONTS EAST OF THE MISSISSIppI RIVER

As soon as the Texans realized that the North meant to

fight, they were eager to participate in the war, wherever

the fighting might be. All conversation on every side per-

tained to the war and speculations connected with its out-

come. The question, "Are you going to the war?" was rarely

asked, but "Where will you go?" was the problem of the day.

Immediately after the adjournment of the secession con-

vention, at least two Texans, Tom S. Lubbock and George

Goldthwaite, hastened to Montgomery and asked for permission

to raise troops for the Confederate service. To their dis-

gust they were told that they would not be needed; suffi-

cient troops could be raised near the vicinity where the war

might be expected to begin. Tom Lubbock and another Texan,

B. F. Terry, then managed to be in Virginia. These two

happened to be traveling in the East, whether for business,

pleasure, or curiosity is not known, and managed to be at

the first battle of Bull Run. Terry took part as a volun-

teer aide to the commanding general and Lubbock exposed his

R. N. Richardson, Texas the Lone Star State, p. 254.
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life carrying messages .2 They then returned home and began

to exert every effort to get some Texas units into active

combat.

It is impossible to determine the number of men who

saw military service either as state or Confederate troops

during the war. Figures vary with each writer of the Civil

War period. Even Governor Lubbock, who should be a depend-

able source for the period when he was chief executive,

gives in his Memoirs figures that cannot be reconciled.

According to the census of 1860, white males in Texas be-

tween the ages of eighteen and forty-five numbered 92,145.

At least two thirds of these, or more than 60,000 men, must

have seen military service Probably one third of this

number served in the battle fronts east of the Mississippi,

while the rest remained in the West.

No matter what the total number of soldiers may have

been, Texas played a role comparable to that of any other

state. According to one writer, she sent proportionately

more of her manhood to the defense of the South than any

other state. According to another, more Texans fought un-

der the Stars and Bars than soldiers from any other state

in the Confederacy except from Virginia.5

2J. K. P. Blackburn, "Reminiscences of the Terry
Rangers," Part I, The Southwestern Historical Quarterly,
XXII (July, 1918), 41.

3Richardson, op. cit., p. 255.
1 George 0. John, Texas 2stor , _An Outline, p. 162.
5 Owen P. White, Texas, An Informal Bioraphy, p. 150.
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The first call on Governor Clark for troops was for

3,000 men, and the next was for 5,000, to have in readiness

to march on receipt of orders from the Secretary of War.

The first Confederate troops to leave Texas were twenty com-

panies of infantry for Virginia. 6 At the same time the Con-

federate forces being used to clear the Trans-Mississippi

region of the enemy were made up principally of Texans.

By the close of 1861, Texas had about 20,000 men in

arms. Already Texans had taken their places in military

leadership in all fields of combat. There were Hood, Wig-

fall, and Archer in Virginia, and Terry, Tom Lubbock, and

John Gregg in Kentucky. Many others saw little or no serv-

ice in the East, because they had in time past made famous

the Texas Rangers and demonstrated their superiority over

the United States regulars for frontier service. Men in this

class were in special demand and included such gallant

frontiersmen as Hays, Walker, Burleson, Ford, Ben and Henry

McCullough, Ross, and Baylor.7

On February 26, 1862, Governor Lubbock issued a call,

in compliance with orders from the War Department, for fif-

teen more regiments of infantry. The order stated that,

unless the call was fulfilled, Texans might have to be

6Francis R. Lubbock, Six Decades in Texas, p. 317.

I71d., p. 356.



drafted. Lubbock had some trouble carrying out this order,

even after the passage of the first Conscript Act in April,
1862, made the threat of drafting definite. So many men

had left the state for military service without bothering

to report to the Adjutant General, that it was difficult to
know how many were actually needed to make up the fifteen

regiments. Then, too, most Texans felt that a walking

army was not for a self-respecting frontiersman; a fast-

moving cavalry unit was more to their liking. On May 7,
Lubbock had to repeat his call. This time he said:

Great is the peril of our beloved country. Nowin this her day of agony and trial, she looks to herchildren to defend her. Will you come forward
promptly and willingly to shield her, or will youwait, Texans, to be dragged to the fiel by a draft,
or a conscription, or the fear of both?

Men responded rapidly then, and in a few months the fifteen

regiments were made up.

Statements of the total number of Texas military di-
visions seeing service in the war vary greatly. This varia-

tion is due in part to the loss of the Confederate records

at the close of the conflict. Many writers admit that their

figures are not absolutely accurate, since they are based
on personal recollections or personal interviews. Francis

Lubbock said in February, 1863, that Texas had already fur-

nished thirty-three cavalry regiments and ninety infantry

8 Ibid .,P. 379.
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regiments, besides thirteen battalions, two squadrons, six

detached companies of cavalry, and one legion of twelve

companies of infantry and various smaller divisions.. 9

Charles C. Jones, Jr., a former Confederate officer, com-

piled a "Confederate Roster" sometime after the close of the

war. In this roster he listed thirty-two cavalry regiments

from Texas, twenty-two infantry regiments, four cavalry

battalions, five infantry battalions, one squadron of caval-

ry, and one legion.10 Dudley G. Wooten recorded that Texas

sent eighty-eight regiments and nineteen battalions of in-

fantry and cavalry and thirty-one batteries of artillery

to the Confederate army. 11  Other sources vary as widely as

do these three.

According to the "Confederate Roster," Texas furnished

thirty-nine generals of the Confederate army. 1 2 When the

officers were appointed after the first battle of Bull Run,

Albert Sidney Johnston occupied the number-two position,

ranking between Samuel Cooper, who had the highest perma-

nent rank in the South at that time but was not a field

9Ibid., p. 471.

1 %Charles C. Jones, Jr., "Confederate Roster," Southern
Historical Soviet Pprs, Vol. VIII, pp. 95-105.

1 1 Dudley G. Wooten, A Complete History of Texas,
p. 366.

1 2 Jones, 2p. cit., pp. 8-75.



66

commander, and Robert E. Lee. 1 3  Soon Albert Sidney Johnston

was one of six who achieved the rank of full general in the

Confederate army. John B. Hood was promoted rapidly through

the various ranks. At one time, in 1864, he held a temporary

rank of full general. At the close of the war he was one of

twenty-one lieutenant-generals. Two Texans, John A. Wharton

and T. L. Rosser, were among the ninety-nine major-generals.

Thirty-five men from Texas were among the 408 Confederate

brigadier-generals. *lkThese officers furnished leadership

on both sides of the Mississippi and several achieved last-

ing fame, both in and out of Texas.

Although Texas could not claim Robert E. Lee as a na-
tive son, she could claim some contribution to his training

that made him ready to lead Virginia, and finally the South.

While camping in the silent wastes of Texas, while at San

Antonio, or at some border post, he had had opportunity to

consider his dilemma as a Southerner; and there is little

doubt that these Texas experiences helped him make his de-

cision when the time came. They gave point to this wisdom

and brought self-mastery, qualities which his junior offi-

cers admired and of which they stood in awe. When he came
from Texas to report to General Scott in Washington, he was
prepared to assume the role of the South's peerless leader.15

13Richard Taylor, "Reminiscences of the Civil War,"North American Review, CXXVI (January, 1878), 90.
lkjones, pJ.c .t., pp. 8-75.
15C. C. Rister, Robert E.Lee in Texas, Preface, p. viii.
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One of the first Texans to achieve fame in the war was

Louis T. Wigfall. Even though he retained his seat in the

United States Senate until March 23, 1861, he was busily

engaged in aiding the South during the ent ire time. On

March 11, he began a correspondence with President Davis

and General Beauregard on the subject of the probable with-

drawal of the Federal forces from Fort Sumter. Since he

quoted Cabinet meetings as his source of information,16it

seems probable that he had some good friends and spies within

the Federal government. On March 16, he established a re-

cruiting office for Confederate enlistments in Baltimore,

and began a rapid correspondence with Confederate authori-

ties in an attempt to obtain official inspection of the men

before induction into the Confederate armies. 17 The wheels

of Confederate officialdom rolled entirely too slowly for

Senator Wigfall. By the middle of April, he had reported

to Confederate headquarters at Richmond, received the rank

of colonel, and had taken his position as aide to General

Beauregard in South Carolina. He was on hand to play the

major role in the surrender of Fort Sumter. Since even this

surrender proceeded at too slow a pace to satisfy him, he

commandeered a boat and, in the face of great personal dan-

ger, proceeded through severe firing to the fort. After

16The War of the Rebellion: A C ilaion of the Of-ficial Records of th Union and Confederate Armiii~,3re~Vol. 1, p. 273.

17 Ibid, , pp. 276-278.
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reaching his destination he had the privilege of receiving

the surrender of Major Anderson.18 From this time on he be-

came known as "The Lion of Fort Sumter."19  This was the

climax of his military life, and, after a short time as com-

mander of the first Texas regiments in Virginia, he took his

place in the Confederate Senate.

Albert Sidney Johnston was a Texan by choice. After

his first visit in 1835, as a young West Point graduate,

he never lost his love for his adopted state. He spent some

time in the service of the army of the Republic of Texas.

Later he was appointed Colonel of the Second Cavalry and

was in command of the Department of Texas from 1856 to 1858.

In April, 1861, after a tour of duty in Utah during the Mor-

m n trouble, he was in San Francisco in command of the De-
partment of the Pacific. In a letter written at this time,

he said, "I felt, as soon as I learned the course of my

adopted state, that it was my duty to conform to her will,

and that I ought to forward my resignation to the President;

and I have accordingly done so.n20 Had this officer been

motivated solely by ambition,he would have known that in

the United States Army he stood at the head of the active

18Ibid., p. 309.

1rs. B. F. Pray, Dick Dowling's Battle, pp. 28-30.

2W. P. Johnston, The Life of General Albert SidneJohnston, p. 272. __-e
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officers. Whatever others may have thought, he was not de-

ceived as to the comparative strength of the opponents. He

knew the facts only too well. When, therefore, he made his

choice it was the triumph of duty over interest, and of af-

fection for his own people over all the allurements that am-

bition held out.

Johnston returned overland from the Pacific in an ef-

fort to reach Confederate headquarters as soon as possible.

After reporting to President Davis on September 10, 1861,

he was appointed a general in the Confederate army and as-

signed the command of that part of the Confederate States

which lay west of the Alleghany Mountains, except the Gulf

Coast. His command was very large in extent, and his powers

and authority were as large as the theory of the Confederate

government permitted. He lacked nothing from the very be-

ginning except men, munitions of war, and the means of ob-

taining them;

General Johnston realized that a difficult time was

coming before Shiloh. He was never able to assemble more

than 20,000 troops to meet the 100,000 on his front,21 Mile

after mile in Tennessee was eventually given up without a

blow, and Albert Sidney Johnston was hounded by men who

have always usurped the right to criticize the conduct of

2 1 General Marcus J. Wright, "The Battle of Shiloh,"Southern Historical Society Papers, Vol. XXXII, p. 124
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commanders and campaigners. After the fall of Forts Henry

and Donelson, a delegation even went to Richmond and demanded

the General's removal. President Davis merely said, "If
Sidney Johnston is not a general, I have none, 22 and so

left Albert Sidney Johnston free to plan one of the great

battles of the entire war. When friends had asked that he

make a public explanation of his previous failures, he re-

plied, "I cannot correspond with the people. What the peo-

ple want is battle and victory. That is the best explana-

tion I can make." 2 3

There is no doubt that Johnston planned that Shiloh

should be that victory. He had early begun pleading with

Governor Harris of Kentucky to furnish from ten to fifteen

thousand additional troops. "Without these," he said, "I

must be a spectator without power to seize the opportuni-

ties. "2k He managed to gather as many Texans as possible

into his army, including the famed Eighth Texas Cavalry,

more familiarly known as Terry's Texas Rangers.25 This

group and Nathan B. Forrest 's Regiment were the only cavalry

J. B. Ulmer, "A Glimpse of Albert Sidney Johnstonthrough the Smoke of Shiloh, " The Quarterly of the TexasState Historical Association, XTApril, 1907~)~,~7. "
23Wright, Oja. cit., p. 126,
2k"Correspondence between General A. S. Johnston andGovernor Isham G. Harris," Publication of the Southern His-

tory Association, Vol. IV, TPP95-1.
25Blackburn, Part I, J. cit., p. 15.
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units with enough experience to be of any service.26 The

Second Texas Infantry Regiment also came under Johnstonts

command.27

When, on April 6, 1862, General Johnston fell in bat-

tle, the South received one of her greatest losses. Most

histories written from a Confederate viewpoint have con-

fined themselves to a discussion of what would have been

the result had General Johnston not been killed. Most

agree that, with a strong brigade of soldiers, he could

have gone on to Washington and Baltimore.28 Certainly, his

inferior number of troops and resources and the interference

on the part of the Confederate government had much to do

with his early losses and his own early death. 2 9

The whole South joined in mourning his death. Jeffer-

son Davis said, "It may safely be asserted that our loss

is irreparable."3 0  Texas gave practical proof of her feel-

ing soon after the close of the war, Since General Johnston

had once said, "When I die I want a handful of Texas earth

26 General Thomas Jordan, "The Battle of Shiloh,"
Southern Historical Societe p , Vol. XXXV, p. 205.

275am Houston, Jr., "Shiloh Shadows," The Southwestern
Historical Quarterly, XxXIV (April, 1931), 332.

28 Taylor, ~o. cit., p. 84.

29William Wood, Captains of the Civil War, Vol. XXXI ofThe Chronicles of America Sere,~p. 123.

30Dictionar of American Biography, Vol. X, p. 136.
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on my breast,"3 1 the legislature of Texas, in a joint ac-
tion, on October 1, 1866, unanimously passed a resolution

to obtain his body from New Orleans and bring it to Austin

for burial. This was done in January, 1867, and his body

now rests under a handsome tomb in the State Cemetery at

Austin.32

John Bell Hood was more particularly connected with

Texas and Texas troops than was any other officer. While

Albert Sidney Johnston had asked for Texas troops to come

under his larger command, John B. Hood won his fame as com-

mander of the famed Hood's Brigade, made up principally

of Texans. Hood's early connection with Texas had followed

much the same pattern as had Johnston's; he was a West

Point graduate and had seen active service with the Second

Cavalry on the frontiers of Texas. It was during these

years that he became so attached to Texas and her people,

that he always referred to the state as his adopted state. 3 3

In 1859, he went to West Point as Cavalry Instructor, but

when war came he resigned his commission to enter the serv-

ice of the Confederacy. Then began a rapid succession of

promotions, equaled by no other top-ranking officer. To

31Joseph Hergesheimer, Swords and Roses, p. 169.
3 2 Johnston, op. cit., pp. 694-699.

3id . Johnson, Texans Who Wore the Ge, p. 26.
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the ordinary boy in the ranks, he became what every hero-

worshipping lad wished his big brother to be.

On March 2, 1862, Hood took command of the Texas Bri-

gade. These troops, later known as RoOd's Brigade, he per-

sonally led at the battle of Gaines' Mill, where they broke

the Federal lines and won a high reputation for themselves

and their leader. Shortly afterwards Hood was made a major-

general on the recommendation of "Stonewall" Jackson, and

his troops became the first division of Longstreet's Corps.

Anyone who had followed the operations of this army would

have said that of all the soldiers under Longstreet, the

most likely to be a great soldier was Hood.35

From this time on, Hood's bravery was never questioned,

but his wisdom in battle often was. He served gallantly at

Gettysburg; he served with such gallantry at Chickamauga

that his commission as a lieutenant-general was pre-dated

to correspond to the date when he suffered the amputation of

a leg, due to a wound received in that battle. Even thus

handicapped, he returned to active duty and, with the rank

of a temporary full general, he replaced Joseph E. Johnston

at Atlanta. The wisdom of this replacement has been the

occasion for much discussion. No doubt, President Davis'

Douglas S. Freeman, Lee's Lieutenants, Vol. I, p. 198.

