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PREl'.lCE 

the Sequoy-ah Constitutional. Convention was held 1n Husk-0gee, 

Indian ferri to17, 1n. the aUBDller of 1905. It was the culminating 

event of a seriea ot eol.orrul occasions in the history or the 

.Five Civllized. Tribes. It was there that the deseendanta of 

those who made the trek west seventy-:f'ive years earlier sat with 

white men to vr1 te a eharter tor a new state.. They wrote a con­

st1 tution, but it was never used as a charter tor a State or 

Sequo,yah. 

This work, which is primarily a stud,y or that convention and 

tbe reasons for its being called and its results, was undertaken 

at the suggestion of..,- father, Harold K. Max.well, in August, 

1948. It has been carried to a conclusion through the a.id of a 

number o! persons, chief' among them being my wife, Betty Jo Max­

well. The need tor this study is a paramount one. Other than 

copies of the )(Q§koga f!l91P1J, the.re are no known records or 

the convention. Because much of the proceedings were in one or 

more Indian tongues there are some gaps in the study other than 

those due to the laek ot records,. which has been caused by the 

only set of minutes kept being accidentally destroyed in a fire 

during the first few years after the convention. Thus this study, 

the fir.st on the convention since 1912, bas been completed by 

the author in an attempt to salvage :many ot: the views and happen­

ings of that day and much of the attitude at those men who took 
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pa;n 1n it. Few of the men \Ibo served. aa delegate• 1n that ctce­

vention are still llYing, but ot those remain.1Jlg, none had a 

greater part in it than the Honorable William .u. Murray who has 

bean so ldnd as to a.id the author in both personal interviews ana 
letters ooncerni.rlg tbe con,,ention. 

!he nature of the aubJect and the eveat.a leading up to and 

tollOlling the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention lend themselves 

Vi th ease to the edi toriallzlng on pub.lie and poll tieal morals. 

It was vith effort that the writer attempted to rehain trom 

mO!"a.11.zing and draw:tng lessons for the reader. The reader, I am 

sure, v1ll excuse any such tendency that is noticeable with the 

knowledge that a rev things should not be· left tms.a1d. 

Amos DeZe11 Maxwell. 

Stillwater, Gkla. 
January 3, 1950 
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CHAPTER l 

Il!RODUCTlOll 

!he events of a apan of t'orty 7ears, from 1865' to 190,, 

directl.7 influenced the calling ot the Sequoyah Constitutional. 

Convention. 7h1s being true, it 1.s essential to an understand­

ing of the convention to have a background for it. 'fhi.a chapter 

turnisb.ea sueh a background. 

The efforta ot oar national pol.1t1eal leaders to create a 

state or territory from Indian 5Zerritory after the Civil War eaA 

be roughl.7 grouped into the following ehrollOl.ogical d1Y1s1omu 

the first, from 1865' to 1880 when Indian TenitOJ')" sened a 4ual 

purpose, being both an exclusively Indian area and a region to be 

exploited by a group of railroads hol.ding l.and grants conditional 

upon it being created either a state or a terr1toryJ the second, 

from 1880 to l.890 when Indian Tenitor:, vu considered prineipall7 

as an exeluaivel.y Indian areas and the third, from 1890 to l~ 

when severalty and statehood v1 th or wi thaut Oklahoma were the 

two primary issues concerning Indian Territory, both in Washing-
]. 

ton, D. c., and in In41an Tenit017. 

At t-he time of the removal of the Five Civilized Tribes west­

ward 1nto the area kn.own as Indian Territory, each ot the tribes 

l. 
Baeh of these periods oveitlapa to some extent> but the 

dates given fit the periods and do show the prevalent attitudes. 
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signed treatie~ with the United States which guaranteed to the 

Indians tbat thei~ lands would never be included in 8ZfT state or 

territory without the1-~ comum.t. 2 Thia provision· in the removal 

treaties was later to be cited time and. again ln arguments for 

. and against territorial and statehood status for Indian Territory. 
' 

During the t1pr,tng and summer of 1866 each of the Five Civilized 

Tribes sent representatives to Washington, D. c., to negotiate 

peace treaties with the United States. The 8em1nole treaty, 

&1gned oa March ?l, 1866, served as a mod.el. for the other three 

treaties completed vith the Choetaws and. Chickasaws, the Creeks, 

and the Cherokees within the next tour aonths.3 fhese treaties 

were similar 1n most ~speetst and all called for the abol.1tion 

of slavery and the bup.d1ng or- railroads a.cross the Indian Terri-· 

tory. Only the Cherokee :lation, in its treaty ratified by 

Congrea.s on July 27 ,, 1~66, was exempt from having to cede a part . 

of its land-to the United States for the purpose of sett11ng other 

Indiana. on such land; the Cherokee and creek lfations bad been the 

~Y onu of the F.ive Civilized tribes to send troopa to join 

the Union Armies, and ot the two, t~e Cherokees bad. been the most 

active. 

the sue day that Congress ratified the Cherokee peace 

treaty it also eha~red the Atlantic and Pacific nailroad; on 

the two preceding days, July 25 and July 261 Congress granted 

, .2 Cba.J:"les J. ~ppler1 _compiler, IJJdJ.ia Ututi, lA1d. ADA 
+l.!&UI.I, 11, 311, 1*1+2-1+4 J, 1,a. 

•' 

3 1lwi•t 910-915, 918-931, 931•93'7, 9lt,2-9,o. 
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lands to aid 1n the construction of the Kansas and Beoaho Rail­

road and the Ullion PacU'ie Railroad. In chartering the Atlantic 

and Pacific and 1n mak1ng the above graat.s, Congress gave hupt 

grants ~ land 1n Indian Territory to these railroads on the con­

dition that the land grant. woal.d be inoperative 1n the event the 

land was not deelarecl a part or the public land of t-he United 

States and the rallroada were not built within ten :,ears.It- Thus., 

at the same tiae that it was ratifying the :final peace treat1u 

with the ll'l41ans and reaf'f"irll1Dg their ownership of the land 1n 

fee-simple, Congress was Nkln& eonditioaal grants or that land 

to corporate 1nte.resta, and aome of the charter lllellbers of the 

rail~ were then or later aembera ot Con&r•s and intluenti&l 

in In41an leg1slat1on. 

Jn the passage ot these acts Congress gave the railroads an 

1nceut1ve to publicly and private!)'" advocate territorial or state­

hood atatws for the Indian. Territory, tor the lands eond1t10Dall7 

granted to the railroads could not be classed as publie lands 

unleas the area eaae into the Un.1.on aa a state or a tenttory. 

That no bills were introduced 1n Congress providing tor a change 

1n the status ot Indian Tettitory for seve:ral. :,ears 1s an indica­

tion that these railroads were not yet read7 to cross Indian 

Territory._ 

On March 17, 18701 Senator BenJ&111n F. Rice ot Arkansu 

introduced a bill to ereate the Territory ot Ok-la-ho-ma out ot 
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the Indian Territory.' Within less than six weeks the Committee 

on Territories recommended its passage 

••• as a matter of econ.oxq to the government and the 
Indian nations, as a simple aet of Just1h and fair­
play to the Indian, and to carry out 1n good6taith the 
stipul.ations of the treaties of 1866 •••• 

'?his report of the committee was soon followed by several memoria1s 

from delegates of the Cherokee, Choctaw, and Cree.it Jfations protest-
7 

1.ng against its passage. One memorial in particular illustrates 

the feeling of the civilized IndiaBS against the territorial move­

ment. J\n exerpt from this memorial followal 

It is folly to tell us that those who are engaged 1n 
these schemes [urging territorial status for Indian 
Territory] are our friends, seeld.ng to promote our wel• 
tare,. They mean no such thing as friendsh1p-.... fr1ends 
never act as they do. They believe with and act upon 
the principle ••• that 'the only good Indians are 
the dead Indians', and we woul.d be deluding ourselvest 
and. false to our pe.ople, if we did not proclaim the 
fact now and here.ti 

The .memorials in themselves did not, of course, dictate the 

failure of that early bill, but they at least gave Congress the 

knowledge that territorial. status was 1.U1va.nted in Indian Terri­

tory. 

In President Ulysses s. Grant's third and fourth annual 

messages to Congress, he recommended creating a territorial form 

5 Jftu?fie,.J ~, l+l Cong., 2 sess., 2011+, herea:tter 
this b · , ·• · · , wiITlie referred 'to as the Rice Dill. 

6 .t, BtPP.gff, No. 131, l+l Cong., 2 seas., sa., 14-09. 
This is~avori e committee report c.,n the Rice bill,. 

1 ~ .. fflJl.. ~., Nos. 76, 90, 921 and 143, 41 Cong., 2 
sess., ss. os;:-

8 lR14., No., 143 .. 



' of' government over Indian Territory. 9 ls,'hile there is no evicenee 

that President G£ant was considering anything but the safety of 

the whites in the western and southwestern parts of the United 

States, he was by these recommendations allying him.self directly 

with the railroads in an attempt to open Indian 'l'e.rritory for 

their exploitation. 

During 1874 the feeling in Congress for creation of a terri-

tory from Indian Territory reached the point that it was deemed 

necessary to send a commission, under the chairmanship of J. D. 

Land, to Indian Territory to determine if the region and its in­

habitants were ready for territorial status. The final recommendation 

was that sueh a government should be created. This caused a greater 

outburst of oratory and memorials by the Indians than any succeed-

ing act of Congress 1n relation to Indian Territory daring the 

n~xt twenty years. 

On January 20, 1875, a convention of Cherokees signed a 

memorial protesting against the recommendations of the commission. 

This memorial, with aver four thousand signatures, accused Chair.man 

J. D. Land of being the treasurer of the Atlantic and Pacific Rail-
10 

road. The Chickasaws had made a simil.ar accusation in their memorial 

two weeks earlier; it was signed by each senator and representative 

of the Chickasaw legislature. These accusations, since quoted by 

at least one eminent historian and hereby inferring their truth, 

were false. Chairman Land was not an officer in the Atlantic and 

9 J's.mes D. Richardson, compiler, A ~~Ua;tc;f.911 sf.~ Mel!liaJ<~I 
.Im! f'.gpe;r:s !Jt.. lll!. Pre;tt,gents, VI, 4106, 1 • 

lO §!mate~.~., No. 66, ~3 Cong., 2 sess., ss. 1630. 
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Pacif'ie Railroad. While errors 1a the memorials may or may not 

have been del.1berate, they have for seventy-five years unjustif1• 

abl.7 cast Land 11'1 the role of one attempting to swimlle the Indians 

of land.t to aid a company- with which he was supposedly affiliated. 

1'.he Osage Batton. which by that time was 1ocated 1n Indian 

Tenitory, sent a.memorial with twenty-nine signaturea accusing 

the white man of bad faith 1n his eagerness to place the Indian 

under a territorial form ot government. T"lle Osages charged, with 

no doubt a great deal of truth.!ulnesst 

We kn.oW that those who want a territorial government 
,, over the .Indians pretend to say, as an 9XC'll$e tor suah 

a government, that ••• bad charaetera cannot be reacmecl 
and punished except by a territorial government. But you 
vU1 '.see at a glance that that kind of talk ia •too thin' 
to have any weight with sensible men.. A g:reat mazv ot 
7our deputy marshals, when they come into our country, 
look more after the quality of l.ands than they do a.ft.er 
criminals and they go smelling around buting whiskey .• 
At present you know we are not embraced in any •territory 
ot the United Statee•1 and the object of the grantees of 
our lands seems! therefore, to be to create our country 
into a terr1tor al government in order to have their 
land-grants fulfllled.i2 

these memorials bad soae effect in Congress, for nothing was done., 

and with the expiration of the conditional. land grants in 1878 

there was a decided lessening for a number of 7ears of the effort 

to create a territory from Indian Territory. 

During tile decade of the 18801s there was considerably lesa 

e.ffort to create either a .state or a territoey from Indian Terri-

ll Off'1c.ers of the railroad .:may be determined by reading Heney 
V • Poort a ll&UfJ. 9' JrA1. iliJ,;rQlda at .iM. lSJ ilfl §fftYL A true 
extract oop7 f'~ora the volumea eover1ng~he 7ears70 to J.880 
perta1.n:1Dg to the Atl.antic and Pacific Bail.road is in the author•• 
possession. 

l2 ,. 1tmt1 BU,. DRQ1., Ho. 72, .... 3 Cong., 2 seas., ss. 1630. 
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tory than w.a the ease in either the decade preceding or succeed­

ing it. This was due to the f'ollowilli causes; first, while 

railroads were crossing Indian Territory, and being financed 

through the floating of bond issues in adJo1ni.ng states, the valu­

able land grants promis.ed them bad expired t and second, there was 

no intl.ux of settlers into the region until after the open.1 ng ~ 

the Unassigned Landa in 1889. President Chester A. Arthur in 

his first annual message to Congr-ess on December 6, i881• did 

recoaaend extending the l.awa ot Arlranaas over all Indian Territo17 

not occupied by the Five C1v111aed !ribes, but thia did not in UT C 

way mean immediate territorial status for the Five C1vUise4 Tribea.13 

During 1887 the Daves Act was passed providiJ:C for allotment or 
Indian lands, but neither did it pertain exclusively to the area 

of the li'ive C1v1lued Tribes. Thus during most ot this deea.cle 

the attitude toward the region occupied by the Five Civilized Tribu 

was one ot eonsider1Dg it aa an exclusively Indian area. Prima.1'7 

evidence or this attitude is the t'act that only the unoecupi.ed 

area belonging to the Five Civilized h-ibes a.ad thoae areas oocupie« 

by the Plains Indians 1n lnd1an ferrito17 were ever opened to 

settlemen.t as Oklahoaa ferritoey. 

From 1890 tmtil 19®' there were a number of co1tYentions, 

both large and saall, held in Indian Territory- to agitate state­

hood or one tora or another, but during the tirst ten years t.he 

eff'orts of non-Indian resident.a were directed more at breaktng up 

the large land boJ.dinga ot the Indians by severalty than at state,. 

hood. A cawse tor this may be seen in the f"irst census taken by 
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the Census Bureau 1n Ind1an Territory when, 1n 1890, it was re­

corded th.at there were l09,J93 whites not on military reservations 
lla-out of a total population of lS0,182. Bot a single one of those 

whites could legally hold any real propert7 1n Indian Territory; 

they had no representati.on in Congre.sa, and it may well have beeu 

these whites as well as the F'ive Civilized Tribes, vhora President 

BenJamia .Harrison had 1n mind when ha wrote in his third anaua'l 

message to Congress on Decembea- 91 1891:, "These Indians shoul.d 

have opportmdty to present their claJ.ms and pievanees upon the 

floor rather than, aa now, 1n the lobby.1115 It is noteworthy 

that less than a month before President Harrison sent the above 

lle$Mge to Congress, a convention had been held 1n Muskogee ad ... 

voeating single statehood for Indial'l Territory and Cklah~ 

Territory,16 and that even earlier that s'ame year, T. J. Morgan• 

Commissioner of Inci1an .Atta1rs, in his annual report dated October 

1, 1891, suggested the early passage of an enabling act for the 
. ' ' ~ 

creation of either a territory or a st.ate f'rom Indian Territory. 

During 1892 two bUl.a were introduced into Congress pertain­

ing to the govel'Dllent or Indian Ten1tory. One or them was 

1ntrodueed b.Y Congressman Samuel w. Peel of Arkansaa and provided. 

14 
IJ.exesth CeQ&I .9' JiU UPUfd States, ~. :x, 2;i. .• 

lS Uichardacii, _a. 1!1•, VII, 563 7 • 

16 Grant Foreman, A ii!t9l7 a.(. QkJthsm, PP• 310-Jll. 

, ' 17 
J'rom th' e ~~IL. ~A~~ aU AU:Nll, ·, ,'I,, 'artl, J,: 'Lreaftez le:: repor~~ ~.YEJ~ !o as 

lMriM Attaw, with the yea:r of the report f olloving. 
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18 
tor the admi.ssion of Indian 'l'err1tory as a separate state. The 

other, introduced by Senator Bishop w. Perkins of .Kansas, provided. 
19 

tor a single state formed ot Oklabcaa and India.Jl Territory. The 

introductioa ot these two bills represent the beginning of two 

distinct political party views toward the admission ot those terri• 

tories to statehood-neither considering particularly the wishes 

o! the illhabitants, but national. politieal conditions of the dq. 

In view of the Indians' close relat1onah!p to the South and the 

large proportion of the white population of Indian Territory c a.m­

ing from Arkansas and Teas, the Hepublicana could only view the 

admission of Indian Territory as the admission of another Democratic 

state; this they felt could possibly be averted by the admission of 

Oklahoma and Indian Territory as one state. 

On March 3, 1893, the last dq of the Fif'ty-aecond Congress, 

was passed an Indian Appropriation Act. Included 1n the act was a 

provision providing tor the creation of a Commission to the Five 

Civilized Tribes to arrange f'or allotting their lands. Section si»­

teen ot the act spec1f'ied the a1a toward which the severalty program 

was direeted when it stated as to the duties of' the Commissioners, 

• • • aaid Commiss:1onera shall., however, have pover to 
negotiate any and all. such agreem.ents as, in view of 
all the circumstance• affeeting the subject., shall be 
tound requisite and suitable to such an arrangement ot 
the rights and interests and affairs of •ueh naticma1 
tribes, bands, or Indians, or- ~ of them, to enable 
the ul~imate ereatioa or a Territory oZ the United 

lS · ll• B. 5994, CQHttffiOnal aoor,s, 5'2 Cong.,, 1 seas., mII, 
1164. 

19 S,. 3656 1 j,J:aa/J•t 5'2 Cong.,. 2 sess .. , llIV, 290. 



States with a view t8 the admission of the same as a 
State 1n the Union.2 
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By this act Congress was stating in unmistakable language its in­

tention of making a separate state from Indian Territory. The 

Congress writing this act was predominately Democratic in member­

ship. This act was understood as written by not only the Indians 

but by the Indian Acents as well, for in the annual reports that 

summer, T. J. Moore, u. s. Indian Agent to the Qua.paws, stated 

that upon completion of the allotment or their lands the Quapawa 

wanted to be admitted into statehood with Indian Territory.21 

or the allotment program, Union Agent Dew M. Wisdom wrote: 

I dismiss the subject vith one remark or suggestion, 
and that is, in my opinion, the Indians would prefer 
first statehood, witl1 their system ot land tenure to 
remain undisturbed, and that the complicated question 
ot allotment be worked out as the exigencies of the 
future may demand, and in the time and mode most 
satista.ctory to tile Indians themselves.22 

In the spring and summer of 1894 the Dawes Commission, as the 

Commission to the Five Civilized Tribes was known, submitted to 

each of the Five Civilized Tribes a list of ten proposals upon 

which the allotment program should be baaed. Proposal number 

eight was a promise that if a.11.otment was agreed to, Congress 

could establish a territorial form of government over Indian 

Territory.23 This proposal, suggested to the Indians primarily 

20 l!• §.. ~. Ill. WIit XX.VII, 646. 

21 Ind~Da At:t;,,a..:1, U123, 141. 

22 UltQ•, 148-149. 

23 Report of the Commission to the Five Civilized Tribes, 
November 20, 1894, §!U:te 1!4. R2'§•, No. 24, 53 Cong., 3 sess., 
ss. 3281, 2~. A very descriptive account of life .in the Indian 
Territory 1n 1894 may be f'ound in pages 7-12. 
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to iaprove the government in Indian Territory, was not at the 

time agreed to, but was later used by the Indians to substantiate 

their claims tor statehood. 

The next year the Comaussion recommended that legislation be 

enacted providing: 

A Territorial govermaent over the Five Civilized Tribes, 
adapted to their peculiarly a.nomaloua conditions, so 
framed. aa to secure all rights of residents in the same, 
and without impairing the vested r1ghts2flt the citizen 
Indian or other person not an intruder. 

ln 1896 and 1897 Union A.gent Dew M. Wisdom recommended 

authorizing a delegate to Congress from Indian Territory. His 

recomendation of September 10, 1896, was without equivocation& 

lotoriousl.7, aueh or the legislation in behalf of 
the Indian country bas been controlled by Members of 
Congress from the States on its borders, and it is 
not saying too meh to state that selfish interests 
have swayed some of the Members •••• 

Continui.ng further, he wrote: 

••• it is an anomalous condition of' affairs that 
300,000 people should live in a republican Government 
without representation in our national forum. [Electing 
a Delegate will] 11ft it from its semi-barbaric condi­
tion into t'QU standing as one of the mighty brotherhood 
of States.25 

That year, George E. Kelson was sent as a delegate to Congress 

from Indian Territory, but Congress ref'used to tak:e any action 

2lt Report of' the COlllllisslon to the Five Civilized Tri'best 
liovember 18, 1895, §eMk ~., lo. 182, 54 Cong., l sess., ss. 
3353, lt.. This report covered some eighteen pages and discussed 
the almost complete lack of~ organized government in the Indian 
Territory at the time and built up to a climax giving as the 
practical solution to the problem: first! instituting Territorial 
governaent1 ~nd second, extending the Jur sd1ct1on of the u. s. 
Courts in l.ndian Territory. 

2' Ipdip Mtatu, 1896, 154-15,. 



12 

when he presented himself for seat1ng.26 

Fina11y, on June 28, 1898, the agreements between the Choctaw 

and Chickasaw Nations and the Dawes Commission, signed the preced­

ing year in Atoka, Indian Territory, were ratified in the pas.sage 

of the Curtis Act. One of the clauses in that act read as fol.lows: 

This stipulation [that the tribal governments were to 
continue until March 4, 1906] is made in the belief' 
that the tribal governments so modified will prove so 
satisfactory that there will. be no need or desire tor 
further change tlll the lands now occupied by the Five 
Civilized Tribes shall, in the opinion of Congrus be 
prepared for admission as a State to the Union.41!'/ 

Thia aet, with the above clause, passed by a Republican Con­

gress, guaranteed to the F'ive Civilized Tribes that they would be 

made a separate state. In debates during the next eight years 

this act was ref'erred to time and again by proponents of separate 

statehood, and more than once the leaders of the Republican Party 

probably regretted rattl'yi.ng the Atoka Agreement, with the above 

clause, as part of the CUrtis A.et. 

Early the next year, on January 14, 1899, the Dawes Commission 

signed an agreement with the Cherokees which in~luded the guarantee 

that the Cherokees would never be made a part of a:ay- state or 

territory without their consents or that if made a pa.rt ot a state 

or territory without such consent the state or territory would in-
28 elude only the lands ot the Five Civilized Tribes. Such an 

agreement could have but one ef'fect, that being to solidify all. 

27 .Y• §. §tat• .SU. W&I, XXX, 512. 
28 From the Cherokee Agreement Januar,- 14, 1B99 Appen.d.ix 

lio ... 2, Re!)Ort of {;ommission to the f1ve Civilized Trites, l,m11f& 
UtMt!h 1822, ;8. 
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beliefs in Indian Territory 1n both the whites and the Indians 

that a separate Indian state so long promised was finally to be­

come a reality. this was not 1d1e or wishful thinking either, for 

th.is agreement had been promised 1n part before, and now 1 t was 

agreed that after Marchi., 1906, an Indian state could and would 

be made. Surely the white man would not go back on his word again. 

Meanwhile, numerous bills had been proposed in Congress per­

taining to .statehood for the two territories, but from 1894 to 

1900 or the bills introduced with the exception of two on December 

9, 1895, all called tor single statehood for Oklahoma and Indian 

Territories. or the two exceptions, one was tabled, and the 

other died 1n the ComDli.ttee on Territoriu.29 These bills were 

both introduced by Arltansa.s CQngreasmen, J'ames H. Berry of the 

Senate and Johns. Little ot the House or Representatives. 