35 Ibid., Vol. II, p. 273.
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personal dislike for Joseph E. Johnston entered into his de-

cision to place General Hood in command. According to one

writer, "Johnston's magnificent skill was thrown to the

winds, when Davis ordered the bold and skillful, but far

too headlong, J. B. Hood to take command and fight.,"36

General Lee himself said, "Hood is a bold fighter. I am

doubtful as to the other qualities necessary." Hood had

been trained as an offensive fighter; here he was called

upon to display the greatest ability in defensive tactics.

He himself blamed General Johnston and Senator Wigfall with

much of the adverse criticism which accompanied his Atlanta

campaign. Later in life he insisted that Johnston, with

his Fabian policy, had already doomed the campaign to fail-

ure before he was relieved of the command. 3 9 The results of

this campaign are well known. Hood then moved on into Ten-

nessee with no greater success as a defensive fighter.

On January 23, 1865, at his own request, General Hood

was relieved of the command of the Army of Tennessee. He

took full responsibility for the failure of the past cam-

paigns.40 He was on his way to Texas to form a new army

36Wood, _p. cit., p. 358.
37 Dictionary of American Biography, Vol. IX, p. 194.

38J. B. Hood, Advance and Retreat, p. 87.

3 91d. , p. 315.

4ODictionary of American Biograp Vol. IX, p. 194.
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when the report of General Lee's surrender reached him.

However, it was not until the receipt of positive informa-

tion of the surrender of General Kirby Smith, that he rode

into Union headquarters in Mississippi and surrendered.41

He received his parole and then proceeded to his adopted

state.

The other thirty-six officers from Texas with the rank

of general contributed much on the various eastern battle

fields throughout the war. T. N. Waul, who first achieved

prominence as a member of the first Texas delegation to the

Confederate convention in Montgomery, became the commander

of the only Texas Legion in the Confederate service, the

Tenth Texas, or Waul's Legion. This group saw service in

most of the major battles of the Tennessee region. John A.

Wharton joined Terry's Rangers when it was first organized,

and, when Colonel Terry was killed, was elected to take his

place. He continued to serve with this regiment throughout

most of the war. In late 1864, he was transferred to the

Trans-Mississippi District. Here he handled the command of

the cavalry unit with such skill and energy that he received

high praise from General Dick Taylor.k3

lIda R. Hood, "In Memory of General J. B. Hoodf
Southern Historical SoViety Papers, vol. XXXII, p. 155.

k2Jones, oi. cit., p. 105.

13Dictonar _of American Bigapy Vol. XIX, p. 275.
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John Gregg raised the Seventh Texas Infantry early in

the war and became the Colonel of this group. In 1862, he

became a brigadier-general and took part in the Vicksburg

campaigns. Later he was transferred to the Texas Brigade

and served with Longstreet during the Virginia campaigns of

1864. le was killed in battle before Richmond in October,

1864,44M. D. Ector was another of the generals who served

with great distinction east of the Mississippi. He served
with great gallantry at Chickamauga, Murfreesboro, and in

the Atlanta campaigns.45 Several others of this group were

to earn their outstanding f e in service west of the Mis-

sissippi.

It is difficult to evaluate these men as officers of

great importance, and offic rs of lesser importance. In

all Texas records, certainly in the local records, all of-

ficers and men are considered to have made outstanding con-

tributions. Fewer are so c nsidered in general histories of

the Civil War. Sid 3. Johnson, in writing of the contribu-

tions of Texas to the manpower of the Confederacy, listed

more than 300 outstanding men in one branch of the service

or another. Obviously, he did not limit his list to the up-

per officials. Neither do most local and personal records.

Such men as J. W. Throckmorton, 0. M. Roberts, and Ashbel

Ibid., Vol. VII, p. 597.

45Johnson, _p. cit., p. 73.
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Smith made great contributions to the Confederacy, partly

because of their outstanding influence in Texas, and partly

because of their real military abilities. Other men made

contributions just as great within narrower spheres.

In all wars Texans have displayed a very strong desire

to serve together in units . Each individual takes pride in

his own military exploits, but this pride seems to be in-

tensified many times when it adds up to a long list of ac-

complishments on the part of a "Texas Brigade. " This char-

acteristic has never been more evident than during the Civil

War,

Terry's Rangers may not have been the outstanding Texas

organization of the war, but, by its daredevil exploits and

great personal pride in itself, it captured the imagination

of Texans and all Southerners alike. This cavalry regiment

was activated in Houston on August 5, 1861, shortly after

B. F. Terry and Tom Lubbock had returned from Richmond. As

soon as the call for volunteers had gone out, it was answered

by 1,170 eager recruits. These men represented a cross sec-

tion of the entire state, including college boys, cowboys,

professional men, farmers, and many from business houses and

shops. 4 6  Just why it did not elect officers and become a

fully organized body of soldiers at once is not known. For

46Blackburn, Part I, . cit., p. 42.
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a time each company was called by its captain's name; even

B. F. Terry refused the title of Colonel until he should be

so elected by his men. The organization was not fully ef-

fected until the regiment had reported to General Albert

Sidney Johnston in Kentucky. Then Terry was elected Colonel

and Tom Lubbock was chosen Lieutenant-Colonel. An applica-

tion for numbering was then placed with the Secretary of War

in Richmond and eventually the Rangers were given the of-

ficial designation of the Eighth Texas Cavalry.'7

In the very first engagement, both Terry and Lubbock

were killed. John A. Wharton was then elected to command

the group. From this date, 1861, until the end of the war,

this regiment served with outstanding bravery and distinction

in such engagements as Shiloh, Murfreesboro, Chickamauga,

and Atlanta. In between major battles, the regiment was

engaged in making raids inside the enemy's lines for weeks

at a time. The group suffered a casualty list of a little

more than sixty per cent for the nearly four years of con-

tinuous fighting. Only nine per cent of the regiment was

taken to Northern prisons; more were captured but effected

escape. 4 When the war was over, probably ninety per cent

surrendered. Many never received a parole, preferring to
remain soldiers of the Confederate government. 9

47Ibid, p. 49. 4 8 Johnson, pp. cit., p. 293.
49J. K. P. Blackburn, "Reminiscences of the Terry Ran-gers, Part II, The Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XXII

(October, 1918), 171-172.
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This regiment many times displayed originality and in-

dividuality in its attitudes and activities. Its members

apparently felt no great loyalty to any individual simply
because he came from Texas. When General Albert Sidney

Johnston asked for and received their services, it was the

occasion for much disappointment and displeasure on the

part of the entire regiment. They had set their hearts on

going to Virginia. 5 0 At that time many people felt, still,

that the war would run its course in that section. Later,

when General Joe Johnston resumed command of the Army of

Tennessee, succeeding General Hood, they entered heartily

into the ovation which welcomed him back. They felt that

Hood's manipulation of the army had well-nigh destroyed

it.51

The Rangers thrived on praise for their daredeviltry

and bravery. J. K. P. Blackburn, an officer in the regi-

ment, said that General Sherman refused to make any ex-

change of prisoners with the Rangers, remarking that if he

had any one of that command fastened he would not release

him for anyone. 5 2 Once a Yankee officer, General Willich,

fell into the hands of the Rangers. When he learned the name

5 0 Blackburn, Part I, p. cit., p. 45.
5 1 Blackburn, Part II, p.H. cit.., p. 169.

52Ibid., p. 165.
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of his captors he said, "Mein Gott, I had rather be a pri-

vate in that regiment, than to be a brigadier-general in

the Federal army. #5 3  The opinions of these Federal generals

were heartily endorsed by all Texans, including Governor

Lubbock, who remarked that no better soldiers ever drew

battle-blades than Terry's Texas Rangers.5k

Probably no unit in the South equaled or bettered the

reputation for bravery held by the organization known as

Hood's Brigade. When first organized, it was composed of

the First, Fourth, and Fifth Texas Regiments, the Eighteenth

Georgia Regiment, and Hampton's South Carolina Legion.

Louis T. Wigfall was in command. After Wigfall entered the

Confederate Senate, General Hood took over the command and

gave the organization his name. 55 Eventually the Brigade,

after undergoing some reorganization, was attached to long-

street's Corps and saw service in approximately fifty-five

battles during the four years of war. Among these battles

were such major engagements as the Second Battle of Bull

Run, Antietam, Gaines' Mill, Spottsylvania Court House,

Gettysburg, Chickamauga, and the campaigns around Chatta-

nooga. Fittingly enough, the Brigade was at Appamattox

5 3 Blackburn, Part I, .p. cit., p. 75.

54Lubbock, jp.. cit., p. 326.

55J. B. Polley, A Soldier's Letters to C4aring Nellie,
pp. 10-11.



Court House when General Lee surrendered at the conclusion

of the war.56

The praise of this Brigade seems to have been unanimous.

General Hood said of his troops, "So highly wrought were the

pride and self-reliance of these troops that they believed

they could carve their way through almost any number of the

enemy's line formed in an open field."57 General Lee, ad-

dressing Senator Wigfall in September of 1862, said:

I have not heard from you in regard to the new
Texas regiments which you promised to raise for the
army. I need them very much. I rely upon those we
have in our tight places, and fear I have to call
upon them too often. . . . You must help us in this
matter. With a few more regiments such as Hood now
has, as an example of daring and braygry, I could
feel more confident of the campaign.

At another time General Lee remarked, "No brigade has done

nobler work or brought greater honor to its state than

Hood's Brigade." 5 9  General Jackson, in speaking of the Bri-

gade in the battle of Gaines' Mill, exclaimed, "The men who

carried this position were soldiers indeed:"60 Once, to-

ward the end of the war when there was fear that the Brigade

might be divided, President Davis said, "Hood's Brigade

56 Johnson, . cit., pp. 291-293.

57Don E. Henderson, "General Hood's Brigade," Southern
Historical Society Papers, Vol. XXIX, p. 309.

5 8 Ibid, 59 Pray, ,. cit p. 3.
6J. B. Hood, p. cit., p. 28.
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shall retain its original formation so long as there is a

man to wave the flag. f61 Even the Federal reports seem to

have agreed with this consensus of opinion. In the Union

report of the battle of Chickamauga, Hood's Brigade was the

only Southern unit mentioned for outstanding bravery. This

Brigade, the report admitted, only retreated when fairly

swept away by overwhelming fire.62

It would be unfair to give the impression that Terry's

Rangers and Hood's Brigade were the state's only outstand-

ing contributions in fighting organizations. They were,

perhaps, the best known, but such groups as Ross' Brigade,

Waul's Legion, and any one of the many cavalry and infantry

regiments contributed a like amount to the cause of the Con-

federacy. That intense state pride in one's group was al-

ways apparent, no matter what the outfit. Colonel W. P.

Rogers wrote his wife once concerning the slander Ex-Governor

Runnels had cast on the Second Texas Regiment. 6 3 This atti-

tude on the part of a Texan, he felt, was entirely unbecom-

ing, doubly so when directed toward a Texas regiment. Later,

in an effort to clear up various items of misinformation

Glpray, p. cit., p. 3k.
62The War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Of-

ficial Records of the Union and Confederate Armis, Sries I,
Vol. , Part I, p. 129.

63Eleanor D. Pace, Editor, "The Diary and Letters ofWilliamP. Rogers,'" The Southwestern Historical Quarterly,
XXXII (April, 1929)7 9.
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concerning his regiment, he wrote to a friend in Houston.

Among other things he said, "The Second Texas has had no

newspaper eulogists and I hope will never have, at least

in her own ranks, as some others have. He did not say

at whom the jibe was directed. It is presumable that many

Texas soldiers resented the great amount of favorable news-

paper publicity given to certain units.

Even though he took great pride in his membership in a

specific organization, the Texas soldier did not lose his

individuality in the war. If he was lucky enough to be in

a cavalry regiment, he gloated over the fact. One Lone Star

cavalryman wrote, when he heard of the commission of an in-

fantry acquaintance, "I would rather be a corporal in Com-

pany F of the Texas Rangers than to be a First Lieu in a

flat foot company." 6 5 When a portion of Terry's Rangers

was guarding a line on Lookout Mountain, they arranged for

a truce with the Federals facing them, until they could have

a swim, swap tobacco for coffee, exchange newspapers, and

have a good time generally.66

The Texan in the Civil War was as much preoccupied with

the subject of food as any soldier in any war. The Commis-

sary Department had a difficult time providing food for the

I4bid.,! p. 293.

6 Bell I. Wiley, The Life of JohnnyReb, p. 342.
66 Blackburn, Part II, 2P. cit., pp. 144-15.
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soldiers in the East. After the fall of the Mississippi

it became more and more difficult. A Texas Reb summed up

the situation with fair accuracy, when he said of his own

experience, "Well Lizer, I will let you know what I livon.

. .. beef an bread bread and beef upper crust under crust

and crum Som Sugar an molasses when that is said all is

said."6  Another Texan, suffering from a chronic headache,

moaned, "How much I miss the good coffee I used to get at

home . I would cheerfully pay one dollar for as much like

it as I could drink.",6 8 One member of Hood's Brigade, catch-

ing sight of a terrapin one day, captured it, and said, "A

man orter vairegate his eatin' every chance he gits2"6 9 The

Texans, having known life on the frontier, were past mas-

ters of this art.

67Wiley, ci., p. 97. 68Ibid., p. 103.
6 9Polley, ap. cit., p. 120.



CHAPTER V

TEXAS AND TEE TRANS-MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT

As soon as secession had become an accomplished fact

in Texas, the state began to play a leading role in the

military plans of both the Confederacy and the United States.

The surrender of all Federal forces within the state, the

confiscation of all military materiel, and the partial

evacuation of the Federal troops had taken place by the

time Fort Sumter surrendered. Texas became the western

frontier of the Confederacy; the point beyond which ambi-

tion and victory would carry Confederate dreams. The state

provided the only boundary between the new Confederacy and

a presumably friendly nation; in addition, Texas shared a

common body of water with that neighbor, Mexico, and so

furnished a more ready access for contact with European na-

tions. With a location of such strategic importance, Texas,

as a place, was of great concern to both the opposing forces

of the war. Northern plans were directed from the beginning

toward preventing Texas from assuming the role which this

geographic location and Confederate ambition had apparently

assigned to her. At first the North hoped to prevent Texas

from taking her place in the Confederacy; later she proposed
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to stop all expansionist plans, including any relations

with foreign countries; and finally, she determined to sep-

arate the Trans-Mississippi region from the rest of the Con-

federacy, thereby putting an end to much of the state's im-

portance as a supply center.

Because of this great importance which the location of

Texas was to assume, a somewhat paradoxical situation arose.

The men of the state, who might have acquired a lasting

fame on the battle fronts of the East, lost their individ-

uality, to a great extent, to the larger fame of Texas.

Their roles were played out on the Indian frontiers, in

abortive attempts to expand westward, in the day-to-day,

grueling, unrewarding work of protecting and maintaining

the coastal region as a part of the Confederacy, and, in

some instances, in temporary spurts of fame in one battle.

Most often, Texas herself, and the Confederates in command,

usually "outsiders, " overshadowed such Texas fighters as

the two McCulloughs, John S. Ford, and many others who had

had a part in making the Texas Rangers famous.

Texas, at first, was a department within herself. The

first general officer in charge was General Earl Van Dorn,

who assumed control on April 21, 1861, and was relieved on

September 18 of the same year by General P. 0. Hebert. Gen-

eral Van Dorn went on to a larger command in Arkansas and

Missouri. General Hebert, who was most unpopular in Texas,
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retained command until November 29, 1862, when General J. B.