There were a number of changes seen 1n Indian Territory be­

tween 1890 and 1900 as recorded by the Census of 1900; the most 

significant or these 1s without doubt in the population. In 1890 

the whites had outnumbered the Indians slightly over two to one; 

whereas, by 1900 they outnum.bered the Indians almost six to one, 

the actual figures in 1900 being 302,680 whites and 52,500 

ln.d1ana.30 fb.e reason this is the most significant statistical 

change to be aeen between 1890 and 1900 1n Indian Territory is 

29 Qongresf:f':Jraf, 54 Cong., 1 seas., XXVIII, 601 9?. 
s. 58lt- was tab t e · R. 819 was lett in the committee. 

JO zx,uth ~!MUI at i!&.t. yPit@S state.I, ~' I, part I" 4?, 
lt8?, 537. 



lit 

ev14at; theee, whites who had multiplied so rapidly wanted repNaeata­

tion 111 COQgJ"e&8J they did not like the conditions under which they 

vere living, but they did not find those conditions disagreeable 

enough to warrant leaving-.. Host ot them wanted a separate state, 

but 1f neeessaey they would eoaproaiae 1n order to have an ordwl.y 

'White man's gOYermaent•. fllia attitude was to be climaxed 1n th• 

caJJjng of the Sequoyah and Cltlaboma eonstituUonal con.nntiona 1n 

l~ and 19o6 respectively. 

Prom 1900 to 190S, with the divi.ding of the lands of the Five 

Civilized. Tribes prop-easing as rapid.17 and as et1'1eientl.y as could 

be expected, the prillary interest of Jl8l1Y" of the over three b111wlrecl 

th~ whites 1ll Ind1aa territory centered on achieving statehood, 

but the Indians, bT an4 large, considered the settl--.t of the vex­

ing land problem ot peata importance and necesait,.31 

On Dee•ber 10, 1900, tile. la.at single statehood convention to 

be hel.d 111 Indian Territol'J' ht the .ntneteenth century met 1n 

Me.Al.eater and. drew up petitiona to Coner••• aaktng £or single state­

hood tor Wahcaa and Indi,an Territory. Kost ot the countiee 1n 

OldahQma were represented. at the comN111Uon as wel.l. as white delegatea 

from the Chickasaw and Choctaw Jla.tiou and oae full-blood Ind.1an 
32 troa wagon.er. This eonvent1on. caused. little publle reapcmse. 

Die followiag year Governor Williall H., Jeakiu of Cls:lahoma 

!enito1:7 contimaed the poliq set by Governor W:lll1am c. Ren.trow 

31 
!h.1• viav 1.s £rOll the report o£ Union Agent J. ma1r Shoea-

telt ot Aaguat 3lt 19001 to be found 1n Indian Aftair1, UQO, at.3. 

32 . DAUx QlsJM911111, Deceaber n, 1900, P• 1, col. >+. 



1n 1896 and recommended single statehood tor the two territories. 

But Governor Jenldns• recaruaendation was qualified& " ••• it 

seems to me that no reasonable objection can be made to the 1Jnme­

d1ate creation of a state either of Oklahoma alone or ot Oklahoma 

and Indian Territories com-bined •• 33 

On November 14, 19011 another single statehood convention was 

convened in lnd.ian TerritoryJ this one was held in Muskogee. It 

was led by Charles F. Barrett of Shawnee and Thomas H. Doyle of 

Percy, both in Oklahoma Territory.31+ That same day, taking cog­

nizance of the convention, the Cherokee National Council memorialized 

the President and Congress to the effect that a117 protestation for 

union with Oklahoma Territory purporting to come from Cherokees 

actually would come from non-citizens of the lation.35 This action. 

of the National Council was 1n line with prevailing sentiment 

among that people, for there was much resentment against the allott­

ing of their lands. It was even reported that agents from Mexico 

were that year advocating migration of the Cherokees as a colony 
6 . 

to that country. 3 Less than a month later, the Dai'.ll Qk] a&UIMD 

began a front page story on a separate statehood convention held 

33 '%:lfAAlftDIP~ ''P9ff' .Qt 1M. DeRartment .2t Inlu:tot, l..2W., Part II 1 overnors o err orlis,-3~: 

31+ Muskqge9 Php,epJJ, November 21, 1901, P• 6, col. 1. !he 
newspaper reported• "!he proceedings were entirely harmonious, 
no dissenter being allowed a voice in the convention." 

3S ..W.•, p. 4, cols. 2-3. 
36 

Jam.ea Mooney, "Myths of the Cherokee", Bf.'H g.t m.::i.saa 
Ethgg1ggy, 1,a,tunik APD!&IJ. BepO£lc, 19Qg, Part , 6. 



16 

in Muskogee to organize opposition to the lllion of the tvo terri­

tories with the following by-line: 

ONLY SIXTY :3UCKERS OF ·nm Oli'FICIAL TEAT wEHE PiillSE.riT 
TO LISTEN TO THE HOT AIR HAHANOOE DELIVERED 

BY BUNK. 0 BOB OWEN. S [SIC] THE HIGH 
PPJ:EST OF M.ALCOMTENT 37 

The newspaper went on to quote Hobert L. Owen as saying that the 

Senate would never pass single statehood, even if it had to filli­

buster lt to death. 

During the 1"irst session of the Fit"ty-seventh Congress, which 

met in the winter 01" 1901 and the spring of 1902, numerous bills 

were introduced to change the status of the territory. These bills 

ranged a.l.l the way from dividing Indian Territory into counties and 

establishing local county government as the only governing power 

in the entire territory to proposing the unification of Oklahoma. 

and Ind.ian Territories as a single state.38 

Slipping by w1 thout too much comme.nt in local newspapers was 

an act passed on February 28, 1902, authorizing construction of the 

Enid and Anadarko Railroad from Anadarko, Oklahoma Territory, to 

Fort Smith, Arkansas. This act stipulated that the railroad was 

to pay $50.00 per mile to the tribe whose land it crossed, plus an 

annual rental fee of $15.00 per mile as long as the land was controlled 

37 PAUY Q4J.ahgmy., December 11, 1901, p. 1, col. 1. 

3S Bills introduced concerning government for Indian Territory 
were: H. R. 279, 8739, and 12268 to make it a separate territory; 
H. R. 1+554 to govern it by county government; IL H. 4570, 9675, 
and 125>+3 and s. 3368 to make 1 t a single state in union wl th Okla­
homa; and S. 6161 to authorize a. delegate from Indian 'l'err1tory to 
Congress. In reference to the introduction.of these bills, see 
&:051re3s1ona,1 Recqrj\, 57 Cong., 1 sess., XXXV, 56, 248, 630, 851, 
11 , 2,21, 2814, 51'+2, 6782. 
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b7 the Indian tribe. It also stated that any state or territory 

formed there would have the right of taxation over the railroad.39 

The act was a general one and applied to all of Indian Territory. 

Thus once again the railroads became vitally interested in the 

statehood question 1n Indian Territor,J only this time it was to 

their interest to prevent statehood and thereby prevent taxation. 

of their prQperty. 

On March 1~, 1902, Congressman Williams. Anox of Massachusetts, 

chairman of the House Committee on Territories, introduced an omnibus 

bill ( n. R. 12543) to admit Oklahoma, New Mexico, and Arizona into 

the Union as separate atatea. This bill was reported back on April 

1, 1902. The .following month, after it had come to the top of the 

cal.endar and debate had begun, it was amended by Congressman Mc.Rae 

of A.rkansas to include th.e admission of Indian Territory and Okla­

homa Territory as one state.~° Congress soon adjourned, though, 

with no action being taken on the statehood question. 

After the elections in Hovember ·of 19021 a sub-committee or 
the Senate Committee on Territories visited the four territories 

to determine their readiness tor statehood. !his group, composed. 

of Senators Burnham of Nev Hampshi.re, Dillingham of Vermont, 

Heit.field of Ida.ho, and headed by the youthflll Republican Albert 

J. Bever.idge of Indiana, arrived 1n Woodward, Oklahoma Territory, 

on Baturday, November 22.. Sunday at'ternoon and night the committee 

39 J!. §.. stat. il Lars,, llllII, 45. 

lto Csmg,tg§siogpl fie5=9rd, 57 Cong., l sess. t x.xD', 2811+-, 
511+2. 



18 

toured Indian Territory 1n their private railroad ear, but saw 

little due to a.l.most continuous rain. When the committee began 

hearings in the Lee Hotel in Oklahana City on Monday morning they 

heard from fourteen persons individually. As a group they were 

asking :for single statehood. Delegations heard from represented 

single statehood advocates in Purcell, Ardmore, Chickasha, Vinita, 

Claremore, and Sapulpa in Indian Territory and Norman, Lawton, 

and Ql.dahoma City in Oklahoma Territory. That afternoon the 

committee resumed hearings in Guthrie and heard from nine different 

persons there, only one of whom was in favor of separate state­

hood .. }+l 

Spurred into action by the presence of ·the Senate sub-committee, 

the Indian Territory Executive Committee on Territorial. Legisla• 

tion met 1n Holdenville on November 25 at the Scott Hotel. They 

drew up resolutions opposing the omnibus bill and favoring a 

gradual change in the status or the unorganized Indian Territory 

on the order of that provided in the bills introduced by Congress­

man John W. Moon of Tennessee calling for a terri tor1al form of 

government over Indian Territory.>+2 Since this organization 

probably bad no official connection with the Five Civilized Tribes 

theie were not necessarily the sentiments held by the tribes. 

l+l In:format1on relative to.the committee investigation may 
be found in the P!J.lz Q&J.aJloma,n, November 25, 1902, P• 1, col. lJ 
Qk:J,abQla §tate ~ap"!oJ.1. Guthrie, same date and page; and in 
§!pate~., No. 3, ,7 Cong.~ 2 sess., ss. 1+420, 187-225. 

l+2 HgJ,dem;;U,J,e Tµge§, November 29, 1902, P• 8, eol. l. The 
writer has been unab1e to find who were members of this committee 
or how the members were chosen. 
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With one meeting of this sort begetting another it became 

necessary for tlle chiefs and representatives of the Five Civilized 

Tribes to meet in Eufaula. three days later to give voice to their 

needs and desires as to state government. This group chose as their 

chairman, Pleasant Porter, principal chief of the Creek Nation, 

and as secretary, Henry Ainsley. In the resolution adopted and 

forwarded to Congress from this meeting on November 28, 1902, the 

chief executives or the :F'ive Civilized Tribes protested against 

single statehood with Ckl.ahoma. Territory and against legislation 

giving the territory held by the F'ive Civilized Tribes a terri­

torial form. of government. 1'he resolution concluded with the 

tollowin.gi 

We most earnestly- protest against the misrepresentations 
found 1n the petitions presented by the people assembling 
in conventions at different places 1n the Indian Terri tor., 
purporting to represent the wishes of the Indian Territory, 
:tirm.ly believing as we do that they represent no part of 
the white populations or the Indian Terri tocy in so far 
as they represent the people of the Indian Territory as 
asking for Territorial~torm or government or stat~hood 
Jointly with Oklahoma. 3 

In writing on the 1902 Eufaula meeting, William n. Murray, who 

represented the Chickasaw lation, states that the Five Civilized 

Tribes "were in great dread of Statehood with Ckl.ahoma Territory 

on account of the hanging or a band of Seminoles 1n Pottawatomie 

County some years before. Many asserted the bodies of the Indians 

had been burned.•44 It might alao be true that the leaders of 

alsoi.!~ttt.=1J=:f: Wee~~;•5: ~~;·P~:~1?Jl.and 
ltl+ William H • .Murray1 _"The Constitu.tional Convention", l'.b!. 

Chf2mol11 gt QsJ AbQU.., u (1931), 126. 
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the Five Civilized Tribes feared they could possibly be legislated 

out of their lands several years earlier than the day set back in 

1898 for the dissolution of the tribal governments, March 4-, 19o6. 

On December 3, 1902, only two days after Congress convened, 

Senator 1\l'lllte Nelson of Minnesota reported the omnibus bill back 

from the committee with an amendment providing for Oklahoma and 
.. 45 Indian 'J.err1tor1es to be admitted as a single state. Henceforth 

this bill was known as the flelson Bill, and took precedence as the 

unfinished business of the day until the end of.' the session. On 

December 10, 1902,. the committee's minority and majority reports 

on the bill were presented. Not only did the Democratic minority 

present a minority :report against the Nelson Bill, but Senator 

Matthew Quay of Pennsylvania, long a leader on the Republican 

side or the Senate, did also. It was only through Senator Beveridge•s 

mastery of debate that Senator Qu.ay was prevented from having a 

vote taken which ·would have defeated the billJ Beveridge, a 

Republican, had the responsibility of handling the bill for the 

Hepublican party. The session ended. w1 th nothing accomplished 

for any of the four territories. The strain of this debate was 

too mu.ch for the older Quay and more than once he told Beveridge 

that "it was killing him and talked casually of his approaching 

end."46 During 1901+ Quay died, and the chief opposition in the 

1+5 Cop.gressioruJl Record, 57 Cong., 2 sess., XJ(XVI, 25. 

46 Claude o. Bowers, Be:x1ri,slg!i ~ Tn, Pr2g,resgiye m., 207. 
It was probably during this session or Congress that Harry c. 
Bradford lobbied in Washington for single statehood as related in 
the article by Gilbert Hill, "We Might Have Been Twins", D1ily 
~WlQ!DiHh November 13, 1949, Sunday Magazine, PP• 2-3• 
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Senate to Beveridge's insistence on uniting Oklahoma and Indian 

Territory was gone. 

Soon after the adjournment of Congress in March of 1903, 

Principal Chief Green McCurtain, of the Choctaw :Nation, called a 

meeting of the chief executives of the :Five Civilized Tribes.47 

The group met 1n Eufaula on May 21 through May 23; its final 

recommendations were that elections be held in each nation to 

select delegates to an international constitutional convention 

to be held not later than February 1, 19o4. This convention was 

to draw up a constitution for a separate state to be formed from -

Ind1an Territory after March l+, 19o6. The chief executives also 

recommended that the non-citizens of Indian Territory hold a sepa­

rate convention to ratify the constitution to be written and that 

an)" diff'erences between the two groups to be worked out in con­

ferences. Finally it was decided that each of the jJ'ive Civilized 

Tribes should memorialize Congress, church, and temperance organiza­

tions to assist in preventing annexation to Oklahoma. While all 

or the Five Civilized Tribes did memorialize Congress for separate 

.statehood only the Choctaw Nation held an el.eetion to decide the 

feasibility or holding a constitutional convention. The other 

nations were apprehensive of their authority to appropriate money­

for such a purpose •. >+8 Since only the one nation voted, no conven­

tion was held, but this Eufaula meeting or 1903 is significant, 

47 illt&Yl& lngiy J9urpal., May 23, 1903, P• 4, col. 4. 

48 From the Resolutions of the Eufaula Convention, which is 
a part or Exhibit B to §1nate ~., No. 143, 59 Cong., 1 sess., 
ss. 1+-912, 29-30. 
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for it was the first meeting of' the Chief Executives of the Five 

Civilised Tribes for the single purpose o-£ gaining separate state­

hood. 

On April 4, 19())+, close to the end or the second session of 

tbe Fifty-eighth Congreaa, Chairman. E. L. Hamilton of the House 

Committee on Territories introduced a single statehood bill into 
1+9 the House of Representatives. Congressman Hamilton introduced 

this bill not unmindful of the opposition against such a measure. 

Congressman Moon had but recently introduced another blll calling 

for the creation ot the Territory of Jefferson !'ram Indian Terri­

tory;50 the Women1 s Christian Temperance Ullion had begun. to 

memorialize Congress against joining ndr)r" In41an Territory to 

"wet• Oklahoma Terr1tOJ.'J"J5l and another foree which Hamilton ig­

nored were the Indians in Indian Territory. ll&milton had only 

recently 1•eceived a letter from Chief McCurtain which stated in 

parts 

It must • • • be borne constantl;t in mind that there 
is such diversity of opinion 1n Congress on the ques­
tion of statehood legislation for Indian Territ01"7 
that it is 1ntpo1;sible for th• Indians and noncitizens 
[s1c] here to unite on &111" plan acceptable to Congress. 
However1 I express the sentiment of the great majority 
of the J.ndian.s or the Five Tribes when I say that we 
are 1n favor of &Jl.1' sta.tBhood that Congreas may pro­
vide, so long as it is statehood...!or Indian Territory 
alone-, independent of Okla.homa.52 

49 This was H. H. 11t749, CgnugsigMl flM9fd, 58 Cong., 
2 seas., XXXVIII, 4281. 

50 ~., 2902. 

51 .§9J¥t.te D0£1., No. 194, 58 Cong., 2 seas., ss. 1+591. 
52 CgngresstoPftl Recsitst, 58 Cong., 2 sess., .XXX:VIII, 5097. 
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Congressman Hamil ton must surely have been certain of passage ot 

bis bill with little delay to have been willing to oppose not only 

the Democratic minority, thew. c. T. u., but also the Indians of 

the Five Civilized Tribes who were speaking th.rough the strong and 

eourageous voice of Green McCurtain a.nd still demanding the ful­

fillment of their rights pertaining to statehood upon the 

41ssol.ut1on ot the tribal governments. 

The Hamilton. Bill was rushed through the committee and vi.thin 

two weeks had been called up for debate b7 Speaker Joseph G. Cannon. 

Cannon al.lowed but three and a halt hours debate on the bill before 

a vote was taken. Under the dictatorial control exer-cised by 

Cannon, little restraint on tempers was attempted by Democratic 

members of that body. Representative James c • .Needham of California 

even accused the Republican party of rushing through the admission 

ot two states from the four territories in order to in:fluenc.e the 

1904 Presidential election.53 Congress adJourned the fo1lowing 

week with no action on the bill being taken by the Senate. 

During the 1ate summer or l90t, whil.e the Presidential cam­

paign was creating news in most of the country's papers, the issue 

of single or separate statehood waa filling the columns of the 

Indian Territory newspapers. Most of the newspapers f avorad. 

singl.e statehood, but a few led by the militant Sgu\h HcA,1.52s:t;1r. 

l/UW kAP•W were ardent separate state papers. In August, u. s. 
Russe1l, editor of the W!e:ilz C&P41i§J., accused the Daily AEgao4e1te 

53 T\..i rl 5129 ~-, /·· . 



ot Ardmore, Indian Territory, of charging $11+ .. oo a colUDln f.'or print­

ing news or separate statehood meetinga.51+ 

Throughout August, 19o4, Clarence n. Douglas, editor of tbe 

Hp,skogee Paogni.x, wrote many editorial.a favoring single statehood. 

On August 261 19Qlt, Doug1as referred to opponents of single state-

hood having called singl.e statehood the nFerguson-Douglas scheme.• 

The phrase was obviously pointed at Governor Thompson B. Ferguson 

of Oklahoma Territory. Ferguson bad long been an advocate ot 
56 . 

pieee-meal annexation of Indian 1'err1 tory by Oklahoma, but he 

was a sound enough po.litician to recommend only statehood for 

Oklahoma. with no reference to Indian Territory in his annual 

reporia..57 

The newspapers 1n Indian Territory, Which were predominantly 

tor single statehood with Oklahoma Territory, gave good coverage 

to the actions of' the Fifty-eighth Congress when it began 1 ts 

55 

third session on December 5, 19o4. A number of delegations from 

the two territories journeyed to Washington to lobby for their 

interests; among those going from Indian Territory were delegations 

from the following: The Inter-Territorial Press Association, The 

Farmer's Union, each of the Five Civilized Tribes, and a group from 

~ §.outh Kcl,111\it mi];r: k&PUilt August 18, 1904, P• 2. 

~' l!JliP&II fb.oep;t:g, August 26, 1904, P• 4, col. 2. 

56 See the testimony of Ferguson before the Senate sub­
committee 1n Guthrie, November 21t, 1902, 1n §mwta ~., Ho. 26, 
57 Cong., 2 sesa •• ss. l+l+20, 2ll.. 

'l/ li~JIIU!ml~ Sit. lil!I. ~ Slf. late.rior., 12261 
389; 12Ql, . t and :&,_., 73-471+,. 
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the Indian Territory Church Federation f'or Prohibition Statehood. 

A delegate was even sent for the general interests or Indian Terri­

tory; this was c. E. Foley. Just before Christmas, Clarence B. 

Douglas, while interviewing President 1'heodore Hoosevel.t invited 

the President to include Muskogee 1n the itinerary of his Southern 

trip planned for the coming spring.5"8 

On December 15, Senator Berry of Arkansas presented a petition 

from. the Cherokee Iiationa.l Council. to allow the Cherokees tQ eleet 

a delegate to Congress in accordance with the treaty of .March l, 

1836. ' 9 On Christmas l!.ve the Qaerolte@ AQ;yoca:te, official newspaper 

or that nation, expressed the views o:f that people in an editorial: 

A great deal is being said at this time about statehood, 
both by the single and double .s taters, but not one has 
ever ;;;;aid-let• s put the matter to a vote of the Indians. 
They are the original settlers and owners or the Indian 
Territory, and they should at least be asked to express 
their wi.shes itt the matter. No, you havan•t heard anyone 
say. this nor you never wUl, for those pushing the si~le 
statehood matter know only two [sic] well that if the 
Indians of this terr! tory were asked to signify their · 
pre:rerence between single and double statehood, that they 
would say too quick, give us statehood separate from 
Oklahoma. And, we venture to say, that a great many 
would say, give us union with Arkansas rather than with 
Oklahoma. For the past forty years our people have 
looked f'orward to the time when w~yould have an Indian 
state. Are we to be disappointed TVo 

Clearly, the tone reflected disillusion. The Indian of the F'ive 

Civilized Tribes had c ontinual.ly given up his lands, but always 

with the promise that the land remaining would not be included in 

the bounds of any state except with his agreement to such an in-

5S ~qs.kog§i fhoen16, December 22, 19o4, P• 1, col.~. 

59 Congre§UQUJ Record, 58 Cong .• , 3 sess., XXXIX, 29+-295. 

60 fdlergkee ,4.dvpcot!h December 2lt, 1901+, p. 2, col. 1. 
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clusion. More than once after December 21.t-, 190l+, Cherokees 

probably repeated the words ot their newspaperman, 11 Are we to be 

disappointed?" 

On January 3, 1905, the following appeared on the editorial 

page of the l!Hii2&H PbQtQMJ 

!be pure food bill in the senate is the only measure 
1n the way of giv!Dg the .statehood bill a clear track. 
~e peopl.e ot the two Terri tortes woul.d be willing to 
live on aawclust breakfast food, sanded sugar, oleomar­
gerine, cotton seed olive 011, wooden nutmegs, painted 
cottee, mock turUe soup, imitation tobasco sauce, cb.i.Da 
egga, horse steak, and condensed milk tor sixty days 1.t 
the Senate will run that pure t'ood b1u61n on a siding 
until the statehood bill becomes a law. l. 

ho da.ys lat.er the newspaper not1f'1ed its readers that the Pure 

Food and Drug Bill bad been displaced on the regular order of busi­

ness 1n the Senate by a vote or thirty-one to seventeen.62 !he dq 

bef'ore, the Hamilton Bill, as introduced in the previous session, 

was called up tor debate. 

On Februar)" 71 1905, the Hamilton BUl passed the Senate. 

But it had been so J.aden with amendments as to make it unrecogni.z• 

able. There was a total ot torty-s~en di!'terent amendments to 

the bill and in such a condition it was rejected by the Rouse ot 

Representatives. The bill was then sent to a conference committee, 

but was not reported out before Congress adjourned. 63 

f.bree days before the Hamilton Bill passed the Senate, Senator 

Berry of Arkansas gave the Senate a candid and rathff accurate 

61 Hg.skggea fh9ft:A3 '" ~am1ar;y 3, 19051 P•. 4, col. l. 

62 D>W•, January 5, 1905, P• 1, cols. 3-4. 

63 ~~&Dl3f9Pfl {\eeord, ;8 Cong., 3 sesa., XXXIX, 200,, 
2062, 27· , 27 • 
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view of the situation then existing in Indian Territory when he 

said& 

••• so far as the Indians themselves within the Indian 
Territory are concerned, the overwhelming majority would 
prefer two States rather than one ••• , Whatever senti­
ment there is in .favor ot joint statehood-and a large 
part of it 1n the Indian Territo.17 is amongst the vh.ites­
has come largely from the fact that they have lost all 
hope of getting a separate State, and 1n their anxiety 
to secure schools and that they may have some settled 
pol.iey and settled government a great many of them have 
said they would rather come in now, even Joined with 
Oklahoma than to, have statehood for the Indian Terri­
tory pos!poned, and then ult1mat.ely perhaps have that 
Territory attached to Oklahoma.64 

This vas the condition prevailing in Indian Territory at the time 

. President Roosevelt finished serving the unexpired term of William 

B. Hclinley. Rot once in all the years Roosevelt bad sat as Presi­

dent had he said one thing to help the Indians in defense ot their 

treaty and statutory rights, but in looking back over the period 

of torty years since the end of the Civil War President Hoosevelt 

was not alone in this category. These forty years had been a 

period of trials, struggles, and even hopes for the Indians. The 

l.ast five years were also a period of trials, struggles and hopes 

tor the whites in Indian Territory. For the Indians there had 

been, trials in dividing the land 1n severalty, struggles in 

attempting to keep their posaessions against ruthless and scheming 

intruders, and hopes for a state which had been promised them and 

their fathers. For the whites there had beena trials in develop­

ing new towns, fa1--ms, and schools, struggles to fulfill Manifest 
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Destiny, and hopes for a state which could promise them good govern­

ment. These were the experiences felt and shared by all, white 

and Indian, young and old, through the years leading up to 1905. 

They ~new--those residents or Indian '.i'erritory in 1905--that 

statehood had to come soon. Some believed that the Fi.epublican 

Congress and President ri.Oosevelt would grant the Indians a. state 

in compliance with the treaties and agreements of the past. :But 

all realized that whatever was done could only be done through the 

cooperation of the Indians and the whites of the territory. This 

was the· spirit of the people of Indian Territory at the time of 

the inauguration of President Theodore Roosevelt in March, 1905. 



CHAPTBR II 

STATEHOOD AGITATION II IIDUH TERRITORY FROM 

JU.BCB It, TO AUGUST 20, 190S' 

While President Theodore hoosevelt said nothing concerning 

statehood for the four remaining territories in his inaugural 

address ot March l+, 1905, this date marked another period in the 

march toward statehood tor Oklahoma and Indian Territory. This 

period vent be;yond the closing date of this chapter and extended 

until the admission of Oklahoma and Indian Territory as a single 

state in 1907; this was a period of active intervention on the 

part of President Roosevelt for single statehood. 

In April of 1905, President hoosevelt began one of his ex­

tended hunting trips in the west and southwest. On April 5, he 

entered Indian Territory on the Missouri, Kansas, and Texas Rail­

road and spoke in Vinita, wagoner, Muskogee, and South McAlester; 

each time advocating single statehood. In Muskogee, with J'ohn R. 

Thomas, Chief' Pleasant Porter, Charles x. Haskell, r. B. Ur)', and 

Clarence B. Douglas as the reception committee, Roosevelt stated: 

"Your Territoey, remember, in conjunction with 0.klahoma, will soon. 

be one of' the greatest states in the Uni~. •1 To the thousands 

1 Jiluslwgee Phoenix, April 6, 1905, p. 1, col. 2. The names of 
the reception committee are to be found in the same paper, April 5, 
1905, p. 7, col. 3. It is significant that the first three of 
these men were leaders in the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention of 
August and September, 1905. 
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that $aw the President and the many more that read the Daily~­

bomG the next morning one thought was probably common. This was 

expressed by the D1il,y O:e.J.a!!OP!.fl.Q in red ink above its masthead& 

"PHESIDENT ROOSEVELT SHOULD NOW BE ABLE TO MAKE SOME STATEHOD1) 

OBSERVATION IN HIS NEXT ANNUAL MESSAGE TU CONGB.ESs.n2 That this 

nstatehood observation" would not be agreeable to all, especially 

the Indians of the F'ive Civilized Tribes who had agreed to the 

allotment of their lands upon the promise of statehood, was not 

mentioned.3 A brief' forecast of the role the President intended 

to play in the statehood question was made by him on April 8 in 

Frederick, Oklahoma Territory, just before going out to hunt 

coyotes, "The next time I come to Oklahoma I trust I will come 
4 to a state and it won•t be my fault if this is not so." As wil.l 

be seen in a later chapter, the President meant that statement to 

mean Oklahoma and Indian Territory as one state, and he meant to 

keep his word that "it won't be my fault" if they are not made one 

state. 

A.s if spurred on by the visit of .President Roosevelt to the 

territories, the advocates of both single and separate statehood 

met on April 14 to further their goals. The latter group met in 

.Muskogee but accomplished little, whil.e exactly the opposite took 

place in OJ:tlahoma City where the Single Statehood Executive 

Committee of Oklahoma and Indian Territory met and decided to call 

2 Dail;t Ok.lahom@, April 6, 1905, P• l. 

3 Refers to the Atoka Agreement, seep. 12. 

4 Datl]: Okl.§WQ!PAAt April 9, 1905 t p • 1 t col. 6. 
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a convention to meet in Oklahoma City on July 12. 5 The purpose of 

this single statehood convention was to be two-fold: first, to 

consolidate the people behind the program, and second, to get 

Congress to admit the two territories as a state. It was to be 

a.ttellded by one thousand delegates, five hundred from each Terri­

tor7.6 From observations of these two groups, each entirely 

opposite in purpose, it may be surmised that the President's visit 

inspired renewed activity in the one and lack of interest in the 

other. 

Single statehood advocates, led by the Single Statehood Execu­

tive Committee, were far more industrious in the next few months 

than in the past. Laying the ground work for a great lobbying 

drive in the next session of Congress they managed to have resolu­

tions favoring single statehood passed by almost every important 

convention that assembled in either of the two territories during 

April, May, and June.7 After the convention of the Oklahoma-Indian 

Territory Bankers Association, which met 1n Muskogee the last week 

5 Muue&!I PbQMi.1, .April 15', 1905, P• 1, col.s. land 4. 
The separate statehood meeting in Muskogee was attended by but 
£our persons and a newspaper reporter. One of the four was Robert 
L. Owen. The Single Statehood Executive Committee of Oklahoma and 
Indian Territory was composed of aen from both territories who 
wanted singl.e statehood. The wr1 ter bas found no definite inf orma­
tion on how the committee was chosen, but it was probably picked 
at one of the numerous single statehood meetings. 

6 lW•, June 6, 1905, P• 5, cols. 3.J.t.. 

7 )lailY Qi&laJl.21en, June 10, 1905, P• 1, col. 7• Among the 
groups passing resolutions f&Toring single statehood was the 
Bational Editorial A.s.soc1at1on which met in Guthrie, Oklahoma Terri­
tory, June 8-9, 1905. 
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of Hay, Colonel Clarence B. Douglas, editor of the Ku,kogg fllmmi;J, 
took Delegate Birds. McGuire, the principal speaker of the Conven­

tion, to meet Charles N. Haskell. According to Haskell," ••• 

McGuire e.xplaineo. that the effort to get a statehood bill adopted 

by congress [s.ic] in the winter of 1901+ and 1905 failed because ot 
8 

the Indian. element .... •" This statement of McGuire's was less 

than two months later to influence Haskell in the organization of 

tbe Sequoyah Constitutional Convention. 

On .Tune l?, 1905, William Jennings Bryan stopped over in Mus­

kogee on his Southern speaking tour, but in the fifty minutes Bcyan 

spoke to the five thousand people assembled to hear him there was 

not one word on the two subjects most of his audience wanted to 

hear-statehood and the 1908 presidential campaign.9 Instead, he 

gave a general. speech on democracy. 

Robert L. Williams, the Democratic national committeeman from 

Indian Territory, visited in Muskogee on July 5 in the interests 

of the Democratic party and single statehood. The Phoenix, in an 

editorial the i'ollowing day wrote ot an interview with Williams& 

••• the Democratic party in this territory- was for 
single statehood and that down in his section where 
enthusiasm and Democracy was rampant large remocratic 
delegations wou1d be sent to the Oklahoma convention on 
the 12th and that no man would be put on a delegation 
who would not pledge himself for single statehooo.,10 

the Ph9!gjz editorialist, presumably Colonel Douglas~ was quite 

favorable in his treatment of Williams, for while the Photw,Jili was 

8 Charles N. Haskell to Clinton M. Allen, April 18, 1911, pub­
lished as Appendix F to :at. i@auoY&h Homen~ by Allen. 

9 ltJskogH PQQIA1.1, June 18, 190~, P• 1, cols. 1-2. 

10 111J.sl•, J'uly 6, 1905, P• l+, col. 1. 
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a Bepubllcan newspaper, it was first a single statehood paper. 

On the same day that Williams was in Muskogee aiding 1n the 

building of enthusiasm for the Oklahoma Cit-;r convention, James A. 

Norman and Chief's William c. Hogers and Green McCurtain, governors 

of the Cherokee and Choctaw Nations respectively, issued a call 
ll 

for a constitutional convention to be held in Muskogee on August 21. 

This constitutional. convention was to draft a constitution for a 

separate state to be formed from Indian 'l'erritory. Delegates were 

to be chosen by local conventions on August 7 in each recording 
. 12 

town of the twenty-six recording districts of the Indian Territory. 

These local conventions were to be presided aver by the mayors of 

thoae twenty-six towns. 'l'his call, coming in the middle ot the 

activity to select delegates to the single statehood convention to 

be held in Oklahoma City exactly one week later, naturally caused a 

great deal of.excitement, except as William H. Murray wrote,• •• • 

in the west half of the 0hickasaw Nation, which selection i"ollow·ed 

the eternal hammering of' Sidney Suggs, Edi tor of the Ai:dJnora1y, 

for statehood with Oklahoma Territory."13 

The day after the Norman call for a separate statehood conven­

tion was made, the Mgogee .Phqe.gix began editorializing on the 

1l. Ibid., P• 7, col. 3. Angie Debo states in ~ S:YJ.J. .trlw, WAltff Bun. P• 162, that Horman. was. a *' • • • a mixed blood Chero-
kee~Tlig at Muskogee, who issued a pamphlet in the fall ot 190lf. 
suggesting the creation of a separate state to be named Sequoyah." 

12 Map of Indian Territory recording districts to be :found as 
Appendix A to this work. District Bo. 26 was formed from the lower 
half or District No. 21 but was never shown on &DT government map. 

13 William H. Mur.ra7, "!he Constitut10Jlal Convention", lat. 
Clu;:2D1,cl,e3 at. '8§l&a91H, IX (1931) t 127 .. 128. 



coming convention. In most of the editorials that newspaper 

printed (both before, during, and after the convention was held) 

the ~,hoen,1g made a policy of seldom casting any direct slurs upon 

it. In a few eas.es the paper was actually friendly toward the con­

vention. In the same issue, July 6, in which the Pboen16 published 

the Norman call the editor wrote: "The outcome of the call will 

be watched with interest as this move will demonstrate the strength 
11+ or the double state sentiment in the territory." While obvious 

to all that the newspaper opposed the separate statehood move, it 

could not aff'ord to oppose it too strenuously for there was a re­

mote possibility tllat Congress might create the state, and 1:f" 

such took place Muskogee would of course have a good chance at 

being the capitol city. On July 11 the fliQePli editor wrote that 

the convention called tor August would " • • • do more toward 

hastening the passage of a single statehood bill than a117 single 

statehood convention has dQ?l..f3 or will do."1$ This latter thought was 

repeated by the paper a number of times 1n the following :four mon:ths_. 

Among the twenty-two delegates and twenty-two alternates 

elected on July 8 from Muskogee to attend the Oklahoma City con­

vention were Charles N. Haskell and John R. lfhomas.16 The election 

of these two men is significant for they were later two of' the 

most 1nf'luential men 1n the separate statehood convention held 1n 

Muskogee the next month. The Oklahoma City convention lasted but 

llt . 
~Qiit liA2!.N:+t Jul.y 6, 1905', P• 1+, col.. l. 

15 IW.•, July 11, 1905, P• 4, col. 2. 

16 Ibid., July 9, 190;, P• 1, cols. 3-1+. These men were both 
chosen a'F"iI't$l"D&tea. · 
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17 
one day, Saturday, July 12. It wa:, attended by approximately 

one thousand persons from the two territories and before adjourn­

ing passed a :resolution asking for single .statehood. This was 

addressed to the President and to Co~ress. 

Whether Haskell attended the Oklahoma City Single Statehood 

Convention as an alternate the writer has been unable to determine, 

but Haskell later statecli " ••• it was natural that the Indian 

Territory citizens ••• should want a separate state of Indian 

Territory."18 Haskell later wrote, 

• • • when I saw Mr. lf orman' s notice in the pape.r .ar.n 
· recalling what Congressman McGuire had said, I felt 

that Norman was pursuing the best course to secure 
state government, and, taking the paper in hand, I went 
to the office of Chief Porter and asked him concerning 
the proposed convention. Chief Porter said that he 
had given his consent to the use of his name, but that 
he was satisfied nothing would come of it because the 
white peop1e would try tQ override and ignore the wish 
of the Indian c1t1zens.i, 

Haskell suggested at this meeting with Chief Pleasant Porter that 

all of the five chie!'s or the Five C1vlli.zed Tribes should is.sue 

an amended call for a constitutional convention. Porter agreed to 

this, but not until after stating, according to Haskell, 

I very mu.eh doubt tbJ.t Congreaa will keep this agreement 
[the Atoka Agreementj made to the Indians. However, we 
insist that the demand be made upon Congress to keep 
faith with the Indi~, and if you (meaning myself 
[Haskelll and other white citizens) will Join with us 
and put this demand square up to Congress and they-

17 IbLsi•, July 14, 1905, P• 4-, col .. 2. 

18 Haskell to All:en, raf'erred to in footnote no. 8 of' this 
c:1.ia.pter. 

19~. 



refuse to make good the promise of the gOV"ernment, then 
we will tbereat"ter make no ob.1eet1.on to combimng the 
two territories in one state.20 

Haskell later wired the other four chiefs and a few days later they 

or their representatives met in Hoom. ;'1.1 or the Turner Hotel in 

Muskogee. 

On July 18 Chier Pl.easant Porter, Creek Nation, Chief William 

c. Hogers, Cherokee Nation; Choctaw National Treasurer George w. 
Scott, representing Chiet Green McCurtain; William H. Murray, 

representing Chief' Douglas H. Johnston of the Chickasaw Bat1onJ 

Charles u. Haskell, and James A.. Norman met to duscuss amending 

the Norman call. Chief John r. Brown of the SeminoJ.e Nation was 

not present, but he sent a letter statin,g he would d.o all he could 
21 

to further the separate statehood moveaent. During the course 

of the meeting Haskell stated, 

In 'llf.1' opinion Congress will not grant statehood for the 
territory ••• although persanall.7 I feel that the 
Indians are entitled to separate atatehood. I'll go 
down the line with :you fighting for separate statehood. 
Ii"urthermore! I '11 pay all the incidental expenses of 
the convent on and the election if' you will agree to 
approve Joint statehood if Congreas denies us :separate 
statehood.22 

20 llwi• 

21 The meeting in Room 511 .or the '.I.'u.rner Hotel bas been 
touched on by four different writers, two of whom were there-­
Haskell and Murray t yet all four differ as to either whom was there 
or when the meeting was held. Sources for the names or those 
present were the MJ:&f9'1.t Ph919!'f July 19, 190$, P• l, col. 2 
and Paul Nesbitt," overnor Haskel Tells of 'fwo Conventions," 
ClgOIQ.slea 9.t 91&1.lllSia, XIV (1936), 196-197. 

22 
Oscar Presley Fowler, Ilia Uli~l, RegJJMh IA!. !At1ute 

.LU& !JI. Qlirl,as N;at,hwlJ. lk&lu11, P. 9. 
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Oscar Presley Fowler !tates that this agreement was written on the 

back of a Turner Hotel letterheadan-d duly signed by all members ot 

the caucus. 23 Before the meeting adjourned an amended call was 

drav."n up with the only appreciable difference between it and the 

Xorma..'1. call of July 5 being that the principal chiefs of each of 

the Five Civilized Tribes were to appoint the presiding officers 

of the local conventions to be held on August 7 1n the recording 

towns. Under the earlier ca.11 the local mayors were to do this. 

This call was signed by Chiefs Rogers, Porter, Brown, and McCurtain 

and Choctaw Treasurer Scott. Scott signed as secretary of the 

group.21+ Chief Porter signed for Chief Bro,m, but there was no 

explanation as to how McCurtain could sign it when it was reported 

the day before that he had not attended. Thus by this document it 

was made official that seven delegates and seven alternates were 

to be selected from each recording district to attend a separate 

statehood constitutional convention on August 21 in Muskogee. 

In com.menting on this action, ii'1ll1am H. Murray has stated: 

Personally, I cared little whether we had single or double 
statehood. The point was the Great United States had 
made the Indians a solemn promise that if they would 
abandon their homes and establish themselves in the west­
ern wilderness, never should Territorial or State Government 
include their domain without their consent. SiXteen 
thousand dead lie buried by the wayside, enroute to their 
western homes, silent sad witnesses to that compact made 
by our Government. Certainly neither Government, States-..., 
man, or politician should wantonly violate such a pledge.c5 

23 llwi• 

21+ l:fg.skogee Phoept6 , July 20, 1905, P• 3, cols. 1-4. 

25 Murray, .212.• ~., pp. 132.133. 
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Murray also realized the difficulty of obtaining separate state­

hood, for he wrote," ••• the East would become alarmed, and 

fearing. two more western states, [congress] would push an enabling 
. "26 act for one State. 

Prior to this meeting on July- 18 Chief Pleasant Porter had 

called a conference of twenty-three leading Creek citizens. They 

met in Muskogee on July 14 and passed a resolution unanimously 

backing separate statehood and opposing statehood with Oklahoma 

Territory on any condition. They authorized their chief to further 

their cause in all possible ways.27 Chief Porter, as has been 

seen,. did not .follow their resolution when he signed the agreement 

with Haskell to support single statehood if separate statehood 

was rejected by Congress. A few mdnths later this act of Porter's 

was to cause him loss of support in the Creek National Council. 

On July 21 the Phoepix suggested in its editorial columns 

that in the event Indian Territory was made a state that it should 
28 

be named the State or Muskogee. 1'h1s editorial caused the 

fhQ@At&, Muskogee businessmen, and the leaders of the coming con­

vention no little embarassment and loss of good will throughout 

the Territory, for many began to think the convention was called 

merely to aid Muskogee. 

Two days later the same paper published a list of some of 

the presiding officers !or the local conventions in the Creek 

26 Ibig., P• 133. 

27 Jty§Jtogee Pb,oenJJc, July 15, 1905, P• 6, COL. 3• 
28 l.W.•, July 21, 1905, p. 4, col.. 1. 
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Nation. ill had been appointed recently by Porter; they were1 

A. E. McKellop, Sapulpa; Samuel Ha;yes, Okmulgee; Charles N. Haskell, 

Muskogee; and George w. Gra;yson of Eufaula. Haskell was the only 

one who was not an Indian citizen. In that same column it was 

also reported that George H. Johnston, owner of the Hinton Theatre 

in Muskogee, had donated. the use of his theatre for the convention 

w1 th only the cost to the convention being the lighting and the 

janitorial e:a:pense.29 

~ August 7, when the local conventions were to be he1d .in 

each recording district town to elect the seven delegates and 

seven alternates, a great deal of opposition to the constitutional 

eonventivn had developed. !his opposition was loud and vociferous, 

and expressed itself through most of the newspapers of the Indian 

Terri tor.,. . The opponents can be grouped roughly into four ca te­

gories i first, those who were Just plain single statehood 

advocates; second, most of the residents and citizens of the 

Chickasaw Nations third, those who called the whole movement an 

expression or Muskogeeism; and fourth, the railroad interests. 

~very opponent of the coming convention could not fit arb1 traril.y 

into one of those four groups, but most could, and some could fit 

into all o:t: them. For instance, an employee of a railroad, living 

in the Chickasaw Bation, could be an ardent "single stater" and 

yet see in the convention only an open man11'estation of Muskogee­

ism. 

29 
· ~., July 23, 1905', P• 11 col. 2. 



Expressing the attitude of many Chickasaws and most of the 

whites in that nation, Chief Douglas H. Johnston stated on July 

29• "In my judgement, the time has not arrived for the Indians to 

sq ••• they want statehood, and for this reason I will not 

offie1-all7 or personally participate in the proposed convention.•30 

He waa the on1y one of the five chiefs to oppose the convention.. 

The U&1zl7 ggaoreJ,tfh the leading newspaper in the Chic.kaaaw 

Ration., ran edi tori.al.a contimiall.y against the convention. Such 

papers as the Vinig. LIUII and the Durap.t l!Xii, and a number of 

others, were quoted by the t1Y§ksn flloepJJ as accusing the con-
31 vention of being promoted by Muskogee selfishness and graft. 

Among the most effective opposition or all was a t"orce· that cannot 

now be measured due to the fact that it was never out 1n the open. 

This latter opposition was that of' the railroads and their attorneys 

and employees. Many of the leading members of the Oklahoma City 

Convention on July 12 were attorneys of the railroads.32 Both the 

Republican national committeeman for Indian Territory, P. L. Soper, 

and the Democratic national committeeman, Robert L. Willianu, were 

employed by railroa~SJ both opposed the Muskogee convention. 33 

While 1 t must be emphasized that there is no direct evidence shov­

ing these men stood to gain 1n any way from their employers for 

opposing statehood for Indian Territory-, it is nevertheless true 

30 lW.•t July 30, 1905, P• 1, co1. 2,. 

3l Ibig,., August 5, 190;, P• 4, col. 2. 

32 }a.tlesYU,J,.e P@J.J.X iQ~er:urise, August ll, 1905, P• It-, col. 4. 
33 IW, ... ; Muskogee Phoenix, July 2, 1905, p. 1, cols. 3-4., 



that the railroads operating in Indian Territory could save con­

side.rable money by opposing separate statehood. As already mentioned, 

the railroads 1n Indian Territory paid only a yearly rental fee. 

The railroads realized, as did almost everyone in Indian Territory, 

that undff statehood they would be taxed in proportion to the valua­

tion of their property. This they probably wanted to prevent; the 

railroads probably tel t that it tt could not be prevented then 

legislation regulating them would not be as strict in a state formed 

of the two territories as it would be in two separate states. Be­

fore eon.eluding this paragraph it must be emphasized again that 

there 1s no evidence that the attorneys mentioned above, Soper and 

Williams, were retained by the ra11roads for the sole purpose ot 

opposing Indian Territory statehood. 

On the da7 set, August 7, 1n both the Norman call and the 

amended call by the chiefs to elect the delegates and al ternatea 

to the separate s~atahood constitutional convention, there were 

meetings held in seventeen of the twenty-six recording districts. 

In ei.ght or the remaining nine districts conventions were held 

at a later date and delegates •elect.ad. In the first recording 

district no meeting was held and no delegates were ever se.lected. 