Magruder became commander and held the position until the

close of the war. In May, 1862, all the region west of the

Mississippi was organized into the Trans-Mississippi Depart-

ment under the command of General T. H. Holmes. This of-

ficer was also very unpopular, especially with the Texas

members of Congress, and in March, 1863, he was relieved

by General E. Kirby Smith who remained in command until

surrender came.

The first trouble spot of prime importance in Texas

was the Rio Grande Valley. In February, 1861, before Texas

had voted to secede, the Committee on Public Safety com-

missioned Colonel John S. Ford as military commander of the

Rio Grande District. He was told that the object of his

mission was twofold: first, he was to use every means to

secure to the State of Texas all arms and munitions of war

held by the Federals in that district, and second, he was to

use such means as would protect the Rio Grande frontier

against hostile invasion.2 Before Colonel Ford could gather

sufficient troops and proceed to the Valley, E. B. Nichols

was appointed Commissioner of Texas and hurried to Browns-

ville to deal with Captain B. H. Hill, who was commanding

1C. W. Ramsdell, "Texas in the Confederacy," from Vol.
III of The South in the Building of the Nation, p. kIC.

2Ernest W. Winkler, Editor, Journal of the Secession
Convention, p. 321.
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the United States Army. An agreement was reached whereby

the Federals should leave the Texas border and coast, but

delivery of their ordnance and other supplies was refused. 3

Colonel Ford displayed great concern over the impor-

tance of his district. He believed that the authorities

failed to comprehend the strategic importance of its loca-

tion. On March 6, he wrote concerning the necessity for a

large, permanent army of occupation. He believed that

Brazos Santiago Island and the mouth of the Rio Grande

would become points of attack for the Federals. Colonel

Ford never trusted the Mexican population on either side

of the river, nor the Americans, On the same day that he

requested a large military force, he issued an address to

the people of the Rio Grande area, in which he endeavored to

strengthen the loyalty of these people to the Confederate

cause. He said, in part:

If your rights should be jeopardized and your
lives endangered by the presence of a foe, few of
these busybodies (Unionists) will be found in the
ranks of your defenders, Lis ten not to their in-
sidious slanders. Texas has more noble ends in
view.5

By March 20, 1861, Ford had reached Brownsville with his

3 Frank C. Pierce, Brief History of the Rio Grande, p. 39.

Twinkler, p. cit., p. 326.

5 The War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the of-
ficial Records of the Union and Confederate Armies,~Series I,
Vol. LIII, p. 675.
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army and made plans to scatter garrisons along the Rio

Grande from Brownsville to Laredo.

The occupation of New Mexico was the initial stroke in

the most ambitious movement undertaken by the Confederacy. 6

Captain John R. Baylor, who formed a small Confederate army

under the pretext of planning a buffalo hunt, reached El

Paso with this outfit early in July, 1861. There he occu-

pied Fort Bliss, which had been abandoned by the Federals.

He then proceeded to Mesilla in New Mexico, where he issued

a proclamation establishing the Territory of Arizona with

himself as governor. Thus far, the advance westward had

been carried on with very little co-operation from the Con-

federate government. During the latter part of the summer,

however, the Confederate authorities began to show a strong

interest in the West. Henry H. Sibley, among many others,

had resigned his command in a United States regiment sta-

tioned in Colorado, and had offered his services to the Con-

federacy.t He was commissioned a general in the Confederate

army and immediately he began to formulate plans to lead an

army back to the place of his former command. The possession

of New Mexico and Arizona could have been of little value

in itself in 1861. To Sibley it was important for "dominion

6R. N. Richardson and C. C. Rister, The Greater South-
wet p. 263. -~

W. H. Watford, "Confederate Western Ambitions," The
Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XLIV (October, 194077,~163.
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rather than for residence." Through Arizona and New Mexico

lay the Confederate roads to Colorado with its newly opened

mining region, to Utah and its Mormon population, who dis-

liked the Federal authorities, and to California with its

"outlet to the Pacific ."8 No doubt, such a greater Confed-

eracy would have been effective in impressing European na-

tions with the power and significance of the South.

General Sibley left San Antonio in November, 1861,

with a brigade and two regiments and reached Fort Craig on

the Rio Grande on February 18, 1862. On February 21, he

was joined by Captain Baylor and defeated the forces of

General E. R. C. Canby at Valverde. He then proceeded to

take Albuquerque and Santa Fe without bloodshed, and planned

an attack on Fort Union, ninety miles above Santa Fe. How-

ever, his further advances were hindered by the barrenness

of the country, by the complete destruction of Union stores

likely to fall into his hands, and by the threat of Union

reinforcements from Colorado.9 Also, even though General

Sibley had the blessing of the Confederate government, no

material supplies were forthcoming. Governor Lubbock wrote

to General Hebert, now in command of the Texas District, that

Texas had sent all the supplies possible, but that, since

8 bi .,p. 186.

9 William Wood, Captains of the Civil War, Vol. XXXI ofThe Chronicles of America Series~p. - .67
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the expedition was a Confederate movement, "should you feel

authorized to extend to him (Sibley) any relief, I will

cheerfully co-operate with you. "10 Hebert sent no help.

Sibley, discouraged, began a retreat which ended in

May in San Antonio. Here he received word that General Lee

had ordered two regiments and supplies to be sent to him.11

The promised supplies were much too late. From this time

on, no further plans for the occupation of the West materi-

alized. The South was forced to turn its attention to the

more urgent matter of defense against the power of the in-

vader.

While the New Mexico campaign was being carried on,

Confederate forces had proceeded as far west as Tucson.

This occasioned the advance of Federal forces from Cali-

fornia under General Carleton. This column did not reach

the Rio Grande in time to take part in the New Mexico cam-

paign, but some of the troops were anxious to reach Texas.

Even though General Canby ordered them to stop their pur-

suit, some continued as far as Fort Davis. They remained

only a short time, and then returned to New Mexico, where

they spent the rest of the war years quelling Indian dis-

turbances.132 The Federal forces never engaged in a real

1 0Francis R. Lubbock, Six Decades in Texas, p. 405.

1 11Rid., p. 06.

12Richardson and Sister, OP. citi., p. 268.
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invasion of the western frontiers of Texas during the period

of the Confederacy.

The defense of the Texas coast constitutes one of the

most brilliant chapters in the story of the Confederacy.

Although the State of Texas may have played only a small

part in the military aspects of the struggle, it did occupy

a prominent place in the over-all strategy. Galveston was

a particular gem, and, since the blockading of enemy coasts

is an old and honorable custom among warring nations, that

city and all other Texas coastal cities played an important

role in the final outcome of the conflict. In 1861, Texas,

like her sister states, was entirely unprepared for war,

especially for a naval war. Nevertheless, one of the first

accessions to the Confederate navy resulted from the cap-

ture of the United States steamship, Star of te West, off

Indianola, Texas, by a party of volunteers from Galveston. 1 3

When General Paul 0. Hebert was made Confederate mili-

tary commander of Texas, his headquarters was located in

Galveston. He immediately made himself most unpopular with

all Texans by placing the entire state under martial law.l'

To most of the people who knew him, his outstanding con-

tribution was the fact that he did not interfere with the

J.T. Scharf, History of the Confederate States Navy,
p. 494.

1 4 Alfred M. Williams, Sam Houston and the War of Inde-
pendence, p. 372. ~
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work of Commander W. W. Hunter. This officer reported to

General Hebert in the fall of 1861, to act as superintend-

ent of coast defenses. Commander Hunter was very active

and directed his energies and talents to fortifying Galves-

ton, Brownsville, Pass Caballo, and Sabine Pass. He had no

vessels in his command except a few improvised "cotton-clad"
river steamers, but with these he rendered efficient serv-

ice to the army in transporting troops and munitions of

war.15

By 1862, blockade running along the Texas coast was

flourishing, greatly to the detriment and chagrin of the

Federal authorities. Not only was Texas furnishing the main

ports of entry, but she was also furnishing many blockade

runners. In October, 1862, Andrew McKee and Thomas B. Power

of Texas went to Richmond to arrange for sending a whole

squadron to sea.16 In 1863, the letters of marque issued

by the Confederate government included the steamer Texas.

This vessel was owned and commanded by Charles de Montel of

Texas, "an old sailor who had seen service and was besides

a very brave and energetic man."17  Many other boats, owned

by Texans, were put to sea and operated between Texas and

the Bahamas.

15charf, 22. cit., p. 498.

W. M. Robinson, Jr., The Confederate Privateers,
p. 246.

1 7 Ibid., p. 247.



Following successes elsewhere on the coast, the Fed-

erals in the fall of 1862 turned their attention to the Texas

coast. Admiral David G. Farragut made public a letter which

he had received from Commodore W. B. Renshaw, who was in

command of the Federal fleet off the Texas coast. In this

letter Commodore Renshaw stated that there was so much

Union sentiment in Galveston that he felt sure that a regi-

ment would be sufficient to take the town.l 8 In the latter

part of September, 1862, the enemy began to make demonstra-

tions against Galveston. General Hebert was ill in San An-

tonio. Governor Lubbock wrote to him, asking that he meet

him in Galveston to plan the defense of the island.19 Gen-

eral Hebert made no reply, and before any workable plans

could be made, the Confederate troops evacuated the island

and the Federal forces moved in.

General J. B. Magruder arrived on November 27, 1862,

to take General Hebert's place. He immediately went to work

planning the recapture of Galveston. He definitely en-

dorsed a letter, written by Governor Lubbock to the Secre-

tary of War, J. H. Seddon, which pressed the need for arms

and additional troops in Texas.20 By mid-December, General

The War of the Rebellion: A CompIlation of the Of-
ficial Records of the Union and Confederate Armies, Series I,
Vol. LIII, p. 51.

Lubbock, 2. cit., pp. 415-416.

20Ibid. , p. 427.
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Magruderts activity had so impressed Commodore Renshaw that

he asked Admiral Farragut for permission to withdraw from

Galveston Island. Admiral Farragut gave his permission,

provided Renshaw would be willing for the report to say

that he had withdrawn his forces because of a report of a

Confederate attack, 2 1  This, of course, be was not willing

to do. Renshaw's problem was further complicated by the

continuous arrivals of Unionist refugees who had been con-

centrated in Matamoros. Since he did not have sufficient

materiel to arm the refugees, they would be helpless in

the face of an attack. He decided to send these people to

New Orleans, but he had managed to secure only one ship for

this purpose by the end of December. 2 2

General Magruder continued to make every preparation

for a successful engagement. When he took over the command

he realized that absolute co-operation between land and naval

forces would be necessary. Commander Hunter had left the

Gulf Coast service, so General Magruder accepted as one of

his aides a steamship captain named Leon Smith and com-

missioned him a major. This unofficial "major" had had ex-

perience in both deep-water sailing in the Pacific and in

inland-water navigation on river steamers in Texas,23 Major

21C. S. Cumberland, "The Confederate Loss and Recaptureof Galveston, t' The Southwestern Historical Quarterly, LI
(October, 1917), 117.

p. 118. 23 Ibid., p. 122.
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Smith took a small number of "cotton-clads" and, in less

than two months, became one of the ablest of the Confeder-

ate naval commanders in Gulf waters.2k General Magruder

subsequently took personal command of the land forces and

left the naval forces to Major Smith.

On January 1, 1863, these combined forces took Galves-

ton, together with four vessels and three hundred Federal

prisoners. The Harriet Lane was the first of the Federal

boats attacked, and its capture has taken its place in the

annals of Texas bravery. Its defeat took place after Tex-

ans boarded its decks and engaged in a fierce hand-to-hand

fight. 2 5  The Westfield, the other of the largest of the

Federal boats, went aground and blew up, by mischance kill-

ing Commodore Renshaw and several of his officers.2 6  The

capture of these two vessels seemed to make the entire vic-

tory more complete. It was the greatest setback which had

been administered to the Federal forces at sea, and was the

first and outstanding Confederate victory of 1863.

Many individuals in the Confederacy were quick to

recognize this victory as one of great import. The Houston

Tri-weekl Telegraph, on January 2, carried banner headlines,

2 4Lubbock, o.. cit., p. 432.

25Mrs.Anna J. H. Pennybacker, A History of Texas for
Schools, p. 240.

2 6 David P. Marvin, "The 'Harriet Lane,'" The South-
western Historical Quarterly, XXXIX (July, 193 T6T
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entitled, "Glorious News -- Galveston Recaptured." 2 7  On

January 7, Sam Houston wrote General Magruder a congratu-

latory letter, saying, "You sir, have introduced a new era

in Texas, by driving from our soil a ruthless enemy. "28

President Davis immediately wrote a letter of congratula-

tions,29 and the Texas legislature, in a joint resolution,

went on record expressing its thanks to General Magruder

for this great victory. 3 0

If the victory meant so much to the South, the defeat

meant as much to the North. A correspondent of a Texas

newspaper, who was in New Orleans when news of the Confed-

erate victory was received, was present when Admiral Farra-

gut "raved and tore his hair" on hearing of it.31 Later

Admiral Farragut said that the capture of the Harriet Lane

and the abandonment of Galveston was not only the most un-

fortunate thing that had ever happened to the Federal navy,

but the most shameful. 3 2

This great victory was followed up during the month of

January by further Confederate victories at sea. The Aorning
g, a particularly prized Federal ship, was captured off

2 7 H. E. Bolton and E. C. Barker, With the Makers of
Texas, p. 297.

28WIlliams, . cit., p. 324.

2 9Official Records of the Union and Confederate Navies,
Series I, Vol. XIX, p. 470.

30Ibid., p. 468. 3 15charf, . cit., p. 512.
3 2 H. A. Trexler, "The 'Harriet Lane' and the Blockade

of Galveston," The Southwestern Historical rterl XXXV
(October, 1931), 109.
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Sabine Pass . General Magruder, by early spring, felt his

position to be strong enough to declare the Federal block-

ade at an end. He addressed an open letter to all neutral

nations and asked that they resume commercial intercourse

with the ports of Texas.

This period of unbounded Confederate optimism in the

West came to an abrupt halt with the fall of Vicksburg on

July 4, 1863. This was an irreparable disaster as a mili-

tary loss, but the ensuing demoralization among the people

and soldiers was worse. Governor Lubbock tried to cheer

the people of Texas on July 24, by saying:

The fall of the heroic city does not necessarily
give the enemy control of the Mississippi, neither
does it insure the invasion of Texas, nevertheless
it behooves every man to be prepared and ner d for
any fate that may befall him or his country.

President Davis wrote to General Kirby Smith and warned

against the prevailing feeling that the Confederacy was aban-

doning the West, General Smith replied with a letter beg-

ging f or supplies to replace those lost at Vicksburg. This

letter was written in such a despairing tone that it was not

made public until long after the close of the war,35

The Federal authorities knew that they should press

their advantages in the Southwest at this time. Some were

3 3 Lubbock, 2p. cit., p. 450.

Ibid., p. 489. 3 5 Ibid., pp. 491-492.
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in favor of taking Mobile; others advocated making an all-

out attempt to acquire Texas. The latter plan won out, be-

cause the Federal government in Washington had become very

much concerned over the probable plans of Napoleon III and

France in connection with Texas.36 With the over-all

strategy thus decided, General N. P. Banks selected Sabine

City as his first objective. Possession of the Sabine River

would give to the United States forces a short line of op-

erations against the interior of Texas. There was also an

economic motive involved. More than 40,000 bales of cotton

were reported at Sabine City, the capture of which would

have been very lucrative to the Federals.37

Four gunboats and a large collection of transports

bearing more than 5,000 troops were collected by the Fed-

erals and attacked Sabine Pass on September 8, 1863. To

meet this formidable force, Lieutenant Dick Dowling had two

small gunboats and a garrison of forty-seven men. Yet he

disabled and captured two enemy craft, took about 350

prisoners, and turned back the entire expedition. His vic-

tory was a severe blow to the morale of the North and aug-

mented doubts about the efficiency of the Federal navy.