In the third, twentieth, and the twenty-sixth recording districts 

aeeti.nga were held and d•legations ehosen1 but there was no record 

made or those mHtings.. Fran the third and twenty-sixth distrieta 

the only names found are those who were appointed to camnittee 

membership. The seventeenth district was represented, but the 

date of this meeting was not published. In the twentieth record­

ing district a group was selected, but there was no current report 



ot such meeting, the only report being published on October 1. 

A complete list of all the delegates and alternates chosen to 

attend the convention, whose names were published, will be found 

in Appendix B. 

Of' the seventeen conventions held on August 7, seven stand 

out as distinctive on.es; these were the tenth, fourteenth, fifteenth, 

nineteenth, twenty-second, twenty-third, and twenty-fifth. The 

tenth district convention held in Muskogee was noteworthy due to 

the preponderance of influential men who were chosen to represent 

that district. These included: Pleasant Porter, Charles N. 

Haskell, s. M. Hutherford, the ex-mayor of Muskogee; Dr. Leo F-. 

Bennett, a U. s •. Marshall; ?.ev. A. Grant Evans., president of Hen17 

Kendall College; and Judge John H. Thomas, who had served for ten 

years as Congressman from Illinois. There were a number of speeches 

made, among them one by Pleasant Porter which ended with the state­

ment: "The convention to be held here late this month will live 
. 3lt-

1n history. It will live as long as there is Ame:riean liberty.• 

The convention held at Poteau in the fourteenth di=itrict was un-· 

usual in that it was attended by eighty-two persons, sixty-three 

o~ whom were single staters and attempted to take over the meeting. 

The si.xt7-three finally became disgusted, left 1n a body, and met 
3~ elsewhere and passed resolutions against the other nineteen. 

In the .fifteenth district there were thirty-five delegates chosen. 

inatead of seven delegates and seven alternates. It was decided 

Jl+ Muakogn Phgen.1.x, August 8, 1905, P• 6, cols. 1-l+. 
3S i]2id., August lOt 1905, P• 7, cols. 3..J+~ 
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to give ea.ch of the thirty-five a one-fifth vote.36 The meeting 

in the nineteenth district at Chickasha was remarkable in that it 

was the only meeting held 1n the Chickasaw Nation on the date set 

w1 th the exception of the one at Tishimingo, where William H. 

Murray resided. Heford Bond, one of those chosen at the Chickasha 

meeting stated: 

I was elected one of the delegates from Chickasha due 
to my Chicusaw deeendency not because of my beliefs 
on the statehood question. I personally thought sing.le 
statehood best just as did probably ninety-nine out of 
every hundred people in Chickasha.j7 

The twenty-seeond district meeting was significant due to the elec­

tion of William H. Murray. Murray became one of the strongest 

men in the convention. It was, he , who managed to get delegations 

elected from the other recording districts in the Chickasaw Nation 

between August 7 and August 21. As Hurray has written: 

I personally visited the Marietta [istrict, Ardmore, Hyan, 
Chicka.sha1 PauJ.s Valley, and Ada. I personally knew the 
Indians, r.ntermarried Citizens and whites for the 
movement, that lived in each d!strict. By telephone I 
called them in each8or the several t O'Wns, and they 
elected delegates.3 . 

The meeting held in Atoka in the twenty-third district ended by 

adopting a set o:r single statehood resolutions. Among the !ive 

resolutions adopted, the second endorsed the Oklahoma. City conven­

tion of July 12; the third recognized Congress' right to admit 

Indian '.I'erritory with Oklahoma ~£'erritory as one state; and the 

36 J;bJsg., August 9, 1905, p. 7, col. 3. 

37 Interview with Reford Bond, August 15, 1949. 

38 William H. Murray, .Memoirs .2!:, Governor Murray !!!S. True 
i;L§tgpr 14. gklahgma, I, 314. 



:fifth r•oJ.ved against having a const1tut1oa drawn by delegatea 

from only Indian Territory.39 The convention held in the twenty­

f'U'th district was indicative of several to follow, f'or it was 

held 1n Caddo and not in Durant, the seat of that recording 

district.I+() 

T'ne other t.e11 local conventions held August 7 to elect the 

del.egates were generally: much the same. With the exc·epUon of 

the men chosen they could Just as eas1J.y have been held in one 

district as anothe~. There was usually one man 1n each of those 

districts that stood .out among the rest; there were seldom over 

two. 

On August 8 a group o£ delegates were elected from the eigh­

teenth recording district. In caament1ng on the group chosen, 

the fm:U.U Jiegi,gter. claimed part or them d1d not live in the_ 

eighteenth dlstrict. If the addresses given 1n the paper were 

correct, four o:r those chosen were from the seventeenth recordinc 

district.ltl The sixteenth recording district seleeted its del..., 

gates at Ponotoc rather than meeting in Ada. Tha meeting was held 

on August lO~lt-2 On Al.lg'ust 15 a meeting. was held in Berwyn, in­

stead of' Ardmore, and selected the delegate• to represent that 

district. 43 .Ind as the obviousl.7 biased Uplta Qi.UY Chiefa;l;D 

39 69Qtb. Mc:AstlhE Cap1t§l., August 17, 1905, P• 5, col. 4. 

lto !U.w!. Cguatz !2mqocr1t, ~rant, August 11, 1905, p. 1, col. J... 

l+l fm:eiU !l§&1.§1e@£, August 12, 1905, P• 4, cols. l-2. 

~2 South McAlest§r CiP1:tiJ., August 17, 1905, P• 4,' col. 6. 

ltJ Daily Al:;gmgre1tg, l~ugust 15, 1905, P• 1, col. lt .. 



wrote concerning the meeting on August 19 in Vinita~ "The separate 

convention for the Second recording district to select delegates 

to the Muskogee Convention, hel.d here S&turday was a frost. Less 

than a score ••• were in attendance .• •44 

Thus by Saturday, August 19, only two days bet'ore the conven­

tion was to convene in Muskogee, the last of all the delega tea and 

alternates were chosen. All or those who had wanted to be elected 

were not satisfied 1n this desire--the two most notable ones left 

out by their neighbors were Chief william c. Rogers and James A. 

Norman-they had drawn up the first ca.llJ yet they were rejected 

by the local conventions.I+; 

.By the next day, Sunday, August 20, the first constitutional 

convention held in Indian,!erritocy since 1870 was about t.o con­

vene, and the delegates began arriving in Musl.{ogee 1n preparation 

f'or the opening session the next day. The four and one-half months 

trom the adjoarning of the Fif't7-e1ghth Congress bad been an active 

period. The Indians who had been praniaed a state from their teni­

toey had seen President Roosevelt come among them a.<lYoe&ting sta't....­

hood with <klahoma ferritoey; they had seen about one thouaand 

delegates assemble in. Oklahoma City to further the cause of single 

41+ Y~ 'Di1b; Caj.efy.in, August 21, J.905, p. 1, col.· i+.. 

lt-5' Chief Rogers was· not chosen by the f'ourth recordin& dis­
trict in its meeting at Cla1·emore; no reason was g1-ven in the 
report of that meeting in the Cl1wmor1 Prnc1:e1a• Norman was not 
ehosen 1n the meeting of the tent record ng d strict at Muskogee; 
so it has been reported he then went to Sa.llisaw and tried to be 
among those chosen f"rom the elttenth recording district. He vaa 
not chosen by &flT district to represent it at the convention. 
ff]31kogee fP.ftPll, August 22, 1905, P• 5, col. J. 
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statehood, and they had seen terrific opposi t1on develop in their 

own territory when their chiefs issued a eal1 for a constitutional. 

convention to write a const1tution for Indian Territory. Nov they, 

these last leaders of' a valiant race, were assembling in historic 

Muskogee to write a constitution :for a state of their own and pray 

that Congress, which had promised them one, and the President would 

see fit to keep that promise. Many, no doubt bouyed up with the 

inspiration of meeting others with a similar desire, believed that 

separate statehood was possible; others were not so confidant, 

but all faced the morrow with a serious and resolute outlook. 



CHAPTER III 

THE SEQUOYAH CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION, AUGUST 21, 1905 

TO SEPTEMBER 8, 1905 

The separate statehood constitutional convention which opened 

1n Muskogee on August 21, 1905, afterwards called the Sequoyah 

Constitutional Convention, attracted considerable attention through­

out not only Indian Territory, but the Niddle West as well. 

Besides a number of newspapermen from Indian Territory, the 

managing editors of the Saint LQUis Eepybi1c and the Ka!IYi&I Ci~X 

J:ournaJ and the Washington writer for the News Enterprise Associa­

tion, a department of the Scripps-McH.ea Press Association, were 
l 

there to cover this unusual convention for their readers. There 

was good cause for this convention to attract widespread interest, 

for it was the fir·st time since 1889 tha. t a people had met to 

draft a constitution for statehood without first having an enabl­

ing act passed by Congress authorizing such a convention. 

Just prior to the opening of the convention at eleven o'clock 

Monday morning, August 21, Charles N. Haskell was requested by 

Green McCurtain and John r. Brown, chiefs of the Choctaw and Semi­

nole Nations, to serve as chairman or the convention. This Haskell 

declined, stating that Chief Pleasant Porter of the Creek Nation 

should serve and thereby give it the appearance or Indian leader-

l N,µskogee Phoenix, August 20, 1905, P• l, col. 6. 
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ship. Porter agreed if Haskell would serve as vice-chairman and 

relieve him of the routine.2 Shortly after this meeting the con­

vention opened in the Hinton Theatre. It was reported there were 

ttprobably sixty delegates and twice as many spectators, many of 

them ladies.n3 

-Immediately- after Chief John rlogers or the Cherokee Iiation 

rapped the convention to order tteverend A. Grant Evans, president 

of Henry Kendall College, offered the invocation. Reverend l!.'Vans 

was followed by Mayor F. B. Fite, who welcomed the delegates to 

Muskogee, and William H. Murray responded to Fite "eliciting as 
4 

prolonged applause as iuiy speaker during the session." Murray's 

response was fol.lowed by George w. ,:;cott of Eufaula proposing that 

a resolution of the chiefs of the Five Civilized Tribes be accepted. 

This resolution, nominating temporary officers, was accepted 

1man1mously, and D. c. McCurtain, son of Chief McCurtain, thanked 

the delegates for electing him temporary chairman.' Shortly after 

this, on the motion of William H. Murray, a Committee on Permanent 

Organization, Hules, and Order of Business was appointed. 6 Upon 

the appointment of this committee, with one member from each ot the 

2 Fowler, .212.• ill•, P• 51. 

3 MJl§koge1 PhPtDil, August 22, 1905, P• 11 col. 1. 

If, ll!g.. 

5 ~., cols. 1-2. Names of temporary officers are in 
Appendix c. 

6 .lb1.d.., col. 2. Hames of this committee•s members are in 
Appendixl)"f this committee is hereafter referred to as the 
Committee on Permanent Organization. 
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Five Civilized Tribes, the convention adjourned until after lunch. 

When the afternoon session began that day, the first important 

business to be considered was a report of the Committee on Permanent 

Organization. The part of their report, which was a list of nominees 

for permanent officers, was adopted as read. the officers eJ.ected 

included: Pleasant Porter as chairman, Charles N. Haskell as 

vice-chairman, and Alexander Posey as secretary; the other officers 

may be found listed in Appendix c.7 The remainder of this committee 

report consiste.d of six parts. The first part stated that a quorum 

should consist of a delegate, or delegates, from fourteen or more 

districts. Part two recommended the appointment of three committees: 

a committee on drafting the constitution, a committee on resolu• 

tions, and a. committee on finance; the first and third of these 

committees were appointed. Part three recommended that all resolu­

tions be submitted to the proper committee. Part four suggested 

that all speeches be limited to ten minutes, unless the speaker was 

granted permission from the convention. This fourth recommendation 

was not followed. The fif'th recommendation was that the conven­

tion should convene at nine o'clock and at two 0 1clock each day. 

7 ~os1e Ph~Bl.o, August 22, P• l col. 3. ltJilliam H. Murrq 
has written that no ila..:anner 1-'osey, but J. liampton Tucker was 
the secretary. 'l'he author is in 1,ossession of a letter from Tue.leer, 
dated February 22, 1949, in which he states that he did not even 
attend the convention, and thus could not have been the secretary. 
Several writers have stated that, except~ng Pleasant Porter, each 
of the principal chiefs of the Five Civilized Tribes, with William 
H. Murray representing Chief' Johnston of the Chickasaw Nation, 
served as vice-chairman or· the convention. Newspaper reports of the 
convention fail to indicate this to have been the case. It is poss1-

.· ble there was a silent understanding among all of the officers that 
those men would be considered as Vice-Chairman to compensate for 
Chief William c •. ttogers not being chosen as a delegate from any 
district in the Cherokee Nation, even though he had been a signer 
of the original Norman call. 
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!he laat. suggestion was that Cushlng's Manual on Parliamenta.F7 
8 

Rules be Wled in the convention. 

After the above repQ'l"t ar the Committee on Permanent Organin­

tion was adopted, Theodore Potts suggested that since there was no 

rule on voting that voting shoald be by districts. Charles B. 

Haskell then eountere4 with a motion which carried; it wa.si 1.f 

a vote vas requested. by ten delegates then there was to be a roll 

call of the district•, with each district l>ein& allOW't'ki a&Ten votes; 

the seven votes could be cast as a un1 t or divided as the particular 

delegations chose.9 

Later 1n the afternoon. a committee vu appointed to investi-

gate the three delegates from. the Atoka, or the twenty-third 

recording district, whom it was claimed were single statera. The 

three delegates weret W1111am Baasett, D. K. Robb, and Paul B. 

Sm1 th. The names of the coai ttee appointed to investigate the three 

may be foWld 1n Appendix D. That night the committee asked for and 

received more time to inTeatigate the delegates 1n question.10 

During the night •ession, August 211 .A. Grant Ev~ suggested 

that the chairman appoint a comm1ttee or one delegate fran each 

district to work up sentiment for the ratification o:f the eonati tu-
11 t1on to be written. This committee £or campaigning vas later 

8 ~, cola. ,.i... 
9 111;., col. l+., 

lO &ht4•, cols.~ and 6. 

11 1»4•, col. ;. 
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created, but with one delegate being chosen by euh delegation 

rather than by the chairman. 

s. M. Rutherford read a letter that night which he had received 

from Silas Armstrong. The letter stated the Quapaw delegation was 

prevented from attending the convention due to swol.len streams.12 

"When the convention convened at nine o'clock, Tuesday morn­

ing, August 22, the names or the members of the Committees on 

Constitution., on Campaign, and on Finance were a.nnounced.13 The 

names of all the members or these committees may be found 1n 

Appendices&, F, and G respectively. 

R. L. Muldrow, who was named as a member of the Finance Com-

mittee, wrote this writer: 

I may have been a member or the Sequoyah ConstitutiQnal 
Convention but even if so I was not active and Governor 
Murray was right 1n telling you that I did not attend 
the coavf!mtion 1n Hu.sk.ogee. It I was listed as a member 
of the l'inance COIIJ.d.ttee, I wa.s never advised of.it and 
certa:S.nl.y did. not serve. As a mat$V ot ta.et, I vas14 
not in Muskogee while the Conventioa was in session. 

There were probably a DUDlber or otbera named as llleJllbers of commi­

tees Who were not present, for on the .fil'stday it bad been reported, 

as stated on page £orcy-e1ght1 there were only about sixty del.egates 

1n the convention, yet one hundred and two men had been appointed. 

to these three committees of the three hundred and five delegates 

and alternates who had been elected. William II. Murray has stated.a 

"I was the only one f'rom the Chickasaw lation that was at the con-

12 .w. 
l.3 . 

IP@k9&U l!af?tl\Ji, August 23, 1905', P• l, col.. l. 
llt H. L. Ruldrow to thi.s writer, August n, 19'+9. 



52 

vention :from start to finish.•1' This statement of Murray•s is 

certainly substantiated by an editorial from the Mys~og!Jt Pkoenixt 

We sincerely trust Mr. Murr(a] y will succeed in 
getting someone here to assist him. in representing the 
Chickasaw Nation. Jlot that he and the Pauls Valley 
delegation are not equal to the emergency{ but 1t would 
be less emba.rassing on the roll eall U' 4 stricts 16, 
l8t 19, 20, 2lt 22, and 26 bad aozae one to answer 
present.16 

Retord Bond, elected as a delegate from the ninteenth district, 

alth~ugh a single stater, stated that he did not attend the con­

vention because he was a young man and ha.d a heavy law practice to 

take care of •17 Not being in s:,m.pa thy w1 th the announced aims ot 

the convention, it was only natural tor him to refuse to neglect 

his practice •. 

On Tuesday morning, August 22, ltobert L. Owen moved that James 

A. Norman, author of the first call for the convention, be elected 

as an assistant secretary. In 'Viewing Norman's past efforts for 

separate statehood, it was only fitting that he be given some posi­

tion 1n the convention, and a logical place was a seat on the 

secretariate, for it was headed by: Alexander Posey, an Indian news­

paperman who had not been elected as a delegate. Owen's motion was 

approved by the eonvention.18 

That morning the comm! ttee named to investigate the Atoka 

delegation reported they had nothing to investigate, for the three 

l5 Interview with William H. Murr~, August 9, 191+9., 
16 Muskogtt PhQSta1J, August 23, 19059 P• lt, eol. l. 

l7 Interview with Retord Bond, August 15, 19'1+9. 

lS l1:J:Bii:QSU fOP!PI It loe. cit. t P• lt cols. 2-3• 
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delegates in question had not been certified by Chief McCurtain. 

Robert L. Owen, possibly wishing to avoid e.ny open fights 1n the 

convention, moved that they be seated as delegates-at-large. 

nus set off a prolonged debate, and several members demanded a 

statement from Paul B. Smith, only one of the three present. 

Smith, it was reported, then made a "red hot speech in favor of 

separate statehood." Leo f. Bennett followed Smith with a motion 

to seat the entire Atoka delegation, but Joseph M. LalfQ' opposed 

this and read the single statehood resolution adopted by that 

delegation on August 7. John H. Thomas, A. Grant Evans, and 

others then made speeches in favor of the Bennett motion, and it 

was carried with only William H. Murray dissenting.19 

The fh2en1~, while covering the convention with greater thor­

oughness than any other paper, could not escape the temptation to 

cast a few slurs and some compliments to individual members o~ the 

convention. Reporting on Robert L. Oven• s reading of a memorial, 

it stated: "He did so, making a masteri'ul address, from his 

viewpoint, the hour and a halt which he consumed never occasion-
20 ing the least 1mpat-ience among the delegates.•. The same type 

of reporting may be seen when it wrote that Solomon J. Homer, whom 

they stated was a full-blood Choctaw and Harvard graduate, made 
21 

"One of the best addresses of the entire convention.• 

l9 l.:b;I..A., cols. 1-2. 

20 ~., col. 3 and P• 5, col. 1. 

21 Ibig., P• 1, col. 3. 



That arternoon, Theodore Potts of the Wagoner district moved 

the adoption of an oath for all members of the convention. The 

oath he presented was: "I do solemnly swear that I will support 

the constitution and laws of the United States and will honestly 

and faithfully discharge the duties of' the office on which I am 

about to enter." James s. Davenport moved that the words, "and 

laws" be stricken from the oath. This caused quite a discussion 

among the members, but the oath was finally adopted as amended by 
22 

Davenport. This refusal of the delegates to include support-

ing the laws of the United States within their oath later caused 

some rather caustic editorials in the newspapers of the territory. 

In the Tuesday afternoon session before &lJT mention had been 

made on the floor of the convention for a recess, William H. Murray 

moved that the chairman appoint a committee o! :five to select pro­

minent men to address the convention after the recess. This move 

came as a surprise to many of the convention delegates, but it was 

unanimously passed.23 Later that afternoon .Murray moved that the 

convention re.assemble, after a reeeas, in South McAlester. Murrq 

withdrew his motion when u. S. Russel.11 one of the delegates from 

South Mc.Al.este,r, cited the lack of hotel facilities in his city.2lt­

Just before five o'clock, Charles N. Haske.ll proposed that the con-

22~. 

23 IYH9AU fAPlllii, August 23, l905l P. • ll col. J. 
of the committee members may be found in ppend x D. 

?fames 

2>+ ll>W•t P•· 5 cols. 1-2. The paper did not state Murra.7'• 
reasons for suggestlng moving the convention to South McAlester. 



vention adjourn for two weeks, leaving the Const! tuti.on Committee 

to draw up the constitution. file convention was then to convene 

to approve or disapprove the cOIUlittee•s work. .At five 0 1 clock, 

the convention adjourned for two weeks; it was due to reconvene at 

nine o'clock on Sept•ber 6.25 

That night the Constitution Committee held a meeting 1n the 

COJ1D1ercial. Club in Muskogee. In this organizational meeting w. w. 
Hastings ot Tahlequah was elected eha1l"aani John R. ~mas or 

Hu.skogee, vice-eba.irman., and BeveN!ld A. Grant Evans, also of' Mus­

kogee, was chosen as secretary. P. A. Byers of Pryor Creek was 

later made assistant secretary'. Qn the motion ot Chees1e McIntosh 

the chair was authorized to appoint a committee of three to aJ.4 

the chairman and vice-chairman in recommen.dillg the appointment of 

sub-committees. Those so named were Charles N. Basltell, nobert 

L. Owen, and David M. Hodge. Before the aeeting adjourned, Oven 

spoke briefly on adopting an Indian name for the state, preferably 

Sequoyah.26 

The other large eommitteea, the Committee an Finance and the 

Committee on Campaign, met that night, but they adjourned shortly 

to await results from the Constitution Committee.27 The tollowinc 

day the Finance Committee met again to reeeive a report from some 

ot 1 ta members. this report reeommenued financing the campaign, 

eleetion, and other a:pe.ns;ea by the issuance ot non-interest bear­

ing bonds in denaatnations of $1 to $25 on the condition that the 
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new state would assume the debt. Conn.ell Hogers of Fort Gibson1 

a member of a committee appointed from the Constitution Committee 

to meet with the lI'inance Committee, was reported to have objected 

to this report in strong terms.. He advocated instead voluntary 

subscriptions and then put $25 in cash "in the hands or the Chair­

man of the Finance Committee.-28 

In the meeting of the committee to draft the constitution 

which took place on Wednesday morning, August 23., Chairman Hastings 

made his appointments to the eleven subcommittees recommended. 

Pleasant Porter and Charles N. Haskell, chairman and vice-chair­

man of the constitutional convention, as well as canmittee 

chairman Hastings, were ma.de ex-officio members of all the sub-
/ 

committees. No one~ the various sub-committees to draft portions 

of the constitution was more important than another; they each had 

.important duties, and they were staf'f'ed by highly capable men. 

The eleven sub-comm! ttees met daily and nightly from that morning 

until August 29; they worked bard and fast, meeting 1n varioua 

offices in Huskogee.29 The short amount of time in which they 

were able to prepare their reports is ample teatimony to the tact 

that there could have been but few prolonged arguments w1 thin the 

sub-committees, most of' whom were undoubtedly chairmaned by' a 

fairly strong and highly intelligent individual. 

Wednesday afternoon the Anti-Horse Thief Detective Associa­

tion, holding a barbecue in Ivde Park in Muskogee, requested and 

28 ~-, August 24, 1905, P• 7, col. 3. 

29 l)aj,4., col. 4. Bames or all members of the sub-committees 
a.nd where they met may be found in Appendix E. 
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received two speakers from the Constitutional Committee. The two 
30 who went out to speak were Hobert L. Owen and Solomon J. Homer. 

After meeting but one day, the Sub-C0m.mittee on Duffrage, 

Election, and Preservation of' Purity of Government, headed by 

Joseph M. LaHay, was reported to be consuming much time in listen­

ing to lady callers demanding women •s sl.1£frage. A newspaper report 

stated: "Joe says the chairman realized what he calls 1the eternal 

:fitness of things• when he appoiutad him chairman of that particular 
· 31 

committee.• Just what La.Hay meant by "the eternal fitness of 

things" was left to be assumed by the readers. 

On Tuesday, August 29, after a week of sub-committee meetings, 

the Constitution Committee met again and during the day and night 

sessions approved the reports of two of the sub-committees. These 

reports dealt with the preamble, the bill of rights, and the 

Judiciary. Other partial reports were heard with no action being 
32 

taken on them. 

The preamble approved contained the name of the proposed state 

as the State of Sequoyah. This naming the new state, Sequoyah, 

caused a "hot discussion." Indianola was suggested by Masterson 

Peyton and Tecumseh by George w. Grayson, but Charles N. Haskell 

and others made speeches in favor of the reported name. It was 

finally adopted but without unanimous consent. The name, Sequoyah, 

according to the PhPfflY::i, was f"irst suggested in a poem by J. s. 

30 ~., col. 3. 

3l Mu§Jtogee PJlQ!D~i, August 25, 1905, P• 8, col. 3. 

32 l.lw!• t August 30, 1905, P• 1, col. 5 and P• 8, cols. 3..J+.. 
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Holden, published sometime in 1898 in the~ Gibson Post.33 

In approving the bill of rights, there was reported debate 

on but three major items. '.Ihe first item was over a recon:in:enda.­

tion that defendants in criminal cases be furnished an abstract 

of all the evidence to be~ brought against them. Judge John h. 

Thomas, A. s. McKennon, and 'l'heodore Potts all objected to this 

provision, declari.ng it would be unsafe and cause endless delay. 

Hobert L. Owen, s. M. 11utherford, and James s. Davenport de.fended 

the provision, but accepted an amendment by Cheesie McIntosh. 

The amendment was that defendants be provided w1 th only an abstract 

of evidence submitted before the grand jury. There was discussion 

on whether a simple or two-thirds majority of jurors should be 

required for decisions in civil cases. vi. w. Hastings urged final 

acceptance of the simple majority as used in the Cherokee courts; 

this was finally adopted. The third provision which aroused de­

bate was a provision allowing any citizen to carry arms to defend 

his home or property. This was amended in order that one could 

carry arms for common defense, but it did not justify the carry-
34 ing of concealed weapons. 

In a night session on Tuesday, August 29, the Sub-Connni ttee 

on the Judiciary reported. This group recommended that five 

supreme court justices be provided for in the constitution, but 

after Cheesie McIntosh, s. M .• hutherford, Solomon J. Homer, 

33 ll?,1g.., AUJUSt 31, 1905, p. 6, col. 4 .• 
above may be seen in Appendix J. 

34 Ibid _., August 30, 1905, p. 1, cols. 5-6. 

The poem mEm ti oned 
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William H. Murray, and Joseph H. LaHay had spoken it was agreed to 

reduce the number to three. .Also adopted was a provision outlaw­

ing the acceptance of a railroad pass by any judge of the courts 

or the state.35 

That day the Finance Committee had reported they had already 

received $1,200 in contributions to pay the expense ot later print­

ing the constitution, ballots, and other miscellaneous expenses. 

At this time it was seen necessary to appoint an auditing sub­

committee to take care of the funds collected and disbursoo.36 

On Wednesday, August 30, the first really personal clashes 

of the convention occurred. These arguments were between Charles 

N'. Haskell and s. M. Rutherford., and they were later continued 

after the convention had reassembled in September. In the morn­

ing session a heated argument took place over whether four 

Congressmen should be elected or one delegate. Haskell held the 

former should be done, while hutherford the latter. It was at 

this time that Haskell stated there were four conditions under 

which Indian Territory lefislation should be considered; these 

were, "statehood tor Indian Territory; territorial form of govern­

ment; go straight to the devil; or be joined with Oklahoma." He 

35 IW•, col. 3. Louis M. Hacker has stated.I 0 Judges, 
juries, and state of'f1cials were recipients of the largess of the 

· railroads, the pass was the least of the common evils indulged 
in." Louis M. Hacker and Benjamin B. .Kendrick, ~ JJq;i te4 S:tA;tes 
Sing@ J.§22, P• 264. It might also be noted that the Elkins Act 
of 1903 prohlbi.ted variation from published rates but not the 
granting of passes to public officials. 

36 4 Ib!si•, col. • Names of the members of this sub-comm.i ttee 
may be found in Appendix G. 
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added: "These steps are arranged in order of my preference. We 

can gain nothing by asking for second choice when we are just as 

likely to get first choice. 037 The Haskell position was upheld by 

the committee. That afternoon .Gutherford moved to have the report 

of the sub-committee on county boundaries sent back to the commit­

tee. He wanted the state divided into thirty-three counties instead 

of the forty-eight as recommended. At this time Rutherford accused 

Haskell of supporting the forty-eight county plan for personal and 

financial reasons and not for the good of the future state. J·oseph 

M. La.Hay disagreed with Rutherford and Masterson Peyton took issue 

with LaI:Iay, but the forty-eight county plan was finally adopted 
38 

by the group. 

The report of the Sub-Committee on Militia and Minor Administra­

tive Departments -was adopted on Wednesday as were several partial 

reports. Before the conmiittee adjourned, Theodore Potts was 

selected to draft a provision for the constitution regulating the 

issuance of charters to corporations by municipal govermnents. 39 

On Thursday, .August 31, the reports of the Education, the 

Executive, and the Suffrage Sub-Committees were all accepted, each 

with some changes in its original form. On this day also a sub­

committee was named to redraft and edit all of the reports then, 
40 

or later, adopted by the full committee. 

37 Fo\vler .QU• nt.., pp. 55-5'7 and Mus,k&ggee Phoem,6 , August 31, 
1905, P• 1, cois. 1-~ 

38~. 

39 ,Ibid., col. 2. 

lf-0 I})iq. 1 September l 1905, P• 1, col. 5. The names of the 
members of this sub-commit!ee :may be found 1n Appendix E. 
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On Friday, September 1, the remainder of the draft of the 

constitution was adopted. Among some of the provisions adopted were 

the followings naming the forty-eight counties and outlining their 

boundaries; setting up twenty-one senatorial districts, eight cir­

cuit court districts, and three supreme court districts; the naming 

of Fort Gibson as temporary capitol of the state for six years; 

the adoption of a corporation com.mission modeled on the Virginia 

commission; and providing for prohibition of intoxicants. That 

night the committee turned over to the editing sub-committee all 

or the material approved by the Constitution Committee. This was 

to be prepared for presentation to the constitutional convention 
41 the next week when it convened. 

The work or drawing up the map o:f' forty-eight counties aroused 

considerable interest throughout the territory, probably more inter­

est than any other part, or parts, of the convention proceedings. 

As William H. Murray has written: 

It was the especial duty of C. N. Haskell and the writer 
[Murray] to draw the map of the Counties. I recall many 
amusing incidents ot how we forced prominent lawyers to 
:recognize our Convention, and to v1s1 t our Committee. We 
insisted upon their filing petitions 1n writing and signed 
by them. This was often effected by draving tentative 
County lines through the center of a town, then making 
changes when pet1 tions were tiled. As the map would 
appear in the Daily Pres, from day to day, more petitioners 
would come to Muskogee.lf-2 

In another work, Murray has written that the sub-committee drew 

a county line through the town of' Ardmore and then required a peti-

>+l .I.bid., September 2, 1905, p. 1, cols. 31 4, and 6 and P• lt, 
cols. 3.,rr.--

1+2 WiJ.liam 11. Murray "The Cons ti tut1onal Convention", Dl,t. 
"hronicl,@§ .Qt Ql&lahQM, H (1931), 129. 
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tion from the townspeople stating vbl' it should be changed.. The 

county line was changed to three miles south of Ardmore, but by 

doing this Murray and Haskell and other leaders of the convention 

were able to have the convention recognized and respected by 1 ts 

most hearty opponents.1+3 In verification of Murray's statements. 

on his part 1n the county boundary question, the MgsKQg§§ PhO;AA!,i 

published six different items on its editorial page in one issue 

referring to the county line situation. One such item readt "It 

now looks as if Mr. Hurry [sic] of the Chickasaw Nation might have 

a strenuous time with some of his counties when the convention 
- l+li-

meets Tuesday." 

On Tuesday, September 5, the Constitution Committee met to 

receive the final edited draft of the constitution as prepared by 

the editing sub-committee. During that day several changes were 

made and some suggested changes were voted down. After a heated 

debate on women's sut:rrage, an amendment providing tor it vas re­

jected. A few of the boundaries of counties were changed including 

the boundary of the county inw-hich Ardmore was located. A peti.­

tion was presented by George w. Grayson o:r Eufaula asking that the 

capitol be located at that town instead of' Fort Gibson. The 

petition from the citizens ot Eufaula c 1 ted the fact that the town 
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was only three miles from the exact center of the proposed state, 

and they agreed to furnish all of the buildings and land needed.4' 

On Tuesday-, September ,, a proclamation drawn up by Chief 

Pleasant Porter, and signed by the other cooperating chiefs, was 

presented to the Constitution Committee. This proclamation was 

about four hundred words in length and was to be made a part of 

the campaign literature. It was an eloquent testimonial to the 

Indian's belief' 1n Christianity and the Just Ame1·i.can government 

under whic.h he l.ived. It ended: 

••• our present governments shall not be annihilated 
but transformed into material for a f?Obly builded state. 
'Thus shall we have lite not death.' o 

AlODC with this proclamation was printed 1n the fboepJ a the next 

day an address by Ueverend A. Grant Evans. the address was about 

twenty-five hundred words and covered one-half' of the page. In 

general, it dealt with three questions: was separate statehood 

rightJ was it desirable; and was it practical? the answer of 

course was in the affirmative.47 

General Pleasant Porter, chairman of the. Sequoyah Constitu­

tional Convention, called tho convention back to order at 

nine-twenty, Wednesday morning, September 6, in the Hinton Theatre. 

The stage had been decorated with ferns and flowers and with life­

size portraits of prominent Indians. Above the speaker's rostrum 

45 T'h4n ~·, 
cols. l and 2. 

46 
J:b1d., 

47 .lb!4·, 

September 6, 1905, p. l, cols. 3 and l+, and p. 2, 

P• 2, cols. 1-2. 
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was a huge picture of President Theodore r-1.oosevel t, surrrn.mded 

on either side by American flags. '!'here was a drawing of the seal 

of' the proposed State of Sequoyah; it was decorated with flowers 

and fern. As the convention opened, it was reported there were not 

over forty present, but this number increased later to nprobably 

one hundred." There were a few delegates there who had not pre­

viously attended and wa:re administered the oath; two of those were 

from the Chieka.saw Nation. John h. Goat, a full blood Creek, 

asked to have the proceedings translated into the Creek language, 

and Chairman Porter translated his request and agreed to have a 
48 translator appointed. Thus the Sequoyah Constitutional Conven-

tion was in full and open session for the second time in two weeks. 

Almost as s con as the convention opened Wednesday morning, 

s. M. Hutherford attempted to bring up the county boundary issue. 

He was immediately declared out of ordar.49 At this time w. W. 

Hastings, chairman of the Constitution Committee, presented the 

constitution to the convention and moved it be adopted. He made 

what was termed ''a neat speechn on the la.bor of his committee. 50 

Following Hastings• motion for adoption of the constitution, 

A. Grant Evans read the acdress of the Chiefs and the one he had 

written, both of which were published in the previous dayis news­

papers. Follo'Wing h"vans' reading of the addresses, the Financial 

48 Myskogte. Ph~ezy.$, September 7, 1905, p. 1, col. 1. 
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Committee read its. :report. It was stated in the report that the 

total taxable wealth of Indian Territory was $418,ooo,000.0051 

Charles N. Hask.el.l gained the floor after the reading of the 

financial report. He had a poem called "Wahoma", written by Mrs. 

M. Zoe ruekworth o:f Claremore, a daughter of John Bullette, a 

Delaware citizen and member of the convention representing district 

number four .. After being asked to sing the poem, Haskell finally 

agreed to read it; the poem follows 1 

sweet the solemn intona ti.;n1. sad the chimes so :faint so 
low, 

Marking the time for dying nations once supreme, now 
fading so. 

Drop a tear from memories vessel, for the quaint old 
days of yore, 

When our souls were held in c ommon--child and nature• s 
at nature's door. 

Soon the lives of many nations, scions of a new world's 
throng--

Follows down as falls the mighty, hand of God direct, 
control the strong. 

Faithful to the great white father, loyal child 
of council fire, 

Sacred peace pipe, empty quiver, spirit one on high 
enquire-

Ere we reach the sunset station, Hearts pure song 
o:f love proclaim. 

All glory to the dying nations to heaven and nature•s 
own refrain.52 

The convention recessed until afternoon .. All. afternoon was spent 

reading the constitution. 

In the evening session, Wednesday, September 6, three major 

events took place. First was the passage of Articles I and Ir, 
the bill of rights and the powers or government't respectively; 

-------·-
51 ~. 

52 ~-, cols. 1-2. 
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second, uwa...11oma" was sung by a Mr. Ware, accompanied by A. w. 
Roper; and third, the county boundary fight broke in full force on 

the floor of the convention. This injection of the county boundary 

issue ea.me during a discussion on Article III on the legislature. 

s. M. iiuthe:rford moved to reduce the counties to thirty. Haskell 

cal.led Rutherford out o:f order because he was a member of the com­

mittee recommending the constitution. Chairman Porter ruled such 

to be the case. u. s. Russell of South McAlester then moved to 

send this provision back to the committee. Masterson Peyton seconded. 

Hu.ssell 's motion. Rutherford then got the floor and spoke on the 

need for econ0Jn7, saying the taxable wealth of the new state woul.d 

be only t~100,ooo,ooo, not over $1+00,000,000 as reported that morn­

ing. Following him, w. w. Hastings and William H. Murray spoke in 

favor of' having forty-eight counties. Walter F. Fears of Eufaula 

then spoke tor .recommitting the county map back to the committee. 

Joseph M. Laliay spoke briefly for the proposed map, and Russell 

again asked that it be recommitted to the committee. w. H. H. 

Keltner :followed Hussell with "a humorous speech which aroused 

much laughter.n Haskell and Cheesie Ucintosh then spoke 1n favor 

o:f the forty-eight county map, and Peyton again asl<:ed for the map 

to be sent back to the committee. During this debate 1 t was re­

ported that Ruther.ford and Haskell "indulged in a few spicy 

exchanges ••• •" lothing definite was settled at the time, and 

the convention closed after Mr. Ware sang, "State of Sequoyah" 

improvised to the tune of "Dixie.•'3 

53 ~ •• cols. 2-3. 
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Immediately after the invocation on Thursday morning, Septem­

ber 7, Cha1·les N. llii.skell and u. M. Hutherford offered their 

apologies to the convention fo1~ their action on the previous day 

and night. This nwas accepted by a rising vote amid great 

applause. n 51+ Throughout the mo1·nin.g the only business transacted 

by the convention \iaS th1= reading of, voting on, correcting, 

amending, and adopting of section after section of the constitu­

tion. Gnly one incident in the entire morning marred the peaceful 

spirit of the occasion. This developed when it was proposed to 

change the name of' a county from 'Iume-chi-chee to 1:.clntosh. When 

the motion was objected to, Cheesie McIntosh, who had made the 

proposa1t wi.thdrew it. A few minutes later McIntosh received the 

floor nand di:i,.ected strong remarks at Chier Porter. General Por• 

ter replied and McIntosh then retracted his remarks.«55 There was 

no statement by the press as to whether the remarks addressed at 

Porter were on his ruling 01· some other matter. The rer.ia.rks of 

each were probably in the Creek language. 

Four Congressional. nominees were selected by the convention 

to be approved or disapproved b:i: the electorate at the election on 

ratifying the constitution, already set £or Tuesday, November 7. 

The four were: John h. Thomas, Muskogee; c. L. Long, Wewoka; 

Joseph M. LaHay, Claremore; and D. c. McCurtain, South MeAJ.ester. 

The first two were Republicans and whites, while the latter two 
56 

were Democrats and Indians. ill tour men were unanimously 

.54 Muskogu Pl}oen;i..;, September 8, 1905, P• 1, col. 1 .. 

55 1!wl· 
56 Charles hvans and Clinton o. Bunn, q}FJfh2M CiyU Govem­
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approved. The first three thanked the convention for the honor be­

stowed upon them; D. c. McCurtain was absent from the session.57 

Thursday afternoon, September 7, was devoted entirely to 

approving various articles of the eons ti tution. During the session 

the f'inal attempt to cut the number of counties f"rom forty-eight 

to thirty occurred. During the course of the debate on Article 

XII on the boundaries and divisions of and within the proposed 

state, a motion was made by Walter F. Fears to send the article 

back to the committee and increase this particular aub-eommittee 

by the addition of one member fraa each recording district. Cheesie 

McIntosh then made a motion to table the Fears• motion and a vote 

was taken. By a vote of one hundred and forty-seven to six the 

Fears• motion was tabled, and the attempt to reduce the number ot 
~s 

counties to thirty ended."' · After this, a few county boundary 

changes were made before the supper recess. 

The PAQIPiil reported: "The evening session [Thursday, 

September 7] opened with the opera house well filled a1l the boxes 

being occupied by ladies who have begun to take a great interest 

in the proceedings."59 After an hour of reading and adopting 

various articles a ttsp1r1ted debate" took place over the naming 

of the capitol.. w. w. Hastings, Chees1e McIntosh, A .. s. MeKenn.on, 

George w. Grayson, Walter F. Fears, William H. Murray, William 

P. Thompson, and others entered into the debate arguing for the 

' 7 litl§!s;QIU l;h2tl2la, September 8, 1905, P• 1 1 col.. 1 and 
P• 5, col. 3 .. 
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selection of Fort Gibson, Eufaula, and South McAlester as the 

capitol city. Fort Gibson was eventually decided upon by ,.a large 

majority-.•6° Following tbis a reaol.ution was introduced by Thoma.a 

H. OVen and approved by the convention appointing a canad.ttee of 

six to bear the constitution and the memorial to be prepared t.o 

Con&reas. !he eomatttee was composed ot Charles N. Haskell, 
61 

WUl1ata n. Murray t and the four Congressmen. they would leave 

for Wasb.1ngton af'ter the November election on the const1 tution. 

Chees1e .McIntosh then introduced. a resolution which was passed 

ahortly before the convention clOfled that night. It is reproduced 

bel.OWJ 

Whereas! Those who are activel.7 working for the cause 
of atng e statehood entertaiJl the idea that becaue 
the pr1ncipal ch1ers of the Five Civilised Tribes are 
work1Dg assiduousl.y to establ.iah a separate state f'or-" 
Indian Territory, 1n so de>J.ng they are cOllllittin& them­
aelves to the cause ot statehood of soate Jd.m and that 
Congress may construe their actions as warranting the 
bringing in of the Indian Territory with Cklaha.ua u a 
single state and that they would acquiesce in such 
action, theretore1 

Be it Resolved-, That the people ot the Ind1an Ten1-
to17 are 1n good faith demanding separate atatehood 
as a matter of right and not with a view of obstructing 
anJ' kind or statehood 1f Cong:reaa should see tit to 
refuse thia just demand and join the Indian Terri to17 
With Oltlahoma. and bring it illto th$ Union u a single 
state with Cklahoma. Territory it will do ao without 
the consent of the Indians, as well69B other inhabitants 
and ovel" th.ur most solemn. protest. · 

fhi,s resol.ution waa no doubt brought about to of'taet the influence 

or the editorials runn1ng in newspapers at that time predicting 

60 Ibi.d; and P• ;, col.. 3. 
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that the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention would further the 

interests not of separate statehood, but of single statehood. 

70 

There was feeling also among some that the convention was being 

held only to prevent any kind or stat(~hood and thus further the 

control or appointed Federal officials and their friends in the 

territory. This resolution was intended to put a quietus to such 

statements. That 1 t did not will be seen in the f ollow1ng chapter. 

Immediately prior to the closing of that night session, Thurs­

day, September 7, a .form of ballot was approved for the voting in 
· 63 liovember on the constitution. This ballot is reproduced in 

Appendix I. It will be seen in examining the ballot that it was 

necessary to vote for rat1:f1cat1on before being allm,ed to cast a 

vote tor a county seat of the particular county in which the uleetor 
-~~ 

resided. Since the leaders of the convention realized it \1ould be 

dif:ficul t to get out a vote among the single s taters and among the 

Indians who wanted no change 1n their system of government, they 

were shrewd 1n injecting an issue calculated to draw a maximum 

number or voters to the polls. A number of voters, not knowing 

whether Congress would approve of statehood for Indian Territory, 

would very lil{ely want to vote on the county seat question to 

make certain their town would be chosen if Congress did create the 

state. This, the leaders knew, would bring out a larger vote, 

t·or they coulctn't vote on the county seat question until they had 

voted for ratifying the constitution. As Haskell, a number of 

years later, stated, 11I knew that if we got out a good vote we 

63 Mus;itoge§ Phoen1~, September 8, 1905, p. 5, col. 3. 
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would have to put some element ot personal interest in it, so we 

injected the county seat question."9+ After approval of the 

ballot, the convention e1osed until the following morning. 

On the morning of the last day or the convention, Friday, 

September 8, an amendment to the constitution was passed which 

required l1ll1' future railroad built within any county .of the state, 

which passed within f'our miles of the county seat, to pass through 

that county seat unless obstructed by natural objects and provided 

that the county seat town granted a right O'! way and furnished 

grounds tor the depot. The vote on this amendment was twenty t.o 

eighteen in its favor. During the debate on this provision, -w. w. 
Hastings, Joseph M. LaHay, s. M. nutherf'ord, and William P. Thomp­

son were opposed to it, while John R. Thomas, A. s. MeKennon, and 

W. H. H. Kel.tner supported the measure.65' 

Fol.lowing this debate A. Grant Evans int.roduced a resolution 

which was passed, appealing to Congress to purchase the Indian 

schools in Indian Territory for the use of the State of Sequoyah. 

This was asked due to the lack of public domain land f'or school 
66 

use as 1n other states. 

Another amendment to the constitution was made that morning 

when it was voted to prohibit .foreclosure or a homestead by mortgage .• 

6)+ . 
Paul lesbitt, "Governor Haskell Tells of Two Conventions", 

Qh:£20.sl.ea SJt. Ckl,ahQma, XIV (1936), 203. 

65' MHsiiWI faO!Dle, September 9, 1905, P• l, col. 1. 
66 Ibig. 



72 

This provision stated that no homestead mortgage would be legal, 

except for the purchase of the homestead or !or improvements 

thereon. 

Just before noon the convention adjourned, but preceding this, 

w. w. Hastings moved the adoption of the constitution as am.ended. 

This was done by a unani.mous vote of all present, thirty-five 
68 members. Af'terwards, on the motion of s .. M. Rutherford, a 

committee of twenty was appointed to accompany the committee of six 

to Washington. This com.mi ttee vas to lobby among the members of 
69 Congress for the passage of an enabling act.· Finally the con-

vention adjourned, but not until a resolution of thanks had been 

passed. This resolution tha.ruzed the people o! Muskogee for their 

hospitality, Pleasant Porter :for his impartiality as presiding 

officer, Charles ff. Haskell and w... W. Hastin.gs for their hard 

work, and A. Grant Evans and the other officers for their performance 

of' duties. The convention also thanked the press of Muskogee• the 

railroads, and the Muskogee Commercial Club. With the reading or 

a poem by James A. Norman, the benediction by Reverend A. Grant 

Evans, and the singing or nooa. Be With You Ti11 We Meet Again," 

:the convention adjourned sine die. 70 

As the convention closed that day at high twelve, some of 

those few who were there until the end and probably many of those 

who had left on earlier trains remembered a :few of the words of 

68 Th.·.1~. 1 1 2 ~·,cos. - • 

69 Ib1d., col. 2. 
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Pleasant Porter when he had said to them earlier in the conven­

tion# 

From tim~ immemorial the Indians as a heritage or the 
original inhabitants have been promised a state, an 
empire of their own. Driven west by successive in­
vasions the Indians vere forced to settle in this 
territory which is undoubtedly Indian countcy. ~:hey 
have taken on the dress, the customs, and the religion 
of the white :man and they welcome him as a brother. 