Horace Greeley, in the New York Tribune, said that General

36Jo Young, "The Battle of Sabine Pass," The South-
western Historical quarterly, LII (April, 1997398.

37 d p.Ibid, P.399.
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Franklin, the defeated Federal officer in charge, had the

"distinction of being the first American general who man-

aged to lose a fleet in contest with land battles alone.'38

The New York Herald credited the battle, together with the

Federal defeat at Chickamauga, with lowering the credit of

the United States to the extent of raising the price of

gold five per cent. 3 9 The Confederate Congress was not

slow to recognize the strategic value of this unexpected

victory. The Congressmen passed a very long resolution

which gave high praise to Lieutenant Dick Dowling, and con-

firmed opinions then being voiced that this victory had

prevented the invasion of Texas.'0

General Banks proposed to make his next move more suc-

cessful. With a combined naval and land force of about

6,000 men he moved against the lower Rio Grande, where the

Confederate garrisons were pitiably weak. This area had

remained a trouble spot from early 1861. This district had

been under the command of Colonel John S. Ford and Colonel

P. N. Luckett until General H. ?. Bee superseded them on
January 29, 1863. The aggregate force maintained by these

commanders at Fort Brown and between Fort Brown and Ringgold

3"Ib .. . |p. 4.-.8.

3 9 Richardson, Texas the Lone Star State, p. 252.

40Mrs .B. F. Pray, Dick Dowling's Battle, p. 120.
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Barracks at Rio Grande City never rose above 1,200 men.

The Rio Grande situation was always complicated by the

presence of many Union sympathizers in nearby Matamoros.

Leonard Pierce, Jr., who was the United States consul at

Matamoros, wrote urgent letters to Washington concerning

the plight of the Unionists.42 Early in 1863, in a letter

written to Lieutenant Hunter, who was commanding the Fed-

eral forces off Brazos Santiago, Mr. Pierce wrote:

I am afraid our government undervalues the
possession of this frontier. It is now the grand
thoroughfare for their foreign mails, passengers,
commissioners, cotton, or indeed anything that they
wish. Of course all the cotton that is shipped
from this port came from Texas, and it is probable
that most of the merchandise brought here finds its
way to the interior of the Confederacy, and were
this line occupied by our armi s it would be giving
a heavy blow to the rebellion. 3

By November, 1863, General Banks and the rest of the

Federal authorities agreed with Mr. Pierce. When General

Banks arrived off the coast of Brazos Santiago with his

formidable force, General Bee prepared to evacuate Browns-

ville. The Federal forces entered a town that had been

stripped of all supplies. The garrison buildings and all

stores which could not be removed had been committed to

41Pierce, 2~P. cit., p. 41.

official Records of the Union and Confederate Navies
in the War of the Rebellion, Series I, Vol. XVIII, p. k56.
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flames' and the river was full of cotton bales that had

failed of delivery to Matamoros.45 General Bee and his

forces had withdrawn as far as Santa Gertrudis.

Finding no real opposition in this section, General

Banks rapidly extended his seizures to include Corpus

Christi, Aransas Pass, Indianola, and other points, until

Galveston and Sabine Pass were the only ports left to the

Confederates. By the time this was accomplished in the

spring of 1864, all Federal forces possible were needed for

the gigantic Red River campaign. Consequently, believing

that the danger of French intervention had passed and that

the Rio Grande was no longer of such great strategic impor-

tance,' General Banks withdrew all garrisons except those

at Brownsville and Matagorda and went with his men to di-

rect the new campaign.

This expedition was planned to accomplish many things

for the Federal cause. It was expected that it should win

Texas and threaten the imperialists in Mexico; and eventually

it would lead to clearing the entire Southwest of all Con-

federate forces. The immediate objective, according to many

'JohnS. C. Abbot, "Texas Lost and Won," Harper's New
Monthly xMagazine,XXXIII (June to November, 186U,461-462.

45Pierce, 21. cit., p. 43.

1 * Ramsdell, "Texas in the Confederacy," p. cit., p. k13.
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authorities, was the capture of immense supplies of cotton

to be sold by the Union government to relieve the textile-

mill famine and to put millions of dollars into the United

States treasury.A The federal preparations proved that

the expedition was one of major importance. In March, 186k,

25,000 well-equipped veterans, sustained by a powerful flo-

tilla of gunboats, moved up the Red River. Banks planned to

unite this army with 15,000 men under General Steele mov-

ing southward from Little Rock.

With a large part of his best troops drawn away to sus-

tain the flagging Confederate cause in the East, General

Kirby Smith worked with the energy of desperation to form

an army that could hope to cope with Banks. Magruder sent

him every man he could spare from Texas, but this was the

time of a dispute between Magruder and Governor Murrah as

to the proper construction of the last Conscription Act of

Congress, and Murrah refused to co-operate in the undertak-

ing. 4 General Smith wrote to Colonel Henry E. McCulloch,

who was in command of the northeastern section of Texas,

and asked that he send all available wagons, animals, and

other supplies. Colonel McCulloch did not see fit to comply,

giving as his reason his conviction that the production of

k
7 Carl Sandburg, Storm Over the Land, pp. 244-245.

L8ubbock, 22p. cit., p. 534.
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grain and other food supplies with those animals and wagons

was a much more vital activity.k9 Even with this lack of

co-operation, General Smith eventually accumulated some

11,000 effective troops from Louisiana, Arkansas, Missouri,

and Texas.5a These troops had the advantage of being com-

manded by such able leaders as General Tom Green, who was

killed in this engagement, General Dick Taylor, and General

John A. Wharton. However, the army continued to be plagued

by a lack of supplies. The men were underarmed and under-

fed. One enlisted man in laneis Texas Cavalry complained

continually of the scantiness and quality of the food dur-

ing this time. One time he wrote in his diary, "Our rations

are very scanty. The beeves that we eat here are so poor

they can hardly stand. It is an outrage that Confederate

soldiers should be compelled to live upon what we live

upon." 5 1  There not only was a scarcity of food, but the

supply routes had broken down, and much food intended for

the army never reached its destination.

The two unevenly matched forces met each other at Mans-

field, Louisiana, on April 8, 1864, and the Confederates all

but routed Banks' army. The victorious Confederates were

49The _War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Of-
ficial Records of the Union and Confederate Armies, Series I,
Vol. XXXIV, Part III, p.TT5,

50Richardson, p. cit., p. 253.
5 1 Rebecca W. Smith and Marion Mullins, Editors, "The

Diary of H. C. Medford, Confederate Soldier," Part I, The
Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XXXIV (October, 1930), 120.
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repulsed the following day at Pleasant Hill, but Banks never

recovered from the blow at Mansfield and fell back to the

Mississippi River. After this demoralizing defeat, General

Banks was replaced by General E. R. C. Canby, but the Fed-

eral authorities initiated no more major campaigns west of

the Mississippi.

The minor skirmishes had not stopped along the Rio

Grande with General Banks' withdrawal. Small forces from

the Union garrison at Brazos Santiago were continually mak-

ing attacks upon, and plundering small unprotected towns

along the coast. In March, 186k, Colonel E. J. Davis, a

Texas Unionist, led a force of two hundred against Laredo

and was defeated and driven back by Colonel Santos Benavides.

During the summer of 186k, Colonel Ford raised a force for

the recapture of Brownsville. After several skirmishes he

reached the city and forced the enemy to evacuate on July 30,

1864. The Federals still held the mouth of the river, and

in September they made an effort in conjunction with the

Mexican adventurer, Cortina, then commanding an independent

section of the Mexican Liberal army, to drive out the Con-

federates. 5 2  This attempt failed.

It was at Palmito Ranch near Brownsville that the final

battle of the Civil War took place on May 13, 1865. The

5 2 Ramsdell, "Texas in the Confederacy," 2. cit.,
pp . 413-4140. --
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place and date of this historic battle have been accepted

and authenticated by all reports, but all other inf ormation

varies. In a report widely circulated shortly after the

close of the war, a Southern veteran declared, "I know that

General Kirby Smith fired the last shot in the defense of

the Confederacy. "5 3  This report was generally accepted as

true for some time. Actually the Confederates, made up of

three hundred of General Ford's command, were commanded by

General James E. Slaughter,54 and defeated the Federal

forces made up of two Negro regiments and a company of un-

mounted Texas (Union) cavalry. One report claims that the

Confederates, even though they had the final victory, could

not claim the honor of having fired the last shot; that

honor belonged to the 62nd United States Colored Infantry. 5 5

Another statement generally accepted as true is that the

Confederates knew nothing of General Leers surrender until

they were so informed by their Federal prisoners. Sometime

after the battle, however, General Slaughter said, "I had

heard about General Lee's surrender and did not want to

fight, but as the enemy advanced upon my forces I attacked

and routed them. 56

5 3 "The Last Battle of the War, t " Southern Historical So-
ciety Papers, Vol. XXI, p. 226. ~

54Ibid. ,p. 227.
5 5 Luther Conyer, "Last Battle of the War, " Southern

Historical Society Papers, Vol. XXIV, p. 311.

5 6 "The Last Battle of the War," p. cit., p. 227.

I' .
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When General Lee surrendered on April 9, 1865, it

seemed probable that a severe struggle would be necessary

for the reduction of the Confederate forces in the Trans-

Mississippi Department, yet within six weeks this region

presented a scene of universal disorder and a confusion

nothing short of anarchy, and that, too, without the ad-

vance of a single Federal soldier. 5 7 As early as February,

1865, Kirby Smith knew that the Trans-Mississippi would not

furnish the magnificent "last stand" contemplated by many

of the Confederate officials in the East. On the first of

that month General Smith offered his services to Maximilian

"in case of unexampled catastrophe to our arms. 58 f Aew
days later he wrote to Secretary of War Seddon and to Con-

federate Senators Wigfall and Oldham of Texas, describing

the pitiful plight of his army, and emphasizing particu-

larly his lack of funds. In his identical letters to the

Texas Senators, he closed his plea by saying, "Please con-

sult with the other representatives from this section of the

Confederacy and enlist them all, if possible, in a common

570. W. Ramsdell, Reconstruction in Texas, p. 27.

58The War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Of-
ficial Records of the Union and Confederate Armies, Series
I, Vol. XLVIII, Part I, p. 1359.
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effort to secure funds at once for this department. '59

When General Smith was called upon to surrender on

April 19, 1865, by General Pope, he insisted that he did not

have the authority to surrender his forces. He therefore

called a meeting of the governors of the states affected,

and these men met in Marshall, Texas, to consider suitable

terms of surrender. Governor Murrah of Texas was ill, but

Guy M. Bryan represented the state. These men, trying des-

perately to gain time and some favorable considerations,

agreed upon the following terms, which were to be dispatched

by General Smith to General Pope : The United States authori-

ties were to grant immunity from persecution to all officers

and soldiers and citizens in the Trans-Mississippi Depart-

ment; on the granting of immunity all military resistance

to the United States would cease; the Confederate army should

be disbanded and its officers and soldiers permitted to re-

turn to their homes, and transportation was to be furnished

them as far as practicable; such officers and soldiers as

chose were to be permitted, without molestation, to leave

the country, with or without their arms, within a reasonable

time; and the same permission was to be granted to all citi-

zens.6o

59Ibid., pp. 1381-1384.

6OIbid. ,p. 193.

A - _ _ -
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The Governors' Conference also decided to concentrate

all forces at Houston to resist an expected attack on Gal-

veston. The condition of the army in Texas had been rapidly

disintegrating. On April 29, General Magruder reported

that the men were deserting by tens and twenties each

night. 6 1 On May 4, Magruder attempted to raise the morale

of the people. In an address to both the people and the

army, he said, "Citizens, encourage by your patriotic ex-

ample your noble Texas soldiers in performing their duty.

. . . We are not whipped, and no matter what events may

transpire elsewhere, recollect that we will never be

whipped.u6 2 Rowever, by the 16th, Magruder was reporting

to General Smith that over four hundred were attempting to

leave Galveston each night. He went further to say, "Nothing

more can be done except to satisfy the soldiers in dividing

public property, to induce them to preserve their organiza-

tions, and to send them in regiments to their homes with as

little damage to the community as possible.'t63

With conditions as they were, General Smith soon real-

ized that the surrender terms drawn up at Marshall would be

given scant consideration. He therefore sent General Buck-

ner to General Canby in New Orleans to take up the surrender

question. General Smith then proceeded to Houston, but

611d., Part II, p. 1291. 621bid., p. 1294.

Ibid., p. 1308.
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before he arrived on May 29, all troops knew that the end

had come and they had become unmanageable. The troops

swarmed over Houston, then scattered over the state, s ome

going to their homes, and many others fleeing to Mexico.

Even amid this confusion, General Smith attempted to halt

the rapid break-up. His attempts were useless, and, on

June 2, he went aboard a United States ship of war at Gal-

veston and signed the Canby-Buckner convention. The last

vestige of Confederate military authority now vanished.

After a three-week interval of continued military and gov-

ernmental confusion, General Gordon Granger arrived on June

19, and immediately assumed command of the state. The last

"hope of the Confederacy" had come to an official end.

6 4Ramsdell, Reconstruction in Texas, p. 33.
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CHAPTER VI

THE STATE AND ThE CONFEDERACY

The government of Texas was immediately forced to ad-

just itself to the new conditions when the state took its

place as a member of the Confederacy. Since Sam Houston,

because of his sincere political views, could not see fit

to deny the Union and lead Texas into her early relation-

ship with the Confederacy, this procedure became the duty

of former Lieutenant-Governor Edward Clark. Governor Clark's

term of office was dominated by immediate military consid-

erations. He had little opportunity during his few months

in office to place the government itself on a firm, close

relationship with the Confederate government in Richmond.

The people themselves were much more interested in accom-

plishing a quick military defeat of the Yankees than they

were in developing a strong civilian organization which

might contribute to a long-range victory. So rapidly did

Texas respond to the call to arms that in spite of an in-

crease in population, the number of votes cast in the elec-

tion of 1861 was 6,500 less than the votes cast in the elec-

tion of 1859.1 During such a period of change it was

1 L. W. Newton and H. P. Gambrell, Texas Yesterday and
Today, p. 232.--
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impossible to assemble a state convention, and no forn tl

candidates were nominated. As in most war-time elections,

there were no real issues at stake; all three candidates

had proved their loyalty to the Confederacy and promised to

prosecute the war with vigor. Francis R. Lubbock received

21,854 votes and was elected as governor. Edward Clark re-

ceived 21,730 and T. J. Chambers, 13,759.2

After two years of serving as governor, Francis Lubbock

was anxious to enter the military service, and did not choose

to enter the race for governor in 1863. Again no state

nominating convention was held and Pendleton Murrah and T. J.