The national government ll!UAt grant us separate state­
hood or make a con!'ession.Jl 

Just what the coni'ession refez·red to was not elaborated on by 

Porter, but it most probably was understood by those who heard the 

speech to mean that if separate statehood was not granted, the 

Federal government would thus show that it had not meant to ful-

fill the treaties and agreements entered into with the Five Civilized 

Tribes during the previous seventy-five years, which had promised 

the Indians that no state would be created including their terri­

tory without their permission. '.l'his was a sobering thought for any 

man eluted over the results of the convention to carry home with 

him. It was a thought which might inspire many of the non-Indian 

delegates to work even harder to get Congress to pass an enabling 

act for the proposed State or Sequoyah, thereby proving that the 

United States Government could keep its promis.es made to the Indians. 

71 
Fowler, 21?.• sat•, P• 53. 



CJW>!BR IV 

THE RATIFICATION OF THE SEQUoYAH CONSTITUTION BY THE ELECTORATE 

AND ITS PH.ESENTATI Oll AND REJECT! OI BY C OBGRESS 

On the day the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention adjourned, 

September 8, the Supreme Election Board, named in Article VI of 
. ~ 

the constitution, met and elected officers. The f OUI· members 

chosen. N. Robb as chairman.; A. B. Cunningham, vice,..chairma.n; 

and Car1 Pursel, secretary. The other member was David M. Hodge. 

Hodge and Hobb were Itepu.blicans, while the other two ware Demo-
1 

era.ts. During that meeting o:f the Supreme Election Board two 

rules were laid down for the conduct of the coming election. The 

first ot these was that any recognised political party could nomi­

nate four candidates for Congress if that political party nominated 

them at a properly held convention. fhe second rule issued was 

that any- town aspiring to be a coW1ty seat and have its name printed 

on the ballots must notify the SUpreme Election Board lr.r October 1. 2 

Fram the tiae these rules were issued the campaign for rat11'1cat1on. 

began in full swing. 

Duri_ng the campaign for rati1"1cat1on, just as during the con­

vention, there was great newspaper opposition. While the convention 

1 IY.IAOill fD21D&!i, Septembe.r 9, 1905, P• l, col. 2. 
2 Ibid., co1s. 2-3. 
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had been in session almost every newspaper in the territory had 

opposed it; only a few had approved. But from the time the con­

vention closed it was cause for notice when the campaign received 

any favorable publicity. 

Highly played up 1n the newspapers was the rejection of a 

challenge to a debate on the Sequoyah statehood movement by H. G. 

Baker, chairman of the Sequoyah Campaign Committee, sent to the 

Single Statehood Executive Committee or Oklahoma and Indian Terri-

tory, hol.ding a meeting 1n Tulsa on Sep telllber 19. The challenge 

was rejected, they said, because it was sent on behalf 01' a consti­

tutional convention which 11was not representative and because of 

the unfair methods and the proposed way o£ holding election." The 

Single Statehood Executive Committee then proposed holding an elec­

tion in Indian Territory on the 1 ssue of uni ting with Oklahoma or 

having a separate stata.3 While no such election, as suggested by 

the .single staters, was ever held, 1! it had been it most likel.y 

would have approved the separate state idea. Paul Nesbitt quotes 

Haskell as saying the Democrats of Indian Territory "accepted ••• 

single statehood because they knew there was no possible chance 
4 

of getting any other kind of enabling a.et." William n. Murray 

has written concerning separate statehood: 

The movement was unpopular •• • among a.11 the news­
papers, and pro:ressional men generally, but it we.a 
intensely popular w1 th the Indians and farmers, most 
of whom belonged to the Farmer• Union, to the aston-

3 l,W.., September 20, 190,, P• 1, cols. 1-2. 

, 4 Paul Nesbitt, "Governor Haskell Tells of Two Conventions", 
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ishment or the element that gthendse would be called 
the 'Leaders of the people.•:> 
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Dr. w. w. Groom, at present the secretary of the Scottish Hite 

Consistory in McAlester, told this writer that during that period 

when he had been a young medical doctor in Bristow he bad favored 

separate statehood. Doctor Groom said he found most of the whites 

in Indian Territory favored it also, !'or most of them came from 

the South or from bo1·der states, and thus they had little or nothing 

in common with the tfshort grassers 11 of Oklahoma ?erritory, who 

came from Kansas or other llorthern states.6 Taking the statements 

of Haskell, Murray, and Groom as a base, one can assume that most 

people in Indian Territory did want separate statehood, but it 

might be charged that those opinions are biased since they come 

from men definitely favorable to separate statehood. To this 

charge the answer must be that they were reasonable, veil-thought 

opinions, and each from a different facet of the question and from 

men well acquainted in the territory. They were not hasty, 111-

eonsidered statements made with the purpose of swaying either an 

audience or a reader to a cause, for each statement was made or 

written many years after separate statehood, as an issue was dead, 

and as a possibility in the future was unthinkable. 

On September 23 a convention was held 1n Checotah protest• 

1ng against the Sequoyah movement. With about tl1ree hundred 

present a six-pointed resolution was approved which opposed the 

f William H. Mur. ray. l MtSQiX:S 91:,. ygy;@rnof li&Lt&:Ai ~ Illlfl. 
lii§tOfl?; ~ Qls]ahQ¥, I, 517. 

6 Interview with w. w. Groom, August 9, 191+9. 
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7 Sequoyah Constitution and pledged the group to single statehood. 

H. G. Baker, who had earlier challenged any member of the 

Singl.e Statehood Executive Committee to a debate on the Sequoyah 

movement, replied September 22+ to the challenge to hold an elec­

tion just on single or separate statehood. I.n Nf'using the 

ehall.enge he statedt " ••• we assuae, ot course, that you do 

not expect us to accept the terms ••• •" Baker then stated that 

a vote of "Hott on the Sequoy.h Constitution could be considered 

as meaning the people of I.ndlan Territory favored singl.e state-
8 

hood. 

In mid-September the Independent Statehood Club o£ Bacone, 

formed or students from Indian University and Bacone College, 

challel'lged the students or the Univei"sity of Oklahoma to a debate 

on the question, "Resolved, That Indian Territory should be 

ad.mi tted to the union as a state without the annexation or the 

Territory of Oklahoma." The Bacone club of'f'ered to support the 
9 10 

affirmative side. This challenge was refused. 

On Thursday, September 28, two conventions were held in 

Okmulgee, and each of them split over the statehood issue. In 

the first, the annual convention of the Indian Territory Suffrage 

League, which was attended by one hundred. and nine persons, one 

7 Kµ.skogg fb2tm.&, September 21+, 1905', P• 3, cols~ 2•3. 

8 MYA9i@I PhQ,m, September 26, 1905, P• 3, cols. 3-lt. 

9 laJJl•t September 27, 1905, p .. 7, col. lt-. Tlle date this 
challenge was made was not shown in the paper • 

. • 

lO Roy- Gittinger to this writer, September 12, 1949. 
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hundred members declared in a resolution for Sequoyah. The other 

nine members bolted the convention and held a ruap convention :for 

singl.e statehood.11 !he second convention was a meeting of about 

eighty Negroes. When the chairman of the group, w. A. Rentie, re­

.fused to entertain a motion to pass a resol.ution favoring single 

statehood, sixty-two of the group left and reorgani,.zed in order to 

be able to pus such a resolution.12 The original p~~e of the 

legro convention was not stated in the newspaper article. 

In an editorial on September 29 t the Mug9111 fhO@D1; pre­

dicted that v1 thin two weeks after Congress convened 1n Dee.ember 

that the fight tor separate statehood would be dropped. To sub­

stantiate their argument they quoted J'obn R. themas, one of the 

Sequoyah Congressional nom:inees a.s sa,ring: "What we want is state­

hood and if we can not get separate statehood then let us be Joined 

to Oklahoma, only let there be no delay.•13 It the PJw!nJ;gdi4 

not distort the meaning in the Thanas quotation, then there would 

be 11 ttle delay in that next session ot Congress 1.n granting s1ngle 

statehood, tor separate statehood meant a long, hard, and continuous 

tight, for Thomas-, it can be seen, waa pledgiDg hiuel! not to 

statehood !or tlle proposed State of Sequoyah, but Just to state­

hood. This idea of statehood, single or double, had been the 

original aim or Charles R. Haskell when he called on Chief Pleasant 

Porter the preceding July after reading the Borman eallJ yet aa 

11 K:tWiOO•e PlW!p;tJ, September 29, 1905', P• 11 cola. ~-6. 
12 1k+4•, cols. l.-2. 

l3 J;W,g,. t p • l+-, Col.. l. 
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seen on page 69 the Sequoyah Convention itself passed a resolution 

on September 7 stating exactly the opposite. The Pbgent,x, then, 

if they did not distort the Thomas statement, had been right all 

along in predicting that the Sequoyah Convention would aid single 

statehood, for here was one of the Sequoyah nominees urging state­

hood with Oklahoma, 1! necessary. 

That same day, September 29, the Cherokee National Council 

passed Joint aesolution No. 11,. which opposed union with Oklahoma 

and resolved that the Cherokee People favored separate statehood 

for the area of the F'ive Civilized Tribes and the Quapaw H.eserva­

t1on. 1'he resolution also approved the Sequoyah Constitution.11.t-

The Phoenix on Sunday, October l, in an effort to increase 

the advertising of the paper, boost its circulation, or just 

simply in the interests of good journalism, published a souvenir 

ed1 tion of twenty-eight pages on the Sequoyah Constitutional Con­

vention. other than the news and features of the no1"ma.l eight page 

paper, this edition contained biographies of nineteen leaders of 

the convention, the constitution, lists of most of the committees, 
15 

and pictures of many of the prominent members. The publication 

of this ed.1,t!on did not indicate that the newspaper was ehangin.g 

its stand on the issue of statehood, for it did not lessen its 

editorial criticism and slanted stories on the campaign then in 

1~ . 
Exhibit .F to i§gte ~. No. 11t3, 59 Cong., 1 sess., ss. 

4912, P• 46. 

15 Mqskogee PhQ!St6, October l, 1905, PP• 9-28. 
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progress for ratification of the constitution. 

The next day Genator Moses E. Clapp of Minnesotat slated to 

be the chairman of the Senate Indian Af'f'airs Committee in the coming 

Fit'ty-ninth Congress, stopped <:JVer in Muskoeee during his tour of 

Indian Territory. During an 1nt€rv1ew, Senator Clapp stated he had 

reached the conelusion that the people of Muskogee preferred separate 
16 statehood... In viev of the Senator being a member of the Republican 

Party this interview v-las widely quoted and often distorted later. 

On October 7, Chairman Pleasant Porter called for all of the 

delegates to the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention to reconvene 

1n South McAlester on Saturday, October 14, at ten o 1clock.17 This 

meeting was to be held in order that all of the delegates could sign 

the cons ti tut1on. 

On October 12 and 13, the Pboeni:e; quoted President Hoosevelt 

and Senator Beveridge, each of whom had given statements favoring 

single statehood. In a.n editorial the Phoeni:1 on October 12 quoted 

th~ KasnsAi ~ Star or October 8, which had quoted the President 

as saying: u1 want you to have statehood • • • but not for Oklahoma. 

alone. I am with you for joint statehood for Oklahoma and Indian 

Territory, and I would also like to see New Mexico and Arizona come 
18 

in as one state." The day after the Ph9ial,3 quoted the President, 

a letter 111as printed on the front page addressed to s. T. Bledsoe 

of Ardmore and signed by Senator Albert J. Beveridge; two excerpts 

16 IW•, October 3, 1905, p. 1., col. ,. 
17~., October 10, 1905, P• 1, col. 1. 

18 ~., October 10, 1905, p. l+, col. 1. 



from the letter follow& 

• • • 1 t 1s my emphatic opinion that the bill making 
Oidahoma and Indian l'erritory one state under the 
name of <ldahoma vill pass both the House a.?'ld. the 
Senate, and become a law very early in the next ses­
sion. Certainly no bill making Indian Territory a 
state has the slightest chance of passage. 

Men in public life are not surprised at schemes such 
as you describe the separate statehood plan in Indian 
Territory to be. Answering your question as to what 
effect such manipulation will have on the next Congress: 
I answer that I think it will have no effect at all. 
Certainly it ~uld not have the slightest effect on 
myself •••• 
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This letter by Beveridge was widely quoted throughout the Indian 

Territory press in the remaining period lie.fore the vote on the 

Sequoyah Constitution. 

In an editorial in the same issue that printed the Beveridge 

letter, the Phoen!Ji appealed to the delegates of the Sequoyah Con­

vention, scheduled to moot 1n South McAlester on the next day, to 

withdraw their constitution and join t.he group urgir~ single state­

hood.20 This editorial was addressed to the separate state advocates 

1n Indian Territory. In the edition of the following day, the 

fh9:l!};\X claimed the count~ seat elections were onJ.y being held to 

draw voters to the polls and that the election o:f liovember 7 was not 

an election on statehood at all. In six different editorial items, 

the Phptni.x then urged the electorate to stay away from the polls.21 

Of course, the Pbsaant. was right in its statement that the county 

seat e1ections were being held only to draw voters, for had not 

l9 ~., October 13, 1905, p. 1, cols. 1-2. 
20 Ibig., p. lt, col. 2. 

21 :i:)2;+,d•, October 14, 1905, P• 4, cols. 1-2. 
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Charles N. Haskell purposefully intended such to be the case?22 

On Saturday, October 11+, at ten-thirty, the Sequoyah Con ... 

stitutional Convention reconvened in the Opera House in South 

McAlester. One hundred and .forty-three delegates were there from 

twenty-five of the twenty-six recording districts. At this meet­

ing in South J:.foAlester, three major events took place: first, an 

anti-labor provision in the constitution was striken; second, the 

time for towns being allowed to file for county seat was extended 

from October 1 to October 17; and third, the delegates authorized 

Chairman Pleasant Porter and Secretary Alexander Fosey to sign 

the constitution for them.23 This latter was done to avoid the 

expense of engrossing the entire document of approximately 35,000 

words on parchment until they were certain that Congress would pass 

an enabling act. 

On Tuesday m.orning, October 17, 1 t was reported that E. A. De­

Meules, the treasurer of the Finance Committee of the Sequoyah 
24 

Constitutional Con·vention, resigned his post. There was no state-

ment as to why he resigned. The Phoeni6, which had reported the 

DeMeules resignation also had a column on the requirement or the 

Supreme Election Board making it mandatory for each town wishing 

to be listed on the ballot as a candidate for county seat to pay 

$100.00 to the Board. This requirement, not previously mentioned 

in the press, was to aid in the payment of the expenses of the con-

22 See page 70. 
23 Hµuggn Pho101,, October 15, 1905, P• 1, cols. 1-3. 
24 ~., October 17, 1905, p. 1, cols. 1-2,. 



vention and the printing of the ballots. The paper stating its 

opinion in the news itemt "The surprising thing is that there are 

not 480 cowities on that map and that efforts 1.:1ere not mac"i.e to get 

from three to a. dozen upplications for cou..."'lty seat privileges .from 

each.n25 This statement, coupled with the DeMeules resignation 

under the same heading, left the impression that the leaders of 

the Sequoyah Convention were only ma.king an effort to swindle the 

various towns out of their money and that E. A. DeMeules could 

stand it no longer. This would tend to show the healthy respect 

held for the chances of the constitution being ratified in the com­

ing election and efforts to swing all possible voters against it. 

Two days later the Phoeni:. reported in a very biased article 

of the disbandment of the Separate State Club of Coweta and its 

reorganization into a sing.le state club. According to the paper it 
26 

occurred on the night of October 17. 

On October 21, the f'.hoenix published the statehood views of 

one hundred and five of the newspapers in Indian Territory. 0~ 

those, they listed seven~.r-eight against it, sixteen for it, and 

only eleven as neutral. Of all the newspapers listeo., there 

was only one listed as neutral from the Chickasaw Nation, and none 

as for it from that nation. T'ne one neutral paper in tl.te Chickasaw 

Nation was the 'W;llla"lewqod Hew EJ:&•27 

A letter from Speaker Joseph Cannon to Delegate Birds. Mc­

Guire was published under a Pawnee, Oklahoma Territory, datel.ine 

2' Ibid. 
26 Mu.s,;gg§!e Phoenix, October 19, 1905, P• 1, col. 4. 
27 Ibid., October 21, 1905, p. 4, cols. 3-5. 



of October 24. In part the letter from Cannon reads "I would 

consider the very best way to defeat statehood entirely, would be 
28 to advocate separate statehood." This letter was widely quoted 

throughout the territory with one aim in mind•-that of counterac~ 

ing the influence of the Sequoyah speakers and the Choctaw and 

Chickasaw National Councils passing resolutions favoring separate 

statehood. These two bodies had each passed resolutions opposing 

union With Oklahoma Territory and commending the Sequoyah Constitu• 

tion to their constituents .. 29 

While the Cherokee, Chickasaw, and Choctaw National Councils 

had in September and October passed resolutions favoring the 

Sequoyah movement, the C.reek .National Council passed, by a vote 

of fort7-six to twenty-six, a lengthy resolution against it. This 

resolution stated that the Government of the United States had 

bound itselt in "treaty-" with the Creek liation never to form a state 

or territory from the land they occupied without their consent.30 

Thus Pleasant Porter, who had been instructed by the twenty-three 

tribal leaders on July 14 to oppose any kind of statehood with 

Oklahoma Territory, yet had signed an agreement with Charles N. 

Haskell and other Chiefs of the F~ve Civilized Tribes on July 18 

to approve sueh a union on the failure of Congress to agree to 

~ndian Territory statehood, met with strong opposition in his own 

28 .llwl•t October 25, 19051 p. 1, cols. 1-2. 

29 Exnibits D and E to Sena~! J2oc1. No. 143, 59 Cong., 1 sess., 
ss. 4912, PP• 44-46. 

30 Mp§k9.1ee Ph2§ny:, October 28, 1905, P• 1,.cols. 3..1+. The 
treaty referred to is no doubt the Creek and Seminole Treaty ot 
August 4, 1856, previously referred to on P• 2 of this work. 
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legislature. The resolution, which this opposition group passed, 

also stated that the Creek liation was against the Jequoyah movement 

for if Congress did not approve 1 t then the leaders were to work 

for passage of a single statehood bil1.31 This move of the Creek 

legislature late in October no doubt hurt the campaign but to what 

extent it is difficult to determine. 

On Sunday, October 29, heverend E. M. Sweet, secretary of 

the Indian Territory Church Iederation For Prohibition Statehood, 

had a full page article published in the MQ§}Sogee Phoeni}; on the 

prohibition article in the Sequoyah Constitution. He urged all to 

vote on the constitution and for those who did not vote on it to 

write Senator Albert J. Beveridge and Congressman Edward L. Hamil­

ton urging prohibition. The article ended: ...... the enemy will. 
' endeavor to make it appear that all who do not vote for the consti-

tution are against prohibition. 0 32 It can be seen by this that 

the members of the Constitution Committee had chosen wisely when it 

was decided to include a modified form of prohibition among the 

many parts or the 1engthy document, for by doing so they were to 

garner a great number of the 'dry state• votes. 

As the campaign for ratification drew to a close a number of 

newspapers throughout the Territory fought the eleetion bitterly. 

On Saturday, November 4, the l:'.,QO,a.i;& reprinted fourteen editorials 

from different newspapers which were hostile either to separate 

statehood or the election being held. On the morning of the elec-

31~. 

32 Mul:)sogee Phoe.Qi., October 29, 1905, P• 9. 
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tion this paper climaxed its fii;ht again.st sepl.:,.rate statehood 

by having four different editorial items urging the people to re-

frain frcm going to the polls to vote.33 'I'hese appeals to the 

citizenry to ignore the election were an attempt to offset speeches 

made throughout Indian 'Ierri tory urging everyone to vote, whether 

they voted for ratification or not, but at least to exercise the 

!'reedom 01' the ballot. 

The leaders of the convention did not wait for the Campaign 

Committee to do all the work in the campaign for ratification. 

In 1911, almost six years after the campaign, Charles N. Haskell 

wrote that he remembered speaking at some fifty-two different meet­

ings. He also stated that doubtless other speakers, such as John 

i,. Thomas, \1. ri. Hastings, vdlliam H .• 1:·furr·a.y, D. c. McCurtain, and 

Joseph M .• LaHay, did as much or more than he.34 In the Chicka-

saw Nation, \\/illiam H. Murray took charge of the campaign. It 

was in that region that the opposition was the strongest, and 

Hurray reports there was"rough stuff' of all kinds except the 

throwing of e5gs. Several tiues in the Chickasaw Nation the 
?. r' 

speakers found courtrooms and even streets closed to them • .:>.J 

The election day, November 7, was a clear day, which aided 

in bringing out the vote everywhere except in the ChicKasa1;,,r Nation. 

33 I~id., November 4, 1905, 11. l+, col. 2 and November 7, 
1905, p. , col. 1. 

34 Haskell to Allen, referred to in Chapter II, footnote No. 8. 

35 William n. Murray, 11The Constitutional Convention", Lh};'on-
1,cles .Qt OOahQrosa, IX (1931), 131-132. 
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There the poll books and ballots were often acquired by the opposi­

tion and in some cases burned and otherwise destroyed. This was 

supposed to have occurred at Lindsay, and Murray, on finding out 

who did it, said to himt "How you put it into your head that 

Lindsay will never be a county seat. I will be in whatever con­

vention may be called to frame a constitution, if this fall down.n36 

It is noteworthy that Lind.say was never made a county seat in Okla­

homa. 

The fol1owing day, the fl}.oqp.10, which at that time seldom 

ever used headlines on its front page, reported the election as 

it A WATERLOO l11 This was in inch type. The entire front page of 

the newspaper was devoted to returns on the election on ratifying 

the Sequoyah Constitution. The vote given at the time the paper 

went to press was 16,189 in favor of :ratltication, to 3,175 

opposed.37 A number of towns were listed as having no votes cast 

either for or against the constitution. On succeeding days, the 

fh9eni, reported changes ln the vote, and by November 14 they re­

ported a total of 20,117 votes had been cast.38 This report showed 

the vote by individual towns, but did not list any of the rural 

precincts. Two days later the ~uth k!£M@stsa+' Capital reported 

by noon that day that the total vote had reached over 49,000 with 

36 vJilliam H. Murray, M2moir; ~ GovEU'nor M:w::tu ~ Arv..t 
His\ou .21 Qkl;:&homa, r, 317. 

37 £lHltfAA91 Pl}.Q!aj,e;, November S, 1905, P• 1. 

38 
~., November 14, 1905, P• 3, col. 1. 
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39 
over three hundred precincts yet to report.. On November 18, the 

Supreme 'Election Board issued a statement certifying the final 

tabulation ot· the election as 65,352 votes cast. Of this number 

56,279 were for ratification and 9,073 were against it. The 

Photpi,s;, in publishing this statement, pointed out that no of.ficial 

tabulation of the election returns had been given out by the 

Supreme Election Board. The paper closed the article as follows: 

'*In the meantime the only tabulated list of votes yet given to the 

public was that published in the 1,;llo~, which will hold good 
· 40 

until substituted by the 'official• list of places and votes." 