Chambers were the chief candidates. Murrah won in an elec-

tion in which 31,000 votes were cast, a little more than

half the number polled two years bef ore .3

In many ways, Lubbock had the best of the war-time

terms of Texas governors, He served during a period when

the Confederacy had lost some of its early rash enthusiasm,

and had settled down with a determination and with high

hopes to win the war. However, by the time his term ended,

it was very evident that the war could not be won by an easy

conquest. Lubbock, from the beginning, had been an eager

exponent of close co-operation between the Confederacy and

the state. He had complete faith in the Southern organization

2 Ibid. 3 bid., p. 233.
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and expected his people to have that same faith. In his

last appearance as governor, he said:

We must be united, -- we must be as a band of
brothers, -- and we must and will sustain the pa-
triotic and intellectual statesmen at the head of
the government, the gallant commanders and their
chivalrous soldiers. We will sustain the families
of those bravely doing battle for our country -- we
will forget our private interests -- we will forego
the love of money, ease, and luxury -- we will all
pledge ourselves to do these things, rally around
the standards of our bleeding country, and continue
to strike as long as an armed Yankee stands upon
our soil.

Governor Murrah, a man quite different in outlook from

Francis Lubbock, served his term in a time of fluctuating

hope and despair, culminating toward the close in sheer

frenzy. Pendleton Murrah was never able to see the greater

good of the Confederacy, beyond the immediate needs of Texas.

This attitude caused his administration constantly to be be-

set with arguments with the Confederate civilian and mili-

tary authorities. Something might be said for the defense

of Governor Murrah, however. After the fall of Vicksburg,

and, as the war progressed to the final defeat of the South,

the Trans-Mississippi Department was thrown more and more

upon its own resources. It was natural that he, with his

state-rights background, and from motives of sheer self-

preservation, would hesitate to transfer men and supplies

from state control to the Confederate authorities.

William Mcraw, Professional Politicians, pp. 123-124.
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The other departments of government were affected in a

like degree by the change in national governments. The Texas

Supreme Court generally viewed with favor the laws enacted

by the Confederate government. It upheld the constitu-

tionality of the Conscription Law, when many individuals

were crying that it invaded the sacred domain of state

rights. It also declared constitutional an act abolishing

substitution in the army, even though this act violated the

obligation of contract.5 The Texas Supreme Court was for-

tunate to have such men on the bench as 0. M. Roberts, who

returned to Texas to accept the position of Chief Justice

after a period of active military service. The majority of

the personnel of the Supreme Court accepted from the begin-

ning the fact that the Confederate government had replaced

the United States as the unifying organization for the

Southern states, and thus was entitled to speak for the

states as a whole. This interpretation many individuals re-

fused to accept. Since there was no Confederate supreme

court to uphold the legality of Confederate laws, more re-

sponsibility devolved upon the Texas Supreme Court and other

state supreme courts.

The legislature was, of necessity, more closely iden-

tified with the affairs of the state than of the Confederacy.

Perhaps this body accomplished less than what might have been

5R. N. Richardson, Texas the Lone Star State, p. 257.
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expected, since it was composed in great measure of men

with little or no experience in legislating; practically

all men with previous experience in the legislature had

joined the armed services. Almost all representatives, es-

pecially those from the eastern part of the state, were to-

tally opposed to making appropriations for anything that in

the course of other times had been provided by the United

States government. They looked upon the new government as

a fixture, like the old one, with plenty of money and means

to furnish anything at any expense.6 Since the new Confed-

erate government was not so organized and had no such re-

sources, this attitude on the part of the legislators led

to some practical difficulties. This became especially true

in relation to financial and frontier problems.

Several extraordinary sessions of the. legislature were

called to deal with the various pressing problems relating

to the war. The last of these was convoked on October 29,

1864, to consider the waning fortunes of the Confederacy.

At this time Senator Edward R. Hord introduced a resolution

of great violence and ultra-radical doctrines, declaring

with vehemence and in strong and unmistakable terms the un-

alterable determination of Texas to fight to the last ditch,

and never to be reconstructed within the Union. 7  The

6George B. Erath, "Memoirs, " The Southwestern Historical
Quarterly, XXVII (October, 1923), 157.

7Claude Elliot, Leathercoat, p. 84.
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discussion which followed the introduction of this resolu-

tion brought out opinions which had been outstanding during

the entire war. J. W. Throckmorton urged against the resolu-

tion and introduced a substitute. He believed that, since

Texas had made an alliance with the. Southern states under a

constitution which delegated to the Confederacy the power

to make peace and war, it was not within her power to treat

with the United States on the subject of war. Further, he

believed that any course pursued by the state should be dic-

tated by the will of the people, by a regard to the faith

which Texas had pledged to her sister states, and by the

8principle of preserving unity. Since Throckmorton had been

a pre-secession Unionist, his opinions were given no con-

sideration by many. Members of the Senate were definitely

divided in their opinions, and debate on these resolutions

was sharp and bitter. On November 4, the Hord resolution

passed by a vote of twelve to ten. Strong appeals were

made to pass the act by a unanimous vote, but Throckmorton

refused to yield. 9  Later the disintegration of the Confed-

erate army took care of the practical intent of the resolu-

tion.

Texas, on three different occasions, engaged in confer-

ences with her sister states of the Trans-Mississippi.

8Ibid., p,85. 9Ibid., p. 88.
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However, there was never any indication that she felt a

similar close relationship with the states 'of the East.

Governor Pickens of South Carolina once suggested a meeting

of all the Southern governors to consider the needs of the

Confederacy. Lubbock replied that he was too busy looking

after affairs in his own state and in giving aid to the Con-

federate authorities to engage in any outside work! He
went on to inform the Eastern governor that, instead of the

six per cent white population required to be in service,

Texas had furnished twelve per cent.1 0

The three meetings of the Trans-Mississippi governors

at Marshall, Texas, were in each instance occasioned by a

severe military calamity or threat. In June, 1862, the Mis-

sissippi River was virtually in the possession of the enemy,

and the impression was entertained in some quarters that the

Confederate authorities were neglecting and abandoning the

portion of the Confederacy west of the river. Governor

Rector of Arkansas was most outspoken in this belief. 1 1

Governor Lubbock wrote to President Davis and expressed his-

loyalty and belief in the Confederate authorities. As a

result of this letter, Guy M. Bryan came back to Lubbock

from President Davis to suggest a governors' conference,

1 0Francis R. Lubbock, Six Decades in Texas, p. 511.

llIbid., p. 389.
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made up of the governors of Arkansas, Louisiana, Missouri,

and Texas, for the purpose of suggesting plans for the de-

fense of the states west of the Mississippi and for the con-

sideration of any other common problems. At the first meet-

ing only Texas and Missouri sent their governors, but the

other two states were represented. These delegates stressed

the fact that, since Richmond was such a great distance

away, the Trans-Mississippi needed an especially able com-

manding general who would be permitted to make decisions

and arrange for supplies without the long-drawn-out process

of going through an agency in Richmond each time.12

The second meeting was called by General Kirby Smith,

who in most instances was accepted as that able general

asked for in the first conference. On July 13, 1863,

shortly after the fall of Vicksburg, General Smith sent

identical letters to Governor Lubbock and the governors of

the other states, which said, in part:

The possession of the Mississippi River cuts
off this department from aid and from communication
with Richmond; consequently we must be self-sustain-
ing and self-reliant in every respect. . . . With
prayer to God, and with my every mental and physical
effort devoted to the cause, I shall work on hope-
fully, and, I trust, successfully. To do this, how-
ever, I must have your personal acquaintance, your
confidence, and your individual and combined co-
operation. . . . I earnestly desire to secure and
merit the confidence of the people whose homes I
am ordered to defend.13

1 2 Ibid, pp. 390-391.

1 3 The War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Of-
ficial Records off the Union and Confederate Arm i,~Sries I,
Vol. XXII, Part II, pp. 935-936.
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He then went on to call for a meeting on August 15. Texas

sent an especially outstanding delegation. Included in

this group were Confederate Senator W. S. Oldham, Governor-

Elect Pendleton Murrah, Major Guy M. Bryan, and Governor

Lubbock. The governors of each of the other states were

also present, Governor Lubbock presided and the meeting

considered a prepared agenda offered by General Smith. The

delegates discussed such questions as the resources of each

state and the ability of each to contribute to the cause

and defense of the department; the best measures for re-

storing confidence and checking the spread of disloyalty;

the question of currency and the best method of securing

cotton for the department without causing opposition on the

part of the people; and the appointment of commissioners

to confer with the French and Mexican authorities in Mexico. 1 4

The third and final meeting, which assembled at Marshall

May 13, 1865, was again called by General Smith to consider

surrender terms that would be acceptable to the Trans-

Mississippi Department. The decisions of this conference

accomplished nothing, since the South had lost all bar-

gaining power after the disintegration of her armies.

The Texas Military Board was the only new governmental

agency devised in Texas for dealing with the exigencies of

war. On January 11, 1862, the legislature passed an act

1 1'Lubbock, ,. cit., pp. 493-494.
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which provided for a board to be made up of the governor,

the comptroller, and the treasurer. Consequently, Governor

Lubbock, Comptroller C. R. Johns, and Treasurer C. H. Ran-

dolph headed the war-time board. 1 5  This organization, with

some change in personnel, continued -in existence until

April 12, 1864. In late 1863, the board itself requested

that it be reorganized, and in December, the legislature

passed an act making the governor an ex-officio member and

giving him the power to appoint the other two members. The

old board continued until April, 1864, when Governor Murrah

appointed James S. Holman and N. B. Pearce to the board.16

This board, so closely related to the regular organization

of the state government, was the real authority in the war-

time activities of the government.

The protection of the frontier was a very real problem

in Texas during the war. Not only was it a difficult prob-

lem within itself, but the control of the forces used in

that protection occasioned serious disagreement with the

Confederate authorities. Texas was exposed to Indian at-

tacks on the north and west. In May, 1861, the immediate

threat from the north was removed when W. C. Young led a

force of some 2,000 troops across the Red River and took

150. W. Ramsdell, "The Texas State Military Board," The
Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XXVII (April, 1924), 2

16 Ibid., p. 269.
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Forts Arbuckle, Cobb, and Washita.1"7 Protection in the

west was never adequately assured. During 1861, companies

of minute men bore the brunt of attack in this section.

These minute companies, some of which were in existence

long before the time of the Civil War, were composed of

stay-at-home settlers who formed a type of home guard, while

the other men were away in the service of the Confederacy. 1 8

Their services were claimed throughout the war, because the

number of regular regiments was never adequate for complete

protection.

Early in 1862, these minute companies were replaced by

law by a Frontier Regiment, a state organization under

Colonel James M. Norris. 1 9  By its provision these men were

stationed by companies at posts a day's ride apart, on a

direct line on the outer edge of the frontier extending from

a point on Red River in Montague County to a point on the

Rio Grande, and thence down the river to its mouth.20 This

plan proved a failure, after remaining in operation little

more than twelve months.21

17Richardson, op. cit., p. 250.

l8 J. K. Greer, Bois d'Arc to Barb'd Wire, p. 85.

19Richardson, p. cit., p. 251.

20Lubbock, .p. cit., P. 358.
2 1 Erath, p. cit., p. 157.



122

The Frontier Regiment was reorganized in 1863, and was

thereafter called the Mounted Regiment of Texas State Troops.

These men were to act on the minute plan; that is, a few

were to be always scouting, the rest to be in readiness at

any time called. They were to furnish all equipment them-

selves, except perhaps ammunition, and were to receive at

some future time scant pay in Confederate money. The belt

of frontier counties was divided into three districts, and

field officers with the rank, pay, and emoluments of majors

of cavalry were placed in each district.22

Throughout the war the Texas authorities worked toward

getting the Confederacy to accept the responsibility of the

Texas frontier, with the proviso that the troops should re-

main under the partial control of the state and could not

be withdrawn from the state. This question was thrashed

out in the Confederate Congress, with Senator Oldham once

declaring:

The best troops of Texas you have transported
east of the Mississippi, brought east to Virginia,
put into the hottest part of the contest, where they
have been decimated; and now three-fourths of each
regiment of Texas sleep in their graves, or have
been discharged on account of sickness. Let the Gov-
ernment continue to withdraw the fighting population
of Texa and Texas will be ruined, irretrievably
ruined.

2 2 Ibid. p. 159.

2 3 John S. C. Abbott, "Texas Lost and Won," Har her's New
Monthly Maan, XXXIII (June to November, 1866), 5.
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President Davis stuck with his convictions, however, and

refused to accept any troops that would remain partially

under the control of the state. He gave as his reason for

so acting, "Unity and co-operation by the troops of all

states are indispensable to success and I must view with

regret all indications of purposes to divide the power of

the States by dividing the means to be employed in efforts

to carry on separate operations.ff2'

On January 6, 1864, Governor Murrah divided the frontier

into six brigade districts. He wrote to General Magruder

and offered the state troops to him in brigade units, to be

used out of the state only in an emergency. 2 5  Magruder de-

clined to accept this offer, and Murrah was forced to accept

the decision that all Texas troops accepted into the Con-

federate army would have to be organized under the Conscrip-

tion Law of Congress,

The problem of financing the war was of primary impor-

tance from the time of the secession convention. From the

beginning of statehood to 1860, Texas had no public debt

other than a small one inherited from the Republic.2 6 How-

ever, she had only a small reserve in the treasury,

2 4 N. W. Stephenson, The Ds off the Confederay, Vol. XXX
of The Chronicles of America Series, p. 39.

2 5 Elliot, 2. cit., p. 81.

26E. T. Miller, "The State Finances of Texas During the
Civil War, ' The arterlof the Texas State Historical Asso-
ciation, XIV7(July, 1910), 14.



necessitating adding to her purchasing power at once. One

of the first efforts was the issuance of state bonds. By an

act of April 8, 1861, the legislature authorized the issuing

of $1,000,000 of eight per cent state bonds. Governor Clark

sent E. B. Nichols to New Orleans to sell the bonds, but he

was obliged to return and report absolute failure. 2 7 Prac-

tically no returns came from this medium, even though the

sale of these bonds was pushed periodically throughout the

war.

The state was in possession of one asset in which the

Confederate authorities showed an early interest. This as-

set was the ownership of a portion of the United States-

Texas Indemnity bonds paid to Texas in consideration of the

boundary compromise of 1850. In December, 1861, Judah P.

Benjamin, acting Secretary of War, wrote to Governor Lub-

bock and proposed to substitute for any amount of these

five per cent bonds which could be used in purchasing arms

and ammunition, Confederate States bonds bearing eight per

cent interest. Lubbock also had letters from Louis T. Wig-

fall, John Hemphill, and T. N. Waul, urging him to co-oper-

ate in this plan. After due consideration, Governor Lubbock

asked for and received permission from the legislature to
make the exchange.28 Then began a series of efforts, mostly

27C. W. Ramsdell, "The Texas State Military Board, 9
ci t., pp . 255-256. --

2Lubbock, pja, c~~. pp. 361-362.
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unsuccessful, to use these Confederate bonds on the foreign

market for the purchase of much-needed supplies. Most of

the efforts were made in England, with various firms in

Matamoros acting as clearing houses. In some instances,

goods intended for the Confederacy reached Matamoros. and

then were held, due to various technicalities. 2 9 As late

as January, 1865, the Military Board made a contract for a

firm to deliver 25,000 pairs of cotton cards and certain

medicines in exchange for bonds, but the contract was never

fulfilled.,30

Only eight per cent of the total war-time receipts in

Texas came from the sale of bonds. 3 1 Therefore, the Mili-

tary Board had to turn to other means for raising money.

By the close of the war, thirty-eight per cent of the state's

income had come from profits on the penitentiary, fourteen

per cent from various miscellaneous sources, and forty per

cent from a wide variety of taxes. This latter source

included such taxes as a property tax, which reached a rate

of fifty cents per $100 valuation by 1864, a poll tax, nu-

merous business taxes, and an income tax. Since the income

29C. W. Ramsdell, "The Texas State Military Board,"
op. cit., p. 260.

3 0 Ibid., p. 272.

3 1Richardson, 2p. cit., p. 259. 3 2 Ibid.
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tax was assessed by each individual, it added little to the

states total income. 3 3

When the war ended Texas had $3,368,510.07 in the

treasury.3 Most of this was in the form of worthless money,

and there was a debt of about $8,000,00o. A commentary

both on the confusion of the times and the poverty of the

state is the fact that when certain persons looted the

state treasury on the night of June 11, 1865, all they found

of value which was negotiable was $5,000 in specie.35

Far greater than the burden of state taxes was the bur-

den of Confederate taxes, which during the war years amounted

in Texas to $37,486,854.34. 3 6  These Confederate taxes also

covered a wide field. There was a property tax, a wide

variety of taxes on manufactured and agricultural products,

and taxes on various occupations.37 Many of these taxes

occasioned outbursts on the part of the state-rights ex-

ponent s. They felt that most of these fields of taxation

should be left to the state.

President Lincoln, on April 19, 1861, announced the

blockade of the Southern ports from Texas to South Carolina.

3 3 Miller, . cit., pp. 7-9. 3 4Ibid., p. 19.
3 5 Richardson, op. cit., p. 260. 3 6 lbid.

37Fred A. Shannon, Economic History of the People of the
United States, p. 394.
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This blockade did not really become effective until the fall

of that year. These were months of grace in which the Con-

federacy might have sold, delivered, and stored in Europe

enormous amounts of cotton, and bought ships, arms, and

equipment if it had had a treasury, a currency, or a credit

with which to collect and transport the cotton. The Confed-

erate authorities did not realize the need for speed. The

whole foreign policy was based on the policy that "cotton

is king," and they sincerely believed that the industrial

establishments of England, France, and New England could

not exist without importing cotton from the South. As a

matter of fact, there had been heavy crops in the years

just prior to 1861, and there was a world carry-over so

large that during 1861 and 1862, England actually shipped

cotton back to the mills of New England.3 8

Texas and her large cotton crop was caught up in these

world conditions. Early in 1862, the Military Board decided

to do something about the large Texas cotton supply and the

need for war supplies. The Board proposed a plan whereby

it would exchange eight per cent state bonds for cotton.

The state was divided into twenty-eight districts; the

agents in each district were to contract for the cot ton and

then contact a general agent who was located in Brownsville.

8R. S. Henry, The S of the Confederac , pp. 41-42.



128

This general agent was responsible for seeing that the cot-

ton reached the proper authorities in Matamoros; and these

authorities, in turn, were to see that the cotton reached

the European markets,

Many considerations kept this plan from producing any

great profits for the state. There were no railroads south

of San Antonio, and much of the region was a virtual desert.

Transportation was so difficult that the cost of haulage

eventually became excessive. Also, the state maintained

such loose control, that any large profits went into the

hands of private speculators. Many times the foreign busi-

nesses failed to maintain their part of the contract, and

either failed in removing the cotton from Matamoros, or

neglected to return the proper payment.

In 1863, General Kirby Smith, distrusting financial

support from Richmond, established a Cotton Bureau for the

Trans-Mississippi Department in Houston. The cotton grower

was offered two alternatives: he could have his entire crop

impressed under the Confederate Impressment Act, or he

could sell the Bureau one half of his crop and obtain an

exemption from impressment for the other half, with permis-

sion to export it. This plan was fairly popular, especially

since the exemption gave the grower an opportunity to by-pass

39C. W. Ramsdell, "The Texas State Military Board," 22.
cit., p. 262.
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the many rules and regulations regulating foreign shipping. 4 0

General Smith claimed great success for his plan. Once he

boasted, "I bought cotton through my cotton bureau at three

or four cents a pound and sold it at fifty cents in gold.

It passed in constant streams by several crossings on the

Rio Grande, as well as through Galveston to the agents

abroad.#,

It is doubtful that the Confederate Cotton Bureau

achieved the success implied by General Smith, but it en-

joyed enough to upset the Texas authorities. The possibili-

ties for conflict with Texas were apparent from the begin-

ning. General Smith asked Major Guy M. Bryan to become the

head of the bureau, but Major Bryan begged to be excused

from accepting this responsibility. When pressed for a rea-

son, he said that "he had spent his life trying to win an

irreproachable reputation and he hoped he had succeeded, but

he could not hope to retain it in such a position, "2 The

Texas Military Board feared that it would be unable to ob-

tain cotton in opposition to the inducements offered by the

Confederate plan. Governor Murrah very soon announced a so-

called "state plan." It was based on the simple expedient

40Ibid., p. 270,

Florence E. Holladay, "The Powers of the Commander ofthe Confederate Trans-Mississippi Department, 1863-1865,"
Part II, The Southwestern Historical quarterly, XXI (April,1918), 3117.

1 2George P. Garrison, "Guy Morrison Bryan," The Quarterly
of the T tate historical Association, V October , 1901),

ice-'
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of outbidding the Cotton Bureau. The Military Board pro-

posed to contract for all the cotton of the planters, who

were to transport the cotton to Mexico at their own expense;

half of the cotton would then be returned to the planter at

the Rio Grande, and he would be paid for the other half in

state bonds.E Presumably, since the planter would have

all of his cotton on the border, he would be in a good posi-

tion to dispose of the half that the government did not buy.

These dual plans caused much dissension between General

Smith and Governor Murrah, as the representative of the Texas

Military Board. After some correspondence, the two reached

an agreement of sorts. On April 5, 186k, General biith

wrote to Governor Murrah, "1 am much pleased to hear that

you design no interference with the plans of the Government

for the acquisition of cotton in your State. But my dear sir,

without intending it, the system inaugurated by your agents

has already completely paralyzed the efforts of my office

to purchase." Evidently the Military Board did not stop

all activities, for there are records of "state plan" deliv-

eries through the winter of 1864-1865.45 The financial re-

wards from either plan could have been very little during

C."W. Ramsdell, "The Texas Military Board," _2P. cit.,
pp. 270-271.

'The War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Of-
ficial Records of the Union and Confederate Armies, Series I,
Vol. XXXIV, Part III, p. 734.

45C. W. Ramsdell, "The'Texas Military Board," _o.. cit.,
p. 271.
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the later months of the war.

Texas was in a position to perform a unique service

to the Confederacy in furnishing an outlet for cotton and

other items which the Confederacy wished to sell; at the

same time she furnished the most available ports of entry

for the countless items of war material which were so greatly

needed. In the beginning the items most often bought and

shipped in through Matamoros were army rifles, muskets,

six-shooters, gun powder, lead, percussion caps, copper,

sulphur, saltpeter, tin, shoes, hats, blankets, woolen cloth

for soldiers' clothing, woolen yarn for socks, and miscel-

laneous articles such as coffee, leather, ropes, and bag-

ging for cotton. Later the lists furnished purchasing

agents became more detailed and included quinine, opium,

morphine, chloroform, calomel, machinery equipment for a

cannon factory, and cotton and woolen hand-cards.46

This trade was carried on through the various ports of

Texas, but Matamoros, because it was on the mouth of the

Rio Grande, over the shoals of which Union warships could

not go, was particularly adapted to this type of trade.

M. Kennedy and Company operated a fleet of twenty-six river

boats during the war.k7 These boats were so constructed

46Iibid., pp. 266-267.
4THarbert Davenport, "Notes on Early Steamboating on

the Rio Grande," The Southwestern Historical Quarterly
XLIX (October, 19W)~,-29.
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that they could navigate on the river from the mouth as far

up stream as Rio Grande City.

This trade- was further aided by the presence of two

small settlements on either side of the river. Since 1840,

Bagdad had existed as a port of entry for all goods destined

for Mexico through Matamoros. During the Civil War this

settlement reached the peak of its prosperity and claimed

as many as 15,000 inhabitants on its sandy townsite. From

two hundred to three hundred vessels were constantly an-

chored there bringing supplies to the French forces in Mexi-

co or to the Confederacy. Directly across from Bagdad, on

the Texas side, was Clarksville, which was definitely a

war-time village with not more than five hundred permanent

inhabitants. Sandhills were the predominating feature of

Clarksville, while Bagdad possessed a flat, sandy, marshy

approach running from the river to the town. Through the

courtesy of the Mexican officials, American steamboats

plying the Rio Grande were permitted to be hauled out for

repair on this marshy flat, and American workmen were per-

mitted to cross the river at will.) 8

The benefit of this smuggling to the Southern cause

was incalculable. The business it carried into the South,

the life and activity it brought, the news it told and

k8 Frank C. Pierce, A Brief History of the Lower Rio
Grande Val , pp. 54-55.
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carried away, the sympathy it communicated, the money it

left behind -- all these were the sinews of war, without

which the war might have ceased from twelve to twenty-four

months earlie than it did.9 It was as much a moral value

as material; it cheered and encouraged the Southern heart,

that would otherwise have felt ostracized from the family

of nations.

Because Texas was a great cotton-producing state, and

because of her relations with France and England during her

time as a Republic, she was considered a likely medium for

cementing excellent relations with these two European powers.

Many Texas and Confederate authorities alike shared this

opinion. Sam Houston raised a dissenting voice. He in-

sisted that the South could not look to England for help,

that "nations like corporations are soulless, and England,

to whom many have looked for aid, has nothing in common

with us, save what interest dictates,"50 He believed that

the Confederacy would more likely get aid from France, be-

cause of the added buffer-state possibilities of Texas, in

relation to French ambitions in Mexico. Most of the Confed-

erate officials, and even France herself, seemed to agree

with this opinion.

4 . R. Hooper, 'Blockade Running," lar er's New Monthy
Magazine, XLII (December, 1870, to May, 171,087

50Amelia W. Williams and Eugene C. Barker, Editors, TheWritings ofB am Hous ton, p. 329.
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On August 19, 1862, Governor Lubbock received a letter

from M. Theron, the French consul at Galveston, which at-

tempted to feret out Lubbock's opinion concerning the re-

establishment of the Republic of Texas. Lubbock, without

replying to the note, immediately forwarded it to President

Davis. The Confederate authorities were so startled by its

implications that they immediately ordered M. Theron and

the French consul at Richmond to leave the Confederacy.

Judah P. Benjamin then wrote to John Slidell, the Confeder-

ate envoy in Paris, and asked that he determine the real im-

plication intended in the letter.51 Slidell was never able

to obtain a satisfactory answer.

General Kirby Smith was the most persistent advocate

for obtaining French intervention on the side of the Confed-

eracy. In 1863, after the fall of Vicksburg, he wrote to

Mr. Slidell that France must intervene or all would be lost

in the Trans-Mississippi. 5 2  Since his obvious friendly

feeling for France was so well known, General Smith claimed

the reward of this friendship when he sent official word to

Maximilian in February, 1865, that he planned to come to

Mexico in the event of a Confederate defeat. 5 3  After he had

5 1 Owen F. Aldis, "Louis Napoleon and the Southern Con-
federacy,t " The North American Review, CXXIX (July, 1879), 350.

5 2 Lubbock, 2p. ct., p. 513.

5 3 The War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Of-
ficial Records of the Union and Confederate Armies, Series I,
Vol. XLVIII, Part I, p. 1359.
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signed the surrender terms, he did go to Mexico as a partisan

of the French forces.

In the last days of the summer of 1863, Major John Ty-

ler, the son of former President Tyler, and an aide on the

staff of General Sterling Price, presented a lengthy memorial

to the authorities of Texas on the subject of French inter-

vention. The burden of his argument was that Texas was a

part of the old Louisiana Territory, and that Napoleon had

stipulated that the inhabitants should be protected in their

lives, liberty, and property; consequently, the people of

Texas had a right to appeal to France for protection.5I it

has never been determined who originated Tyler's plan. Some

thought that it was John Tyler's own scheme, others that he

was serving as an envoy of Napoleon III, and still others held

that the plan had originated in Richmond or in the Trans-

Mississippi command.55 Whatever the origin may have been,

John Tyler's connection with the scheme was not detrimental

to his future career. He returned to Richmond from Austin

and was promoted to a high position in the War Department.56

Governor Lubbock gave this plan the same consideration he

had given the Theron plan the year previous. He seems to

5 'Lubbock, . .c., p. 513.

55c. W. Ramsdell, "The Last Hope of the Confederacy --John Tyler to the Governor and Authorities of Texas," The
quarter of the Texas State HistoricalAssociation, XIV
(October, 1910), 130.

5 6 Ibid., p. 131.
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have believed that this scheme also involved the secession

of Texas from the Confederacy, an idea which he refused to

entertain for an instant. His successor, Pendleton Murrah,

seems never to have taken the matter under consideration at

all.57

Throughout the war there was a manifest desire on the

part of the Confederacy to form a close alliance with Mexico.

Overtures were made not only to the constitutionalists under

Juarez, and to Maximilian, but also to prominent Mexican

leaders along the northern frontier. One of the first of

these independent efforts to force close relationship was

made by General H. H. Sibley through Colonel James Reiley,

during the time that the New Mexico campaign was progressing

successfully. In January, 1862, Colonel Reiley went to Chi-

huahua to confer with Governor Luis Terrazas. Colonel

Reiley received a promise that permission would not be

granted to the United States forces to march through Mexico

into Texas. He also obtained a promise that no steps would

be taken to prevent the Confederate purchase of supplies

through Mexico. The governor further promised that at all

times necessary, he would be pleased to afford protection

to the persons and property of the Southern Confederacy.5 8

Colonel Reiley seems to have been carried away with the

5Ibid., p. 132. 58Lubbock, o . cit., p. 09.
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success of his mission. He wrote to John H. Reagan that

their cause had warm and influential friends in Chihuahua,

and that this "rich and glorious neighbor would improve un-

der the Confederate flag." He then added, "We must have

Sonora and Chihuahua. . . . With these we gain Lower Cali-

fornia, and by a railroad to Guayamas render our State of

Texas the great highway of nations, "59 Northern Mexico's

early enthusiasm diminished, and nothing came of Reiley's

grandiose schemes.

Confederate relations with Mexico on the lower Rio

Grande were somewhat complicated by the presence of Texas

Unionists in various towns on the Mexican side of the river.

Too, conditions in this region were constantly changing be-

cause of the activities of the Mexican leaders, Cortina and

Zapata. Confederate authorities, especially those from

Texas, had no faith in these two men. These conditions

caused the Confederate military authorities to be especially

desirous that the French take Matamoros. At first it seemed

as if this might take place, but as the war continued, Maxi-

milian became more and more reluctant to make any outright

act of co-operation with the Confederates.6C

As the Civil War neared its close, two prominent

59J. Fred Rippy, "Mexican Projects of the Confederates,"
The Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XXII (April, 1919),

6OIbid., pp. 307-308.
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citizens of the United States conceived the idea that the

South would be willing to surrender if the North would per-

mit the Confederate army to be transferred to the banks of

the Rio Grande for an invasion of Mexico. Francis P. Blair

received Federal permission to present his plan to Jefferson

Davis, and General Lew Wallace, in January, 1865, even con-

ferred with General James E. Slaughter and Colonel John S.

Ford on the Rio Grande. Both Union envoys left their con-

ferences convinced that the plan had received very favorable

attention.61 If the plan had been presented a few months

earlier, something might have come of it. As it was, events

bringing about the collapse of the Confederacy were pro-

ceeding at too rapid a pace for this decided change in tac-

tics to be given any real consideration.

When the final surrender came in Texas, Mexico played

her major role of the war so far as many Texans were con-

cerned. Even before this date, about 15,000 Confederates at-

tempted to organize at Marshall, Texas, for a proposed in-

vasion of Mexico. These plans miscarried, but when General

Smith surrendered the department on May 26, 1865, the Texans

managed to retain their guns and considerable ammunition.