The Finance Committee issued its final report on November 

13, showing that less than $9,900 had been spent.41 Haskell, 

writing of the expense of the election has stated: 

The expense or the eampa.ign, printing, tickets, etc., 
amounted to some six thousand dollars. About eigbte"n 
hundred dollars of this amount was contributed by var­
ious towns that were candidates for county seat in the 
various counties and by numerous contributions over the 
state about twenty-three hundred and fifty dollars was 
sent into th.· e committee, and I,1.. myself, contributed a 
total of eighteen hundred and 4~.rty dollars during the 
course o.f the campaign •••• 

The difference between the Committee•s figu.res and Haskell 1s esti­

mate was probably due to the lapse of some six years between the 

two reports. 

Although a greater vote had been east than was expected by 

either backers or opponents of the proposed State of Sequoyah, 

39 §gytlJ. MsAJ..aate;r.: ~APitll., November 16, 1905, P• 2, col. 1. 

40 Mqskogee PhoeaJ.x, November 19, 1905, p. 1, col. 6. 

l+l §gyt,h :l;,Alestsr CapitaJ., November 16, 1905, p. 6, col. 4. 
~ . . 

Haskell to Allen, referred to in footnote no. 34. 
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there was little to encourage acy hopes for such a state, for on 

Movember 16, President Roosevelt was again quoted as favoring 

single statehood for the two territories.43 

0n the first day of the Fifty-ninth Congress, four state­

hood bills affecting Cklahoma and Indian Territory were introduced 

into the House of Hepresentatives. On1y the one introduced by 

Congressman .Arthur P. Murphy or 'Missouri provided for statehood 

f'or Sequoyah., 44 

The next day was received the President's fifth annual 

message.. Pertaining to statehood for the four remaining terri­

tories, he saids 

I recommend that Indian Territory and OOah~ be ad­
mitted as one State and that New Mexico and Arizona be 
admitted as one State. There is no obligation upon 
us to treat territorial subdivisions, which are matters 
of convenience only, as binding us on the question of 
admission to Statehood. !'lothing has taken up more time 
in the Congress during the past four years than the 
question a.s to the Statehood to be granted to the four 
Terr1.tor1es above mentioned, and after careful considera­
tion of all that has been developed in the discussion.a 
of the question,. I rec~end that they be immediately 
admitted as two States.'+' 

This recommendation of single statehood for the territories was 

in line with the President•s earlier commitments and the policy 

of his party. It was no doubt a blow to Sequoyah adherents, for it 

not only ignored the expressed wishes of most of the people in 

43 Muskggeg Phoent., November 161 1905, P• l, col. 1. 

lt4 pf;e!fioooJ, Heco~, 59 Cong .• , l seas. XL 45 47 49, 
and 5)+. .~ 11 s intr6auc~ were H. R. 1 by Delega le Blrd ~. 
McGuire of Oklahoma Territory, H. il. 79 by Congressman 1-.furphy, 
H. H. 183 by Congressman Frank Clark of F'lorida, and H. H. 1+41 by 
Congressman John B. Stephens of Texas. 

4; Hichardson, .sm,.. ~., X, 7400. 
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Indian Territory but recommended violation of the Atoka Agreement, 

which had been enacted into law in 1898, and the earlier treaties 

with the Five Civilized Tribes. 

During the next few days several events took place in Wash­

ington which attracted a good deal of attention in Indian TerritOJ.ji 

Congressman Hamil ton inti-educed three omnibus bills for single 

statehood for Oklahoma and Indian Territory and for Arizona and 

New Mexico. One of' these bills was later amended and passed as an 

enabling a.et for Oklahoma and Indian Territory to form a state. 

Senator Beveridge also introduced an omnibus bill to grant state­

hood to two states formed from the four territories.46 But 

attracting far more attention than the introduction of bills was 

the special train carrying at least two hundred single staters 

.from Oklahoma City and one razor-back hog that was: picked up along 

the way to create publicity. The hog, placarded *'STATEHOOI'",lt7 

was photographed widely in Washington, and probably didn't hurt 

the cause of' single statehood for Oklahoma and Indian Territory; 

because ma.ny groups had gone to Washington r or one thing or another, 

but never one with a hog for publicity; attention was thus focused 

on this group and its desires .. 

On December 23, Pleasant Porter returned from Washington to 

Muskogee and made the statement th.at a .single statehood bill would 
48 

pass during that session of Congress after a hard fight. A few 

46 c~;ress~~ Reeotg, 59 Cong., l sess., XL, 116.i 222,. 
7781 and r~ . . 1'~r lis Inu-oduced by Hamilton were H • .it. )lt}6, 
10719, and 12707; the bill by Beveridge was s. 1158. 

47 §guth Me!tH\@t CapJ.\aJ., December 11*·, 1905, p. 4, col. 6, 
and P• 6, cols. 5-. 

48 Mµskogee Ph9im6 , December 24, 1905, p. 1+, col. 4. 
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days later Congressman Hurphy o:f Missouri was visiting his wife's 

parents 1n Muskogee and complained because there were no advocates 

of Sequoyah 1n Washington to aid him in gaining support 1n the 

two houses of Congress :for such a state.~9 The newspaper, 1n 

commenting on Murphy 1 s statement, asked what had become of the 

committee of twenty appointed to lobby in Congress :for the proposed 

state, the four Congressmen elected, and the others who were work­

ing for such a bill. 

Just exactly what did happen to these committees is shrouded. 

in n:J7stery. It is known that on the last day of the Sequoyah Con­

sti tutional Convention two comm! ttees were appointed to go to 

Wasllington; this is recorded in the report of the day's session 

in the l4U!w.&!t Phoep.ix of' September 9, 190;., One of those commit­

tees as stated on page 69 of this work was composed of the four 

Congressional nominees and Charles N. Haskell and William H. Murray. 

David M. Hodge, who was not a member of either committee, le:tt his 

home in Broken Arrow on December 3 to join a group 1n Muskogee, 

leaving for Washington to lobby ror the proposed state.5'0 It is 

probable that Hodge represented the Supreme Election Board and went 

along to certify the election figures. The writer has not been 

been able to determine who was among the group that went or when 

they left Muskogee and when they returned.. Oscar Presley Fowler 

has written of the meeting ot the group with President Hoosevelt 

in the Wh1 te House t and Hoosevel t' s telling the group that 1 t was 

49 4 ~., December 31, 1905, P• , col. 2. 

50 ~Ulff Dcpocra;!i, December 8, 1905, P• l, col. 6. 
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against party policy to form separate states from 0kla.homa. and 

Indian Tel'ritory. Fowler then relates the shock felt by Hodge 

upon hearing the President tell them it was not expedient to form. 

the State of Sequoyah, and then that lkx\ge was so disgusted that 

he walked out of the \tihite House with hoosevelt calli.nB for him 

to come baclt and talk things over. It is said he caught the next 

train wost for Indian Territory and changed that day from a life-
51 

long hepublican to an active Democrat. \:Jilliam .d. Murray has 

written that c. L. Lorig, one of the Hepublican congressmen elected 

in the Bequoyah election, was the only one who stayed in ,iashing-
52 

ton and actively lor,bied for passage of a Sequoyah enabling a.ct. 

Hurray also stated that he and Haskell had been appointed on the 

committee of six 1,;1i th the four Congressmen because it vas intended 

that the first legislature of the proposed State would elect them 

as u. J. Senators, but that neither he nor Haslte.11 went with the 

group to iJashington tc a.id in urging passage of an enabling act. 

',lh it' h ·r . 11 t I, .. • - t 1 t 53 tv y ne ner . e nor hasirn wen .. , 11e t.D.a no re a e. 

On January 8, 1906, the first Jaclr.son Day dinner of the 

Democratic Party of 0.!.d.a.homa and Indian 'l'erri tory was held in 

Oklahoma City. s. M. ;.,utherford served as toastmaster, and 

Haskell, who was one of the pr1ncipal speali:ers, called for unity 

in the party organization f'or the two terrltories. 'I'he :fact that 

~~l Oscar Presley. row3:.er, The ilask.enl~hegi~, The Intimate 
lJJ'.!. . .Q!: Cbatlea. Na.:th,a,n1,el has,;re:;J J, PP• 5._-,9. 

-.. 52 i41lliam H. Murray to this writer, Jeptember 4, 1949. 

53 Ibid. 
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these two men had been two of the hardest worAers in the Sequoyah 

Convention, and l:.Ia.skell had even been vice-chairman, was pointed 

out in an editorial in the ~s_kogee 1-'hoeni& two days later. 54 It 

could hardly be forgotten by the paper• s readers that only nine 

days before, Congressman Murphy was complaining because of lack 

of support of Sequoyah lobbyists. Although it is difficult to set 

the date for the change from a live to a dead political issue, it 

is no doubt true that on the night Haskell called for a unified 

Democratic Party in Oklahoma and Indian Territories, the Sequoyah 

issue was dead. 

Eight days after the Jackson Day dinner referred to above, 

Senato:r Joseph b. Foraker, a Republican from Ohio, presented to 

the Senate the memorial and constitution prepared by the Sequoyah 

Constitutional Convention. It was referred to the Committee on 

Printing, and when printed, the memorial was twenty-seven pages 

long, its six exhibits twenty paces long, an(i the constitution was 

:forty pages long; a colored county map of the proposed state was 

attached.55 The memorial lists eight major reasons why Sequoyah 

should be admitted as a state; they are as follows: first, this 

reason was broken down into eleven different items such as area, 

population, etc.; second, under the laws and treaties of the 

United States; third, under precedents used in interpreting the 

51+ Mu.§kggee Phoenix, January 10, 19o6, P• 4, col. 2. It 
should be remembered that Haskell had been chosen as an alternate 
to the Oklahoma City Single Statehood Convention on July 12, 1905, 
and was reported to have agreed to pay certain expenses of the Sequo­
yah Constitutional Convention if the Indiari chiefs would agree to 
single statehood if Congress rejected separate statehood. 

55 SeP§te Doc§. No. 143, 59 Cong., 1 sess., ss. 1+912. 
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constitution; fourth, in the c-nsideration of the welfare and 

"true interests 11 of the country; fifth, political party pledges; 

sixth, the welfare of the Miss1.ss1ppi valley; the seventh and 

eighth reasons are quoted in full: 

Seventh: (a) Joint statehood with Olu.ahoma would violate 
the treaties of the United States and 1 ts 
contracts as to statehood and as to prohibi­
tion. 

(b) Would do violence to the wishes of the people 
of Sequoyah. 

(c) Would be contrary to the wishes of the people 
of u..ltlahoma. 

(d) \'.iould be against the :tnterests, sentiments, 
a.."1.d ideas oi' both communities. 

(e) Would violate every precedent in the admission 
of States, as Congress never in the history 
of the country have compelled the merger ot 
two States or of two Territories. 

Eighth: The cor1stitution herewith submitted represents 
the will of' the people of' the State of Sequoyah; the 
wishes of' a people who have been grossly misrepresented 
by a propaganda advocating a union with Oklahoma, in the 
prorn.otion of selfish interest, on behalf or the rail­
roads, the liquor traffic, arn .. bGtious tmm promoters, 
and professional politicians.5 

This introduction of the memorial with these eight ::reasons covered 

but two pa;__;es; theywre elaborated upon in the twenty-five pages 

of the memorial which folloved. The memorial was s.igned by 

Pleasant l 0 orter and Alexa...-ider Posey,.57 

The six exhibits were lettered from A to F. E:xhi bit A \aJa.S 

a p:eotest from the Cree.1c National CoW1cil to Congr·ess against 

single statehood, dated December 15, 1903. Exhibit B contained 

56 ~-, p. 2. 

57 ~., PP• 3-26. 
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the resolutions of the Eufaula Convention of May 21, 1903J a mem­

orial from the Cherokee Nation against single statehood, dated 

November 14, 1901; a letter to Congressman Edward L. Hamilton from 

Principal Chief Green McCurtain, a memorial to Congress from the 

Choctaw Nation against single statehood, both of the latter with­

out a date but from the context it may be assumed they were written 

1n October of 19035 and a letter to the Republican members of 

Congress from the ftepublican Territorial Committee of Oklahoma 

Territory- against single statehood, dated July 8, 1903. Exhibit 

C was a report of the Creek conference of July llt, 1905', held in 

Muskogee and authorizing Pleasant Porter to work for separate 

statehood and expressly opposing *'any scheme of alliance with the 

present citizens and Territory or Oklahoma. fl ••• Exhibit D was 

a resolution by the Choctaw National CouncU approving the Sequoyah 

Constitution. Exhibit E was a resolution by the Chickasaw National 

Council approving the Sequoyah Constitution. Exhibit F was a 

resolution by the Cherokee National Council approving the Sequoyah 

Constitution. 58 

The Sequoyah Constitution is a very lengthy document, being 

approximately thirty-five thousand words and second only in size 

to the constitution adopted by Oklahoma in 1907. It is made up 

or eighteen articles and two hundred and .seventy sections. William 

H. Murrq has written that soon after he moved to Indian Territo.cy 
5'9 

he decided that the Populist theories were largely correct. 

58 ~ ~., PP• 27-46. 

59 William II. Murray, ijemoia .Q.t. Gove:rngr Murray AM 4fU§ 
:§lstory .2£. OOalWM, P• 308. 
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Others of the cai."llni ttee that wrote the constitution no doubt were 

influenced just as strongly by Populism, for their work is largely 

Populist doctrine. The entire Sequoyah Constitution shows a lack 

of faith in the legislative branch of the state its writers were 

attempting to form. w. Brooke Graves has written that the decline 

in prestige of legislatures "has been due largely to the failure 

of the legislatures to respond to the trust imposed in them ••• 

Nowhere is this distrust exhibited mo.re clearly than in Articles 

III and XII, containing descriptions of the legislative branch 

and all of the divisions and boundaries of the state respectively. 

Much that was included in Article III could have been left for 

enactment as statutes or as rules by the legislature. Article XII, 

which contained almost six thousand words, described the boundaries 

of every county, senatorial, and circuit court district of the 

state besides a number of other provisions; only a very minor amount 

of what was in this article needed to have been included within the 

constitution. The county· boundaries were without doubt included 

w1 th the thought in mind of bringing out the vote by having a 

fight over the county seat in each locality. In general the 

Sequoyah Constitution followed the trend of that decade: it was 

long, detailed, harnessed and double-checked the legislature, and 

embodied much Populist doctrine. 

Among the many similarities between the sequoyah Constitution 

and the Oklahoma Constitution adopted in 1907, none stand out more 

clearly than the sections describing the official seal and the 

60 w. Brooke Graves, ,&nerisAO State Goyermq~~t P• 57. 
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county boundaries. Although Oklahoma was the forty-sixth state 

admitted to the Union, its constitution varied little from other 

state constitutions, except for the description of county bound-
61 

aries. The resemblance of the off1c1a1 seals described in the 

two constitutions is so close that it clearly shows the same person 

designed them. neverend A. Grant E:Vans, in designing the Great 

Seal of the State of Sequoyah placed a five pointed star in the 

center with one point at the bottom; each of the five points con­

tained the symbol from the seal of one of the five Civilized Tribes. 

The upper left band point contained the symbol from the Cherokee 

seal; the upper right hand point contained the symbol from the 

Creek sealJ the lower left hand point the symbol from the Choctaw 

seal; the lower right hand point the symbol from the Seminole 

seal; and the lowest point contained the symbol from the seal of 

the Chickasaw Nation. Between the two upper points was the figure 

of Sequoyah containing a tablet with the letters "A J J QC", 

meaning "We are Brethern." Between the points of the star were 

rorty-five other stars representing the other forty-five states of 
62 

the Union. The seal itself was designed by Evans and drawn by 

c. H. Sawyer. Of its presentation it was said: "The original. 

drawing when subrJ.itted to the committee was greeted with great 

enthusiasm and both Mr. b.vans and Hr. Sawyer were highly complimented 

on their work.u63 

61 F'rederick w. Blachly and Miriam E. 0a tman, Goyeil)JQfi!p.t ,gt 
5:lkl,AbQJIA, P• 19. 

62 §§pate Doe:e. No. 11+31..._5'9 Cong. 1 sess. ss. 4912, p. 82, 
Sequoyah Constitution, Art • .x.VI, Sec. !. .An erJarged copy of the 
seal is attached as Appendix L. 

63 Muskogee fhoetG•, September 6, 1905, P• 4, cols. 1-2. 
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In but one major policy did the Sequoyah Constitution differ 

from the Olu.ahoma Constitution; this was on the prohibition issue. 

Prohibition was to be the state law, but it was a modified forr.a 

of prohibition. It provided for the operation of a whiskey dis­

pensary in each county of the state to dispense liquor for medicinal 

purposes only. It was also provided that the possession of a 

federal liquor dealer's permit should be pr1ma facie evidence of 
64 

intention to violate the regulation. Although violation or this 

article was to be punishable by a fine of from $50 to $1,000 and by 

imprisonment of from sixty days to one year and one day, such 

violation was not to be considered under any condition a felony 

nor could such a violation ever prohibit one from holding an 

office of trust in the state.65 Such a prohibition article is 

hardly worthy of commendation, for it merely invited violation. 

In a thorough study of the constitution, Senator Foraker J)re­

sented to the Senate on January 16, 1906, one finds four major 

views expressed. The four are: first, the aiency theory, or, 

that the government of the state is merely the agent for a soverelgn 

people; second, the doctrine of separation of po11ers; third, the 

doctrine of checi{s and balances; and fourth, the doctrine of 

natural rights. The first and f ourt.i.11 of these doctrines are reiter­

ated throughout the entire constitution. 

64 se~te ~~ No. 143, 59 Cong., 1 sess., ss. ~912, PP• 81-
82, Sequoy~ Coffs't'I"tution, Art. xv, Sec. 2. 

65 
~., P• 49, Art. III, Sec. 9. 
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Seven days after Foraker's presentation of the Sequoyah 

memorial and constitution the majority and minority reports on 

H. H. 12707 were issued. 'Ibis bill was an omnibus bill providing 

for statehood for two states composed of Oklahoma and Indian 'Terri­

tories and Arizona and Mew Mexico •rerri tor1es. The portion of the 

minority report dealing with the first two territories stated in 

part, 

Oklahoma and Indian Territory are entitled to separate 
statehood, and we prefer that each should be admitted 
as a State, but being convinced that the people of the 
Indian 1'e.rritory prefer one State with Oklahoma, rather 
than no State, the mino~!ty reluctantly consent to vote 
1·or the measure • • • • 

The following day· the Muskogee Phoenix quoted an editorial from 

the §a1At LQW.§ Ht:Qyblie; part of 1 t read as follows: 

It has long been apparent that this Hepubliean Congress 
will give no heed to the promises of separate statehood 
by which the Indians of the Five Tribes were induced to 
surrender their tribal governments. But the Indians are 
powerless to e.nforee the bargains which Congress made 
with them, and organized government is absolutely necess­
ary to the whites who have gone, and are still fast going 
into the Territory.67 

On January 25, Senator Porter J. Mccumber of North Dakota, intro­

duced a bill providing for the admission of the State of Sequoyah.68 

His bill had come too late though, for it was already recognized 

by the minority report of the House of· B.epresentatives on H. n. 

12707 that such a bill had no chance of passage. 

66 Ro11sg heport No. 496, 59 Cong., l sess., ss. 49()6, P• 17. 

67 Hu§iogee Phoeaj,8 , January 24, 1906, P• 4, col. 2 .. 

68 Congres1!onal hecorg, 59 Cong., 1 sess., XL, 1527 • 
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Within less than five monthst on June 16, 19o6, President 

Hoosevelt signed the amended H. n. 12707 making Oklahoma and Indian 
69 

Territories a single state. Beveridge•s biographer, in writing 

or the signing of the enabling act, has quoted the ;wc}~P;o1is 
~ or June 17, 1906: 

When Hooseve1t signed the statehood bill, he reached 
across the table to grasp Beveridge' s hand and say: 
'Senator Beveridge, the congratulations are due you, 
and now with all my heart I congratulate you upon the 
great work finished and a great battle splendidly· 
fought. •70 

The fight referred to was not over 0.klahoma and Indian Territories, 

but over Beveridge's attempt to also form a state from Arizona. and 

New Mexico •. The latte1· provision had been deleted from the bill 

before its passage. Thus ended al]. hope for a separate state for 

· Indian Territory. 

69 !W•, 8743. 

7° Claude u. Bowers, £§!1ter.dge ~ the P.rogressive Era, PP• 
234-235. 
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C 0.NCLUSI Olf 

Witll the signing by President Hoosevelt of the enabling act 

on June 16, 1906, all opposition to a union of the two terri­

tories was effect! vely silenced. Since almost every ·writer on 

this phase of Oklahoma's history has credited the SequO"Jah Con­

stitutional Convention with aiding the passage of that single 

statehood act, it is we11 that one should determine how far this 

is true, and if so, why. In concluding this study, it should be 

shown why a separate statehood bill failed of passage by Congress 

and also other results of the Convention. 

The Sequoyah Constitutional Convention did show to Congress 

that the Indians 01' Indian Territory were capable of organizing 

a state government; at least it showed they could write a charter 

for such a government. While most of the constitution was not 

written by full-bloods, much of it was written by men of Indian 

blood. Members of Congress could have recognized this ability of 

the Indians prior to this time, if they had chosen, but since they 

did not, the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention dramatized this 

native Indian trait. 'l'his one convention proved to those Congress­

men who had doubted this Indian ability that their doubts were 

unfounded. 

In another and even more important way did the Sequoyah Con­

stitutional Convention aid 1n bringing single statehood. A number 
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of the leaders of the convention had agreed that if Congress would 

not grant statel1ood to Sequoyah then they would agree to muon 

\.:1th Oklahoma· Territory. Ihree or the principal Chiefs of the 

Five Civilized Tribes ha.ii sir;ned such an agreement with Charles 

N. Haskell in Muskogee on JuJ.y 18, 1905. To most Indians, and 

more especially to such a tower of strength as Chief Pleasant Porter, 

such an agreement could not honorably be broken. Thus when Forter 

saw the hopelessness of such a state as promised by Congress being 

formed, he acquiesced in silence. Haskell and William H. Hurray 

had. no doubt seen the same future for the proposed state even 

earlier than Chief Porter, for they did not even bother to go to 

Washington to help lobby for the object of their labors or several 

months. 

1tegardless of all the promises Congress might make, either in 

treaty form or as statutes, Congress itself is the fin.al judge as 

to whether it shall keep those promises.. If the promise made is 

with an equal power, it more than likely will h::eep it, but i:f the 

promise is made vii th a weak and helpless people, the chailCC;3 are 

that it will be kept only 1.f it is politically expedient. In the 

case of promises ma.de to the Five Civilized Tribes in both treaty 

and statute form relating to their right to forming a state, they 

were not kept because it was not expedient to do so. Angelo c. 
Scott has stated the issue very concisely when he wrote that the 

Hepublicans 

••• felt that a state created out of Indian Territory 
would always be Democratic and that Oklahoma would be at 
best doubtful, and didn't want alw-ays two and generally 
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four Democratic1United States senators from this section 
of the country. 

The Democratic senators could have filibustered the question and 

prevented lndian Territory from being joined with Oklahoma Terri­

tory, but they would not have been able to bring a bill for 

Sequoyah out of the committee headed by Senator Albert J. Beveridge, 

for had not Senator Beveridge written, "Certainly no bill making 

Indian Te1"ritory a state has the slightest chance of passa.ge.t•2 

Such a. bill would rtnve had to wait several years, but the condi­

tions in Indian Territory demanded immediate action. Thus all 

chance for a. separate statehood bill failed because the Hepublica.ns 

:feared it would mean :four Democratic senators and because the 

Democrats realized that the cnaotic conditions in Indian Territory 

demanded a state government, even if it was in union with Gkl.ahoma 

Territory. 