Kirby Smith declared that they mutinied, but General Phil

Sheridan, who was sent to the scene later, expressed the

I11d., pp. 293-298.
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belief that the scheme had been pre-arranged. The Texans,

thus supplied, returned to their homes boasting that there

would still be a day of reckoning with the North, and, in

the course of a few months some three or four thousand of

them made their way to Mexico, where they continued to press

their cause upon the Imperial authorities. 6 2

This period of lawlessness forced communities to or-

ganize Home Guards and committees of vigilantes in order to

maintain any semblance of order. Wild rumors were afloat

of dire punishments to be inflicted upon prominent rebels

by the victorious Yankees. Trial for treason before a mili-

tary commission and wholesale confiscation of property came

to be expected. A sort of .panic seized upon many of 'those

who had held office under the Confederacy. Others declared

that they could not live under the odious rule of their

enemies. A lively exodus of many civilians to Mexico then

ensued. Among the first of the prominent leaders to go

were Ex-Governor Clark and Governor Murrah.6

Left without the leadership they had grown accustomed

to follow during the war years, the people themselves be-

came victims of that same panic which had seized their lead-

ers. Many Texans agreed with the editor of the Galveston

6 21bid, p. 309.

63C. W. Ramsdell, Reconstruction in Texas, p. 39.
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News, who said, "By the terms of surrender we cease to be

free men, and whatever of life , liberty, and personal se-

curity we can now claim are just such as our rulers may

grant us and no more.,6" For the people, it was a sorry

conclusion to the role they had so confidently expected

their state to play in the new nation.

6 4 Ralph W. Steen, The Texas Story, p. 250.



CHAPTER VII

THE WAR AND THE PEOPLE

All authorities, with one accord, include some such

statement as "Texas suffered less from the war than her sis-

ter states," in discussing the relation of the people of

Texas to the Civil War. There can be no doubt that this

statement is true, in so far as physical relationships are

considered. The state was the biggest agricultural supply

center of the Confederacy; more trade found its way in and

out of the state at the various ports of entry than in any

other state; and no invading army devastated more than a

negligible part of the land. To go further, however, and

infer that the people of Texas were not affected by the war,

is a gross exaggeration. Problems arising from conditions

peculiar to Texas were prominent from the first threat of

secession, and the people of Texas were obliged to settle

these problems in their own way,

As was shown in the vote on secession, Texas was not

unanimous in her decision to secede from the Union and join

the Confederacy. A number of men who had been or were to be-

come prominent in state politics had opposed secession, and

these men met the active participation of Texas in the Civil
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War in their own various ways. Some accepted the decision

of the state electorate as binding upon them and sustained

heartily the efforts of the Confederacy. One of the most

prominent of these, J. W. Throckmorton, served as a brigadier-

general in the Confederate forces and as a state senator.

His influence among the people who opposed secession, but

who felt a loyalty to the affairs of their state, was most

outstanding throughout the war years. E. W. Cave, another

of this group, spent much time and energy recruiting state

troops; and B. H. Epperson, physically unfit to serve in any

active capacity, gave generously of his money to the Confed-

erate cause. 1 Sam Houston, the most outspoken of the anti-

secessionists, spent the last two years of his life encour-

aging his state in her war efforts. One of his last public

acts, before his death on July 23, 1863, was to praise Gen-

eral J. B. Magruder for his defeat of the Federal forces in

Galveston.2

Some Texans were not able to subordinate their convic-

tions against secession to the extent of participating in

warfare against the United States. Rather, these men even-

tually left the state and gave active support to the cause

of the Union. Chief among these were E. J. Davis, John

1Claude Elliot, "Union Sentiment in Texas, 1861-1865,"
The Southwestern Historical Quarterly, L (April, 1947), 452.

2Alfred M. Williams, Sam Houston and the War of Inde-
pendence, p. 324.
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Hancock, A. J. Hamilton, John L. Haynes, and James P. New-

comb. 3 Davis recruited and organized a regiment of Texas

Unionists in Mexico and was captured while recruiting near

Matamoros on May 15, 1863. Governor Albino Lopez of Tamauli-

pas intervened in his behalf, and General H. P. Bee released

him because he did not wish to prejudice the Confederate cause

in Mexico. In March, 1864, Davis led a force of Texans

against Laredo, but he was defeated. He was then trans-

ferred to Louisiana where he remained until the end of the

war,

John Hancock went into Federal territory, but returned

to Texas at intervals during the war. A. J. Hamilton was

among the most militant of the Unionists and was regarded as

a traitor. He was not safe in Austin and fled to the hills

where he remained until 1862, when he left for the United

States by way of Mexico. At Washington he was made a briga-

dier-general and military governor of Texas. In January,

1864, he issued an "Address to the People of Texas," point-

ing out that Texans had been deceived from the beginning by

the Southern leaders. On June 17, 1865, he was made pro-

visional governor of Texas.,

John L. Haynes became Colonel of the Second Texas Regi-

ment, organized at Matamoros, before he was sent to Louisiana.

3Elliot, 2~p, cit., p. 451. 4lbid.



He served the Union cause throughout the war in this section.

James P. Newcomb, the fiery editor of the Alamo Express,

left San Antonio for Mexico in a hurry after a mob of mem-

bers of the Knights of the Golden Circle raided his office,

destroyed his press, and set fire to the building. He spent

the war years in California and Mexico. 5

Other Texans with Unionist convictions attempted to

steer a neutral course and remain in Texas. In many ways,

people of this classification suffered the greatest personal

hardships of any individuals. Since there was a considera-

ble amount of Union sentiment in Austin, most Unionists

fared better here than in other localities. E. M. Pease

and George W. Paschall maintained their neutrality and re-

mained in Austin throughout the war. However, one Unionist,

Thomas H. Duval, did not fare so well, even here. Because

of the force of public opinion, he eventually had to leave

Austin, and went to Brownsville for the war years.6

Most of the German population of Texas preferred to

pursue this neutral course. The counties of Gillespie, Kerr,

Kendall, Comal, and perhaps the greater part of Bexar, Me-

dina, and other western counties remained loyal to the Union,

regardless of the results of the election on secession.7

Even so, many Germans entered the service of the Confederacy.

57 bid., p. 52. 6Pbior, p. 469.

7Don H. Biggers, German Pioneers i~n Texasj P. 57.
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Augustus Buchel became a colonel of a regiment of Texas

cavalry and died from a wound received in the battle of

8
Pleasant Hill in the Red River campaign. Gustave Schleicher,

who at first was a staunch Unionist, became an engineer in

the Confederate army. He constructed many forts for the Con-

federates, notably, Fort Sabine).9 Several infantry and cav-

alry companies were organized in Comal, Gillespie, Fayette,

and Colorado counties, whose personnel was almost entirely

German.10 In fact, Comal County alone furnished three com-

panies; one company fought in Sibley's brigade in New Mexico;

another fought in Wood's regiment east of the Mississippi;

and an infantry company fought in Iouisiana. 1 1

The outgrowth of the loyalty sentiment in the counties

predominantly German was the "Union Loyal League." For

most Germans, the real purpose of this organization was to

maintain neutrality and peace, and to take no part whatso-

ever in war. 1 2  In March, 1862, General P. 0. Hebert, fear-

ful of the strength and influence of the counties that had

opposed secession, declared martial law in Texas and re-

quired all alien males over sixteen years of age to take an

8Sid S. Johnson, Texans Who Wore the Gray, pp. 62-63.

9 Gilbert G. Benjamin, The Germans in Texas, p. 109.

1 0 Bell I. Wiley, The Life of Job Reb, p. 323.

1 1 Benjamin, g cit., p. 110.

1 2 Biggers, 2p. Ucit., P. 57.
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oath of allegiance to the state of Texas and the Confederacy.

By this time the German people realized that they were under

suspicion and Major Fritz Tegenor, who was the major in

charge of three companies organized by the League, ordered

the military groups disbanded. The avowed Union sympa-

thizers knew they must either join the Confederate forces,

comply with the oath of allegiance, or leave the state.13

Accordingly, on August 1, 1862, about eighty men set out

with Major Tegenor for Mexico. In the meantime, Governor

Lubbock had ordered Captain James Duff to the German counties

in anticipation of trouble. Duff heard of the departure of

the group with Major Tegenor and followed them. Then oc-

curred an event which is generally referred to as a "massa-

cre " by all reporters. The brutal slaughter of these Ger-

mans cannot be justified. Claude Elliot said:

To the friends of these men whose only crime
was that they had the courage to refuse to support
a cause to which they could not subscribe, these
acts of Duff's men constituted a crime which coul1i
not be justified even by rules of savage warfare. 

Three years after this Nueces River massacre the bones of

these men were gathered up and taken to Comfort in Kendall

County, and a monument was erected to their memory. On the

monument is the inscription, Treue der Union.15

13 Ibid., p. 58. 1 'Elliot, .p. cit., p. 466,
15Biggers, _. cit., p. 61.
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Besides the German counties, Union activity was most

pronounced in the northern counties of the state. In 1862,

a dangerous plot known as the "Conspiracy of the Peace Party"

was discovered in the northern counties, particularly in

Cooke, Wise, Grayson, Collin, and Denton counties. This

party was made up of Union sympathizers and those who were

loyal to neither side, but were dissatisfied with the war.

Their two prime objectives were to resist the draft and keep

up a spy system for the army of the North. Their plan em-

braced a plot to co-operate with two Union armies that were

to enter Texas.16 When the plot became known, scores of

men were arrested, tried, and convicted by "people's courts,"

which were neither military nor constitutional. At Gaines-

ville in Cooke County, more than forty men were hanged, most

of them on no other charge, it seems, than membership in the

organization. 1 7 The same procedure was true, to a somewhat

lesser degree, in the other counties involved. After these

convictions, Union activity never again reached such great

proportions in these counties. However, the beliefs of

these Unionists could not be obliterated. As late as the

latter part of 1861, Colonel Henry E. McCulloch, in command

at Bonham in Fannin County, wrote to General Kirby Smith

asking for more men so as to keep his district under control.l8

1 6 Elliot, 2. cit., p. 454.

1CR. N. Richardson, Texas the Lone Star State, p. 261.

18Elliot, a2. cit., p. 155.
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The correspondence of Governors Lubbock and urrah dur-

ing the four war years was filled with petitions for exemp-

tions. Most of these petitions came from strong Union areas,

and requested exemptions on the basis of such reasons as:

"I cannot respond without personal sacrifice; I'm a very

useful man in my community; I make spinning jennies; I own a

corn mill; our wives can't take corn to the mill; I'm the

only druggist and the community is 'tolerably sick'; I'm a

saltmaker; I'm shortsighted; and our young men are accus-

tomed to riding horseback and therefore dread the infantry. "1 9

The Unionists objected more strenuously to the war-time

laws than did the rest of the population, but several of the

laws were subjected to severe criticism on the part of

large numbers of citizens. Many objected to the conscript

laws; some because they were theoretically opposed to such

a law, and others because they felt it worked a hardship

on people who were physically unfit to serve in the army,

yet were inducted by eager conscription officers.2C An-

other subject of much dissatisfaction was martial law, and

the manner of its enforcement. At first it was a strictly

military measure and was not intended to interfere with men

in free, legitimate business. But under the rulings of

19Ibid., p. 476.

20Louis J. Wortham, A History of Texas, Vol. IV, p. 361.
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young lieutenants, citizens were prohibited from going to a

neighboring county seat without a passport. Venerable men

who had spent forty years in Texas felt humiliated when

they had to travel a considerable distance to obtain from

a young lieutenant permission to visit a relative, or trans-

act some item of business.21

A law which the Confederate Congress felt impelled to

enact in retaliation for certain Northern measures was the

Sequestration Act passed on August 30, 1861. This act pro-

vided for the sequestration of estates, property, and effects

of alien enemies, Money from the sale of this sequestered

property was paid into the treasury of the Confederate States

and held in a separate fund to be used to indemnify citizens

of the Confederacy who had lost property as a result of ac-

tion on the part of the United States.22 Texas was divided

into two districts, the eastern and western, and judges

held court at Brownsville and at Austin. After the property

was taken, the sales were conducted publicly, and the prop-

erty went to the highest bidder. So much property came into

the hands of the courts that they urged its sale by vigorous

advertising. In one issue of the Austin State Gazette,

21Ibx.,ap. 362.

2 2 T. R. Havins, "Administration of the Sequestration
Act in the Confederate District Court for the Western Dis-
trict of Texas," The Southwestern Historical Quarterly,
XLIII (January, 19) , 300-301.
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J. C. Rushing, receiver of the Western District at Weather-

ford, advertised 250,000 acres of land for sale. 2 3  In the

case of one sale of so-called perishable goods, such items

were advertised as one ox, stock hogs, two beeves, sixty-

one head of stock, and cattle.24 Naturally, when the col-

lapse of the Confederacy came, citizens of the United States

whose property had been seized sought to recover it. Since

all personal property had been dissipated, its recovery was

problematical. Real estate, however, was tangible and per-

manent, and the original owners recovered most of it.

The vast majority of stay-at-home Texans, loyal to the

last to the Confederate cause, played an important part in

furnishing the needs and equipment for their fellow citi-

zens and others in the military service of the Confederacy.

As in any war, the women had much of the responsibility for

maintaining the homes and providing the day-to-day needs

of the family. John H. Reagan, speaking in retrospect in

1897, paid respect to the role played by Texas women in the

Civil War, by saying:

They gave to the armies their husbands, fathers,
sons, and brothers with aching hearts, and bade them
good-bye with sobs and tears, but they believed the
sacrifice was due to their country and her cause.
They assumed the care of the children and aged. Many
of them, who had been reared in ease and luxury, had
to engage in all the drudgery of the farm and shop.
Many of them worked in the fields to raise the means
of feeding their families. Spinning wheels and looms

1bid. p. 309. 2Ibid. p. 313.
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were multiplied where none had been seen before,
to enable them to clothe their families and fur-
nish clothing f or the loved ones in the army.25

Amelia Barr, in a somewhat reverse fashion, paid her

respects to the influence of women in the war. She con-

tended that Texas women, in their bitterness, would have

nothing to do with the male members of their families who

would not enlist, and so drove many of their menfolk into

the war.26

The women of the state were forced to use many make-

shifts in their daily existence. Coffee could not be bought

at any price, because there was none to be had in the coun-

try, but it was found that a fair substitute could be made

from parched sweet potatoes, rye, or okra beans, and these

were generally used. For soda they burned corn cobs and

used the ashes; while for medicines they were compelled to

use roots and herbs. 2 7

Imported consumer goods were in great demand, and there

was never enough to go around. After the arrival of any

shipment, the stores were always badly crowded. Mrs. Maver-

ick of San Antonio related that she "went and stood wedged

25John B. Reagan, "Speech in 1897, " Southern Historical
So ty Papers, Vol. XL, p. 313.

26 Paul Adams, "Amelia Barr in Texas, 1856-1868," The
Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XLIX (January, 19 67369.

2 7 Eugene C. Barker, Shirley Potts, and C. W. Ramsdell,
A School History o Tex , pp. 219-220.
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up and swaying about till near 12," when at last she man-

aged to get "one bolt of domestic cloth, one pr. of shoes

and 1 doz. candles for $180.00." Although that particular

merchant's stock had cost $60,000 in specie, she thought it

would be exhausted within a week.2 6

Much time was spent in raising money for various war

needs, or in making articles of clothing for the soldiers.

One Sunday school class in Waco knit and presented to the

Confederate army 140 pairs of socks. 2 9  On February 2, 1863,

one group of young ladies in Baylor University proposed to

do something for the men in Sibley's brigade. They planned

an entertainment, consisting of music and tableaux, which

would require paid admissions. At about the same time, $100

was reported for a war fund from a concert given by three

Negroes. 3 0  Countless such examples of war-time money-making

programs might be listed.

So many packages were sent to the men in the service

that newspapers of the state sponsored the means of doing

so and published instructions for sending these packages.

One paper, the Houston Tri-weekly Telegram, published the

following instructions for sending parcels :

Richardson, pc. cit., p. 264.

29H.E. Bolton and E. C. Barker, With the Makers of
Texas, p. 306.

30_bid., p. 308.
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To place their transportation beyond any doubt,
parties sending will provide money at rate of $2
per pound for their packages. Should we succeed in
getting them through for a less sum, the money will
be placed in charge of proper persons in each egi-
ment for the benefit of the sick and wounded.3

The government of the state also actively sponsored

these voluntary contributions. Both the legislature and

the Military Board authorized the governor to appoint an

agent to receive and forward blankets, clothing, and other

articles to the soldiers. Agents were to obtain these much-

needed supplies by voluntary subscriptions from individuals

and deliver them to the soldiers, according to the wishes

of the donors. Later, when the legislature learned that

these articles were for soldiers scattered over a wide

area, it enacted a law appropriating $5,000 to defray all

expenses necessary to the securing and transportation of

"all clothing or other contributions to Texas volunteers,

now or hereafter .02

There was also much privation among the civilian popu-

lation of Texas; especially was this true of the destitute

families of soldiers. In 1863, it was estimated that the

citizens of Houston were contributing $3,000 weekly to be

used for the relief of this class. In the same year the

legislature took notice of these conditions, and passed a

31Ibid. ,p. 311.

32 Francis R. Lubbock, Six Decades in Texas, p. 371.

33L. W. Newton and H. P. Gambrell, Texas Yesterday and
Today, p. 237.
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law providing $600,000 to be distributed by the county

courts to these needy families. Governor Ivbbock believed

that the sum should have been much larger, so great was the

need. At the end of 1864, 7,400 persons were receiving

aid from the state. 3 5 Another great need was that of the

soldiers who were injured in battle to such a degree that

they had to return to civilian life. To care for this

group, the legislature appropriated $200,000 to serve as a

hospital fund for the sick and wounded Texas veterans.36

The ability of Texas to provide food for herself and

the rest of the Confederacy was potentially very great. So

many slaves had been transferred to Texas from other states

for safekeeping that labor was much more plentiful here

than in any other state. With this plentiful labor sup-

ply, the fertile fields, and abundant rainfall, Texas pro-

duced unusually good crops throughout the war. Even so,

it is doubtful that she could have equaled the claims of a

reporter of the times. John Abbott, writing in 1866, said:

Her [Texas'] exuberant fields had produced crops
in such fabulous abundances that it was said that
Western Texas alone was capable of feeding and

3kLubbock, o. 'cit., p. 477.

35Newton and Gambrell, _2. cit., p. 237.

3 6 Lubbock, 2. cit., p. k77.

37C. W. Ramsdell, "Texas in the Confederacy," in Vol.
III of The South in the .Buildin of the Nation, p. k15.
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foraging the whole army of the Conf edeac y, could
means of transportation be furnished.

When it became apparent that cotton was not to be the

all-powerful medium of exchange expected, there was an in-

creased demand for food crops. There was some agitation

to compel changes in acreages, from cotton to other crops,

but no such law was ever enacted.39 In 1863 Texas produced

the largest crop of grain she had ever produced to that

time, and supplied much of the Confederacy from her abun-

dance.4 Of medicine and hospital supplies there was never

enough. In 1864 serious effort was made by the military

authorities to encourage the growing of poppies for opium,

and the press frequently called the attention of the public

to shrubs and plants of medicinal value.l

The greatest source of beef was Texas. In the early

years of the war, herds of Texas cattle were driven across

Louisiana, Mississippi, and farther eastward. A Richmond

editor reported in the fall of 1862 that 20,000 head of

Texas cattle had crossed the Mississippi for delivery to

the army and that more were on the way. John A. Wilcox, a

3 8 John S. C. Abbott, "Texas Lost and Won," Ha er 's New
Monthly Magazine, XXXIII (June to November, 1866), 449.

39Richardson, pp. cit., p. 262.

40James F. Rhodes, Historyof the United States, 186 f-
, Vol. V, p. 359.

klRichardson, p_. cit., p. 262.
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Texas Confederate Congressman, went so far as to declare

that his state could "furnish the whole army with beef dur-

ing the war, and charge nothing for it, if the Confederacy

would pay the expenses of driving the cattle."'k2 Not all

Texas cattle walked to market. A slaughter house in Alex-

andria, Louisiana, packed large quantities of salt beef and

contracted to furnish 100,000 barrels of it to the Confed-

erate armies.'3 Another great meat-packing center was Jef-

ferson, Texas. Here the meat-packing firm of J. B. Dunn,

in late 1863, entered into a contract with the Confederate

States to slaughter and pack 150 beef cattle per day. The

contract specifically stated the manner of packing: "The

hind quarters with the bone extracted to be smoked and

dried, the balance of the beef to be pickled in the best

manner."44 Only a small fraction of this contract was ever

fulfilled.

The soldiers stationed west of the Mississippi River

continued to benefit from the beef supply of Texas, even

after the fall of Vicksburg. They might complain of the

quality of the meat, but rarely of the quantity. However,

as the war dragged on, the East suffered more and more for

want of meat. At one time L. B. Northrop, head of the

E. M. Coulter, The Confederate States of America,
Vol. VII of A History of the South, p. 2T6.

3bid., p. 246.

-4Frank E. Vandiver, "Texas and the Confederate Army's
Meat Problem," The Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XLVII
(January, 1944), 232.
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Confederate commissary department, planned to try to swim

the cattle across the Mississippi River. He solicited the

co-operation of General Kirby Smith, who was to establish

contact with General Joseph E. Johnston to arrange for the

time and localities of the crossings.5 This plan was never

given a real trial. Another time, Northrop planned to bring

herds from Texas and put them on Virginia grasslands, but

lack of good forage en route caused this attempt to fail.46

This lack of an eastern market temporarily arrested

the expansion of the Texas cattle business, However, breed-

ing went on without abatement. Returning Confederate sol-

diers found that those who had stayed at home had taken

good care of the cattle business, and many veterans main-

tained that the foundations of several fortunes in cattle

were laid by men who remained in Texas while their neighbors

were in the armies.

Exaggerated claims later were to be made concerning

the ability of Texas to provide army materiel. Wallace F.

Reed, in 1902, said of Texas at the close of the war:

The state was a vast arsenal. In every direc-
tion one could see inexhaustible supplies of ammuni-
tion, improved foreign muskets, rifles, and artil-
lery, clothing, provisions, and medicines. Stacks

45Ibid., p. 229. 46I ., p. 231.

47Walter P. Webb. _The Great Plains, p. 212.
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of guns and cannon were rusting from disuse. Texas
was able to furnish the whole Confederate army with
brand-new equipment. Only th 8 blockade east of the
Mississippi stood in her way.

No other reference quite bears out these ambitious

claims. Nevertheless, Texas did contribute much to the army

equipment of the Confederacy, and was, no doubt, potentially

capable of producing much more. Among the first acts of

the Military Board was the establishment of an arsenal in

Austin, in 1862. The plant was speedily put into operation

and turned out a few first-class cannons that performed ef-

fective service for the Confederacy. The copper from which

the cannons were cast was brought up from Mexico. The pieces

were thoroughly tested, and in workmanship, appearance, and

excellence would have compared favorably with those turned

out in any cannon factory. The Military Board also estab-

lished a cap and cartridge factory at Austin, utilizing the

Supreme Court Building for this purpose. All the machinery

used in this factory was made at home.49

The government especially encouraged the production of

salt, which was so greatly at a premium in the Confederacy.

Much salt was supplied by Grand Saline, and to some extent

by other sources such as the Ledbetter Salt Works near the

Wallace P. Reed, "Last Forlorn Hope of the Confeder-
acy," Southern Historical Society Paper , Vol. XXX, p. 118.

49Lubbock, 2.p. cit., p. 369.
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site of Albany. 5 0 Iron ore was developed and iron foundries

were located near Jefferson, Rusk, and Austin. The cotton

and woolen mill at the Huntsville penitentiary, which had

been established before the war, was enlarged and turned

out two million yards of cloth annually. This cloth was

distributed first to supply the soldiers in the army, sec-

ond to the soldiers' families, and then to other consumers. 5 1

The government encouraged many small businesses which

had been in existence before the war. At jug factories in

Rusk and Henderson counties, were made rude earthenware

dishes, plates, and cups. At other shops wagons were made

and repaired, and in small domestic factories chairs, ta-

bles, and other furniture were manufactured. Shoe shops

and tailor shops were kept busy all over the state.52

Most sessions of the legislature incorporated and

granted special privileges to all new factories that could

contribute something to the war effort. Many of these never

materialized, even after incorporation, but a sufficient

number began production to add to the total effort made by

the state. In 1862, the legislature incorporated such new

businesses as the Texas Lead Mine Company; the Fort Bend

Manufacturing Company, which was to engage in the manufacture

50 Newton and Gambrell, p_. cit., p. 237.

5 Wortham, 2R. cit., Vol. IV, p. 355.
52 Ibid.
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of all fabrics made in whole or in part of wool, cotton,

silk, hemp, or flax, and also articles made of wood, iron,

and steel; the Southern Cotton Press and Manufacturing Com-

pany, which was empowered by law to receive, store, ware-

house, repair, compress, and rebale cotton, and to manufac-

ture cotton rope; the Texas Powder Company, which was given

six land certificates of 640 acres each to be located on

any part of the public domain from which could be secured

the necessary ingredients for gun powder.53 In a special

session of the legislature in February, 1863, other privately

owned manufacturing companies were given special charters.

The need for the every-day necessities of life was reflected

in the incorporation of two new cotton and woolen goods fac-

tories and a paper manufacturing company, besides such com-

panies of war-time necessity as iron, lead, and copper min-

ing companies.54

Transportation was a very real war-time problem and re-

ceived its share of government attention. In 1863 a joint

resolution was passed by the legislature, providing for a

Pony Express between Brownsville on the Rio Grande and a

safe place somewhere on the Mississippi River.55 This was

a move to improve communication with the Confederate au-

thorities and Texas soldiers east of the Mississippi River.

When the Civil War broke out, Texas had ten railroads

53Lubbock, p.. cit., p. 370. 54Ibid., pp. 478-179.
551 i., p. 481.
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in operation with a total of 468 miles.5 6 Early in 1862,

the legislature passed a law to relieve certain of these

railroads from paying interest on their borrowed capital

until six months after the close of the war. 5 7 These rail-

roads, even though insignificant when compared to the number

in other states, played a most important part in the four-

year struggle. They were used effectively in the defense

of the coast and for transportation of men and materials to

the battlefields in other states. One of them, the Texas

and New Orleans, was used extensively in transporting men

from Texas to the Louisiana border, whence they marched to

join the Southern army east of the Mississippi.5 8

Texas was the site for two Federal prison camps during

the war, One was Camp Groce near Hempstead and the other

was Camp Ford at Tyler. Camp Ford sometimes held as many

as 6,000 captured Federals during the latter days of the

war. Many of these prisoners were captured at Galveston,

Sabine Pass, and Mansfield, louisiana. The prisoners, for

their own entertainment, manufactured chessmen, pipes,

checkers, combs, and similar articles. They also put out

a hand-printed newspaper, entitled The Old Fag, which was

56s, G. Reed, A history of Texas Railroads, p. 125.

57Lubbock, 22. cit., p. 370.

58S. G. Reed, ova. cit., p. 126.
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issued with but one aim, that of mitigating the horrors of

prison life, and "contributing as far as possible toward

enlivening the monotonous and at times almost eventless life

of Camp Ford."5 9

Texans were largely dependent for news on word-of-mouth

reports and public bulletins during most of the war years.

In 1860, Texas had possessed eighty-nine influential news-

papers. Many of these papers had played an outstanding

part in the events surrounding the election on secession;

but by the time the war was one year old, there were only

ten of these left. 6 0 These newspapers were located at

widely scattered points, principally in the larger cities;

consequently, the people who lived in the small communities

received scarcely any current war news.

As was true in all Southern states, every business,

every organization, and every individual in Texas was af-

fected before the war was finished. Each Texan made his

contribution to the war effort as his convictions and charac-

ter directed him. While most of the people spent their

physical energy in carrying on the manifold duties brought

on by the war, their mental and emotional well-being was

sapped by unceasing worry over loved ones. A woman, writing

5 9 William Stanley Hoole, "Texas' Quaintest Newspaper,"
Texas Outlook, XXIV (September, 1940), 23-24.

60Coulter, 22., cit.., p. 493.
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at this time, expressed the sentiment shared by all stay-

at-home Texans. "My dear, dear brother," she wrote, "we

are filled with anxiety for him! Even if he is spared

through the fight, when and where can we see him again?

This is a cruel war., 61

Texas had not taken lightly her predestined role in the

great conflict between the states. The leaders of the state,

with an emotional exuberance common to the South and the

frontier, led the state into secession and a close working

relationship with the Confederacy. Throughout the war these

men, whether officers in the state or the Confederacy, gave

their best efforts to further the cause of the new nation.

Texas soldiers, both officers and enlisted men, with an

added advantage of training in a frontier community, carried

their military knowledge to the fighting fronts on both

sides of the Mississippi River. On many battle fronts these

Texas commanders became famous for outstanding bravery and

ability, and Texas units engaged in daring exploits re-

spected by all fighting men.

The location of Texas on the western fringe of the Con-

federacy took from her the obligation to bear the brunt of

the bloodiest battles, but this same location necessitated

6lBarker, Potts, and Ramsdell, 9p. cit., p. 220.



the engaging in many battles which were to assume major

status in the over-all picture of the war. The battles

fought on Texas soil were closely connected with the neces-

sity for maintaining a war-free area as a supply station.

It was in this latter role that Texas made her greatest con-

tribution to the Confederacy. Other states could furnish

leaders and fighting men and battle sites for four years

of continuous warfare. What they could not furnish were

broad acres of food supplies, miles of cattle country, fac-

tories free from danger of invading armies, free communica-

tion with a foreign country, and a port of entry for foreign

trade. These things the government and people of Texas were

able to provide.

Texans, along with other Southerners, were willing to

admit in 1865 that they had failed in their attempt to with-

draw from the Union and that the slaves were free. These

two results had been a foregone conclusion since early in

the war. What the Texans could not realize or admit was

the tremendous change which was to occur in the life of each

individual. After four years of dedication of their lives

to a war which was to perpetuate a way of life they believed

best, they were suddenly required to submit to the terms of

a dictated peace. John H. Reagan, the man who had had the

respect of Texans and fellow Confederates alike, since his

own clear-headed acceptance of his role in the Southern
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cause, wrote from a Federal prison camp to explain the new

role his countrymen must take:

I know that those who look to the past only,
with its sacrifices and losses of principles be-
lieved to be true . . . may say why talk of liberty
now, and of equality in the Union? The answer is ,
that having attempted to secure and preserve these
by appeal to the God of battle, we failed, and they
now, so far as it relates to our political restora-
tion, belong to the dead past, . . . we are required
to look to the living present and to the future. If
it be thought hard to surrender so much, it must be
remembered that such is the fate of war, . . . by
the appeal to arms, . . . we stake not only what the
government exacts, but all our rights and property
on the result. Wisdom requires us to accept the de-
cision of battle upon the issue involved, and to be
thankful that ngmore has been demanded by the con-
querors. . . . 2

62 illiam McGraw, Professional Politicians, p. 205.
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