What were the other results of the Sequoyah Constitutional 

convention, both direct and indirect. There were three main 

results of that convention which have not been related here. They 

were: first, it formed the nucleus of a group that remained strong 

in Uklahoma politics for over thirty years after the convention 

adjourned; second, it prepared a model constitution for use by 

the Oklahoma Constitutional Convention held in Guthrie; and third, 

it succeeded, through the refusal of Congress to grant state-

hood to Sequoyah, in breaking down the strong vocal opposition of 

1 Angelo c. Scott, 'I'he Stoey gt Q!Qalloma ~, P• 126. 

2 Albert J. Beveridge to s. T. Bledsoe, Mu;J&9&ee Phgenii, 
October 13, 1905, p. 1, cols. 1-2. See Chapter IV, footnote No. 19. 
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the Indians to union with Oklahoma Territory. Each of these will 

be discussed separately. 

The leaders of the Jequoyah Constitutional "'onvention con­

trolled to a great extent the Oklahoma Constitutional Convention 

held soon after the pv.ssage of the enablin.g act. As for the state's 

first elected officials, it is coTim1on lmowledge that Charles Ii. 

Haskell, Hobert L. Owen, and vJilliam H. J:,1urray received three of 

the four highest political positions in the new state. w. W., 

Hastings was later elected as Congressman from the Second Congressional 

District a11.cl served in that capacity for a number of years. William 

H. Hurray later served as a Congressman and as Governor of Ohlahcri1a 

from 1931 to 1935. Even at the present time he is a force to deal 

with in the political campaigns of this state. Nu..11erous other 

leaders in the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention held minor offices 

in the state. 

The constitution written in Muskogee between August 21 and 

September 8, 1905, was no doubt of great aid to the framers oi' the 

Oklahoma Constitution. The similar! ties between the two documents 

are nu.i'ilerous. As already :mentioned in Chapter IV, the great seal 

and the 6.escription of the counties are almost identical in form. 

Other similarities which may be f ou11d by con1paring the two con-

s ti tution.s are: many of the county names in ea.stern Oklahoma are 

as shown in the Sequoyah Constitution; the bill of rights in the 

two closely resemble ea.ch other; the requirement of teaching agr1-

cul ture and domestic science in the public schools rna.y be found in 

ea.ch; the article form.ing the Corporation COJ:-nmission is quite 

similar in the two constitutions; and finally, and most important 
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or a.11, is the i:opulist spirit of distrusting the elected of'ficials 

which is embodied in both the Sequoyah and Oklahoma Constitutions. 

Effective Indian opposition to union w1 th Oklahoma Territory 

died out after Congress refused to grant the admission of Sequoyah. 

More than one writer has heralded this as a feat of which to 

boast, but it was in reality anything but that. Exeeptin£; the 

highly intelligent, vocal, and politically ambitious Indian of 

the Five Civilized Tribes, the Indian became apathetic over his 

condition. Added evidence was given the Indian to confirm his 

opinion that the white man would not keep his word even when written 

in laws and treaties. while it is true that some of the Indians 

became very active participants 1n the new state government, it 

is also true that more of them would probably have taken a greater 

part in a government formed exclusively over Indian Territory. 

There is reason to believe that an Indian state might have pro­

tected the Indians to a greater degree from the land sharks who 

preyed upon them during the first years of the State of Oklahoma• s 

existence. 

Thus the Sequoyah Constitutional ~onvention, as a chapter 

in the history of Oklahoma, was an important event. It marked the 

final culmination, in a spectacular form, o.f a tableau of broken 

treaties with a weak minority group in this country by the United 

States Government. There is a physical law that when a vessel is 

too small to contain the water within it, that the water will 

overflow and seek its own level; likewise, there is n natural law 

among men and nations that when one na.tion or people is stronger 

than its neighbor the stronger will overwhelm the weaker. This 
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natural law which ignores all treaties was exemplified by Congress 

when it rejected the bid :for statehood for the proposed State o'.! 

Sequoyah. 
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fXHIISIT I 

1 A true photostatic copy of map attached to page 198, Annual 
Heports of the Denartment of the Interior, 12,01+, lndian j\.ffairs, 
Part II. District No. 26 was formed from the lm-rnr half of 
District No. 21, but wus never shown on any published government 
map. 
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APPENDIX B 

LIST 0]' DELEGATES TD SEQUOYAH CONVENTION _.2 
AS REPOHTED BY NEWSPAPERS OF INDIAN TElihITOR::t-

Delegates 

No delegates elected 

L.B. Bell 
William P. Thompson 
Johnson Falling 
Webb Buffington 
James Yost 
Sam F. Parks 
Davis Hill 

Only known delegates: 

Robert L. Owen 
J. H • .Bartles 
J. A. Tilotson 

Dr. Emmett Starr 
Rev. w. Shanks 
Joe M. LaHay 
D. W. Lipe 
Dr. J. c. Bushyhead 
w. A. Musgrove 
w. E. Sanders 

Alternates 

James s. Davenport 
F'reeman Nidiffer 
William Howell 
D. w. c. Duncan 
J. J. Spencer 
w. H. Curtis 
Ben Hilderbrand 

Rev. J.P. Keller 
Rev. c. F. Mitchell 
Vann Chambers 
E. c. Alberty 
John Bullette 
E. w. Eaton 
J. F. Ryan 

2 
The names of the aforementioned delegates were found in 

various Indian Territory newspapers published in 1905. In all of 
the newspapers the name of the town in which the paper was pub­
lished is a pa.rt of the name of the paper except in the case of 
the~ CgllDU De31qcz:1t., which was published in Durant, Indian 
Territory. The newspapers in which are the names or the elected 
delegates are as follows, ~ County Democrat, August lli P• 1, 
col. l; CbJ.s.ka~ DaJ,J.Y Exp;e;u1, August 7, P• 4, col. l+; fc ~r&~! 
fr2g1r1, AuguF12, Supplement; ~ fd&Qreit,, August GP• 1, 
col. ; Mus*ggg fhoen!x, August o,p.· , cols. :lt; August 9 p. 
7, cols. 3- 1. August 10. , p. • 1. , col. l; August. 10, p. 7, col • .3; 
and .OCtober , P• 28, cols. 2-3; Q!Qlql.gee C~e{;tAi~, August 10, p. 
2, col. 4; Pay,l.1 NJ.ex Enterpr1,,,. August 2, P• '. col. 4; Pry21: cr,u C¢;taper, Augus. t 11! P• 1, col.. 3J ,{'y.:i;:cell. !l!S1S'.ket, August 
.12, !)• , cols. 1-2; §guJl M,cAJ,est1t ~Rital, August 17, P• 1t, col. 
6; and V;L.aj.tg Daily Chieftaia, August 21, p. 1, col. 4. 
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Del,egates 

Dr. W. T. Tilly 
s. H. Hayes 
A. L. Battenf'iel.d 
P.A. Byers 
Soggy Sanders 
J. c. Hogan 
Jam.es M. Keyes 

w. w. Hastings 
George w. Benge 
E.W. Buffington 
B. H. Whittaker 
K. G. Comfort 
A. S. Wyly 
A. B. Cunningham 

David M. Hodge 
Benjamin F. Marshall 
Theodore Potts 
G.D. Sleeper 
T. A. Parkinson 
Guy- Bowman 
Thom.as Everett 

Harry Campbell. 
F. H.. Brennan 
J. G. Davis 
W.W. Holder 
William A. Sapulpa 
li. G. Gregory 
Joseph Bruner 

Samuel. J. Haynes 
Charles E. Myers 
J. A. Roper {Negro) 
Moty Tiger 
Richard Hill (Iiegro) 
W. o. Hoyt 

John Phillips 

General Pleasant Porter 
s. M. Rutherford 
A. P. McKellop 
Cheesie McIntosh 
Leo F. Bennett 
Rev. A. Grant Evans 
Charles N. Haskell 

lll 

Alte;&:M,tes 

G. w. Mayes 
Dr .. G. W. Tilly 
h. L. Bledsoe 
w • .B. Johnaon 
Simon McKenzie 
E. Wright 
Drift llummingbird 

D. B. Cullan 
Thomas J. Wel.ch 
J. w. Duncan 
George M. Hughes 
w. H. Parris 
J. w. Heed 
L.B. Gritts 

Charles Drew 
Howard Willison 
B. S. Pl.umlee 
Alex Cobb 
Joe Ford 
Tom Bevert 
w. I. Nichol.son 

Jesse Allen 
A. E. McKellop 
Dump Berryhill 
W. C .. Collins 
Charles Whittaker 
W. L. Cheatham 
L. Berryman 

T. E. Proctor 
Alex Davis 
George Harveson 
R. s. Brown 
c. J. Shields 
.Hev. J. A • .A.ngerson 

(Negro) 
Morris Rentie (Negro) 

Connel.l Rogers 
Masterson Peyton 
J.P. Davidson (Negro) 
F. E. Butin 
Thomas H. Owen 
John H. Thomas 
E. A. DeMeules 
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D. M. Faulkner 
John R. Rogers 
J. o. Mccombs 
J. R. Kulmer 
s. L Cordon 
Thomas Proctor 
R. B. Choate 

George w. Grayson 
Cub McIntosh 
George w. Scott 
Saa Grayson 
Walter F. Fears 
J. Burdet 
J. B. Couch 
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John Gunter 
U. S. Idl.97 
c. c. Martin 
Thomas J. Carlyle 
w. a. Fanan 
F. Cornelius 
J. F. Shackleford 

&:!ward Julian 
Louis McG1lbray 
Daniel Scott 
Joe Smith 
J. c. Smock 
J. T. Primrose 
J. c. Belt 

Only six delegates and five alternates found. 

Gov. John F. Brown 
G. A. Alexander 
John Goat 
J. Kinkehee 
Johnson Tiger 
Alexander Richmond 

Jackson Brown 
Joe Smith 
Jim Alexander 
Coody Johnson 
Jeff Canard 

Only seven delegates and six alternates found. 

J.E. Reynolds 
w. H.. Harrison 
w. A. Welch, Jr. 
H. J. Fowler 
w .• A. Welch, sr. 
Peter Conser 
John J. Thomas 

James A. Smith 
R. s. Bridgman 
John w. Frederick. 
C. c. Mathis 
D. Thomas 
A. P. Harrison 

Thirty-five delegates were elected with no 
alternates being named from this district. 

Gov. Green McCurtain 
R. B. Rowley 
George Riddle 
John Savage 
Dudley B. Buell 
D. Jl. Haile7 
J. Henry Shepherd 
H. L. Haynes 
W. G.D. Hinds 
w. G. Wei.mer 
E. P. Hill 
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Del;eg1tes 

Ira L. Eubanks 
Jack Flaherty 
P. A. Vance 
Press s. Lester 
A. s. McKennon 
w. L. Woolsey 
J. H. Godfrey 
Henry P. Ward 
John Simson 
w. H.. Woodward 
E. H. Doyle 
H. B.. Coleman 
D. c. McCurtain 
George A. Mansfield 
B. F. Jobe 
u. s. Russell 
Preslie B. Cole 
Hampton Tucker 
Tony Kincannon 
G. E. Hartshorne 
A. B. Johnson 
Sol. H. Mackey 
w. D. Paxson 
Solomon J. Homer 

H. H. Vaughter 
G. C. Cunningham 
R.H. Bennett 
T. c. Walker 
Cent Walker 
Richard Floyd 
w. H. Lancaster 

.a. T. Jones 
Charles Baggs 
E. M. Moore 
w. n. Paul 
H. L. Nichols 
J. D. Murra,. 
Milas Lasater 

Joe Colbert 
A. L. h1ce 
.hyan Turnbull 
Jack Barnett 
Ben Lillard 
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Al terna te.s 

A. B. Swanson 
J. s. Kiser 
G. w. McClure 
w. James 
Will Barnes 
John Sharp 
W. H. L. Campbell 

No alternates found. 

No alternates found. 

lt cannot be determined which of the 
following were selected as delegates 
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Delts:ates sAJ.ternates 

lllt 

and as alternates from the 18th 
District, 

»nmett Victor 
James Budd 
Lawrence Batka 
N. B.. John.son 
James Tuttle 

Reford Bond 
II. B. Johnson 
BenJamin J. Vaughan 
R. M. Johnson 
c. B. Campbell 
George Beeler 
Ben Hampton 

Frank 0. 8m1 th 
William. Gilbert 
George Trent 
Will Bay' 
Sam Ray 
Joel Bail 
Walter cyan 

J. w. Johnson 
Andy Huteb.ings 
J. w. Massey 
G. W. Young 
William Warren 
. Charles D. Carter 
Charles Hare 

R. L. Muldrow 
x. K. Whitthorn 
George w. Dudley 
Dr. Sk1llean (no first 

name given) 
M. v. Chea<.lle 
J,. Hamp Willis 
William H. Murray 

Henry Bond 
J. s. Fulton 
Charles La.Flore 
Paul B. Smith 
William Bassett 
D. N. Robb 
A. T .. West 

No alternates found. 

No alternates found. 

John Thomas 
c. w. Henderson 
Fred Schoeppe 
J. H. Ward 
John Criner 
John Hutchins 
Mr .• Cornish (no first 

name given) 

Leonard John.son 
George w. Burris 
P. s .. Moseley 
J. w. Parker 

John P. Young 
Dr. A.G. Cramf'ield 
William Rennie 

J. D. Catlin 
Joe Self 
fl.. w. Harrison 
Calvin Allison 
c. A. Skeen 
Boone Williams 
George T. Ralls 
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Delegates 

J.B. Jeter 
A. J. A.mote 
w. w. Wilson 
P. J. Hudson 
J. A. Lovett 
w. Y. Webb 
Barney Noel 

J.M. Webb 
Tom Hunter 
Sam w. Maytubbee 
James Culberson 
Eli Perry 
Solomon J. Homer3 
J. R. Rappolee 

Only known delegates: 
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John Ls.racy 
w. H. Isherwood 
Lem W. Oakes 
L. W. Cobb 
J. w. Baird 
Jobn Cooke 
William Ellis 

C. A. Bilbo 
w. D. K:iersey 
A. B. McCoy 
Clarence Walden 
s. T. Bentley 
w. G. Ward 
w. J. Killion 

w. H. H. Keltner 
T. D. TallUerro 
J. T. Case 

3 
Solomon J. Homer was listed according to current newspapers 

as representing both the 15th and the 25th Districts. 
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APPENDIX C 

OFFICERS OF THE SEQUOYAH CONSTITUTIONAL 

C ONVENTI Oil+ 

Chairman • •• ••·••••••• D. C. McCurtain 

Secret&r7 ••••••••••• ile.mnder Posey 

Reporter•••••••••••• J. o. Bennett 

Stenographer•••••••• D. J. Dickey 

.ftmaoent Oltl>ABI 
Chairman. •••••••••••• General Pleasant Porter 

Vice-Chairman••••••• Charles N. Haskell 

Secretary••••••••••• Alexander Posey 

Assistant Secretaries W1lliam H. Paul 
James Culberson 
A. B. CUnninghaJB 
James A. Norman. 

Sergeant at Arms •••• Robert N1eho1s 

Assistant sergeant 
at Arms••••••••••••• Fred Wiswell. 

Official Reporter••• B. B. Doyle 

Cf:t1c1al Stenographer D. J. Dieke7· 

Muskogee Phoenu;, August 22, 1905, p. 1, cols. 1-3. 
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COMMI'XTEES APPOINTED, OTHER TH.AN CONSTITUTIOlf, 

CAMPAIGN, AND FINANCE COMMIT'l'EES5 

Camnittee on Credentials 

Committee on Permanent 
Organization, Bu.le$, 
and Order of Business 

Comm! ttee on Investigation 
of Atoka Delegation 

Committee to Select 
Speakers to Address 
Convention 

Committee to Work for 
Passage or Enabling 
A.ct 

the 

General Pleasant Porter, Chief of the 
Creek Nation 

Green. McCurtain, Chief of the Choctaw 
Nation 

John F. Brown, Chief ot the Seminole 
:Nation 

William c. Rogers, Chief of the Chero­
kee lfaticm. 

Charles Baggs, Chickasaw Bat1on 
u. s. Russell, Ch«:taw liat1on 
.Alexander Richmond, Seminole Bation 
s. M. Rutherford, Creek NatiOA 
J. c. Bushyhead, Cherokee Nation 
J'oe M. LaHay, Quapaw Reservation 

G. A. Melton 
Joe M. LaHay 
Charles LaFlore 

Charles I. Haskell, 
Joe M. LaHay 
William H. Murrq 
u. s.. Russell 
w. w. Hastings 

D. M. Hailey 
George w. Benge 
w. w. Hastings 
William P. Thanpson 
s. H. Hayes 
W. A. Welch 

Chairman 

5 Mu§lsogee fAAtP11i, August 22, l.905, P• 1, cols. 2, l+-65 
August 23, 1905, p. l, col. 3; August 21+ 1 p. 7, col. 4J September 
B, 190;, P• 11 col. ll September 9, 190,, P• 1, col.. 2; and October 
1, 1905, P• 2,, col. • · 



Committee to Work for 
Passage of Enabling 
Act, continued 

Committee to Bear the 
Memorial and Constitu­
tion to Congress 

Conni ttee to Iiomi na te the 
Four Congressmen 

APPENI'IX D 

Cheesie McIntosh 
Solomon J., Homer 
D. M. Faulkner 
J. G.., McCombs 
H. C. Bash 
J. Henry Shepherd 
F. h. Brennan 
Leo F. Bennett 
Rev. A. Grant Evans 
Charles Baggs 
o. D. Sleeper 
Silas Armstrong 
Theodore Potts 
George w. Scott 

Char lea .tJ·. Haskell 
William R. Murray 
Jahn R. Thoma.a 
D. C. McCUrta1n 
Joe M. LaHay 
C. L. Long 

John Bullette, Chairman 
Members were not listed. 
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APPENDIX E 

COMMITTEE ON CO?lS1'ITUTIOI, ITS Cii'FICERS, AND 

1is·sUBCOMMITl'EES6 

Chair:man•••••••••••••••••W• w • .Has.tings 
Vice-Cba.trman ............. John R. !homu 
Seeretary •••••••••••••••• A .. Grant Evana 
Assistant Secretary •••••• P. A. Bye:rs 

ll9 

Appointed by District Delegatio.rlf 

1. Ho delegation 

Appointed by Chairman Porter 

Cheesie McIntosh 
2. James s. Davenport 
3 Robert L., . Owen 4: John Bul.l:ette 
5 .. 
6. 
7. a. 
9. 

10. 
u. 
12. 
13. 
14. 1,. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 

i: 2;. 
26. 

W. T. 11lly 
w. w. Hastings 
Theodore Petts 
F. R.. Brennan 
George Harveson 
Jobn R. Thomas 
J. o. Mccombs 
George w. Grayson 
John F • Brown 
W. A. Welch 
n. B. Co1eman 
T.. C. Walker 
E. M. Moore 
Joe Colbert 
Ben;!amin J. Vaughan 
Franko. Smith 
Andy Hutchings 
William H. Murray 
D. B. Robb 
P. J. Hudson 
Solomon J. Homer 
w. H. H. Keltner 

David M .. Hodge 
Joe M. La.Hay 
William P. tbompson 
L.B. Bell 
George w. Benge 
Thanas J. Carlyle 
George w. Scott 
J. M. Webb 
Charles Baggs 
J. Hamp Willi.& 
J. Henry Shepherd 
Masterson Peyton 
Leo F~ Bennett 
Connell Rogers 
ThOJD&S H. Olien 
s. M. Rutherford 
A. S. Mc.Kennon 
D. c. McCurtain 
D. M. Hailq 
William. A. Sapulpa 
B. H. \M ttaker 
Richard Hill 
Gu,- Bowman 
R. w. Harrison 
P.A. Byers 

P.A.. Byers was appointed to fill vacancy created by illness of' 
J. Hamp wuus. 



APPENDIX E 

Subcommittee to Recommend Appointment or Subcommittees 

Charles N. Haskell 
Robert L. Owen 
David M. Hodge 

Subcommittee to meet with the Finance Committee 

Cheesie McIntosh 
Connell Rogers 
William H. Murray 

SUBCOMMITTEES FOR DRAFTING THE CONSTITUTION AND THEIR MEETING PLACES IN MUSKOGEE 

Qomm.~tge, . Cb1t£mlll 

Preamble, Declaration of Robert L. Owen 
Rights and Powers of 
Government 

County Boundaries, County Leo F. Bennett 
Seats, and Enumeration 
or Population 

Legislative and Executive Thomas H. 0wen 
Department 

Judicial Department John H. Thomas 

~!ti .. 

George w. Grayson 
Solem.on J • Homer 
E. M• Moore 
Guy Bowman 

D. c. McCurtain 
George w. Benge 
William H. Murray 
Joe M. LaHay 

Theodore Potts 
George W, Scott 
Joe Colbert 
John H. Thomas 

William P. Thompson 
Charles Baggs 
Masterson Peyton 
s. M. Rutherford 

M@S\t:lc~n& PJ.aee 
2d Room of Commer• 

cial Club 

3d Room ot Commer­
cial Club 

Of'tice of Bailey & 
Owen, English 
Block 

Of f1ce of Thomas & 
Foreman, Turner 
Hardware Build• 
ing 

I-' 
t\) 

0 



cattlu 
F.ducation 

Militia and Minor 
.Ad.minis tra:tive 
Departments 

Corporations 

surrrage• Election and 
Preservation o! Purity 
of Government 

Rights and Exemptions 
ot Property 

Finance and Revenue 

APPENDIX B 

2t!l1.DIP M!Jibul 
J. Henry Shepherd Cheea1e McIntosh 

Benjamin J. Vaughan 
n. B. Coleman 

D. M. Hailey 

J. M+ Webb 

Connell Hogers 
John Bullette 
F. R. Brennan 
Frank o. Saith 

James s. Davenport Thomas H. Owen 
J. G., McComb• 
Andy Hutchings 
Richard Hill 

Joe M. La.Hay 

J obn F. Brown 

David M. Hodge 

David M. Hodge 
W. A. Welch 
B. a. Whittaker 
P • J. Itudson 

s. M. Rutherford 
L.B. Dell 
w. T. Tilly 
T. c. Walker 

John F, Brown 
!homa.s J. Carlyle 
w. H. H, Keltner 
R. w. Harrison 

Miscellaneous Provisions A. s. McKennon D, N. Robb 
Including constitutional 
.tm.endment~ and Prohibition 

George Harveson 
P.A. Byers 
w. A. Sapulpa 

111t.ac tl.111 
Prohibition State• 

hood Office, Iowa 
Building 

Office of Peyton• 
Barr1son1 ~ Blair• 
Masonic BU.llding 

otf1ce of Bailey & 
OWen, English 
Block 

Of'fioe of Hutchings 
& .Murphy, Indianola 
Building 

Office of Cravens, 
Rutherford & 
Cravens, English 
Block 

Hoek Island Trust 
Office, Iowa Build­
ing 

Thom.as Sanson's 
Office, Masonic 
Building 

E 



.APPEIDIX B 

Subcommittee on Redrafting and &liting Constitution After Subcommittee Reports Were Made 

Charles B. Haskell 
John n. fhomaa 
William H. Murrq 
Rev. A. Grant Evan.s 
Solomqn J.. Homer 

Five members served on two subcommittees, they veret John F. Brown., David M. Hodge, Joe 
x. LaBa.7, Thanas II. Oven, and John R. Thomas. 

ij 



APPENDIX F 

COMMITTEE ON CAMPAIGN7 

Chairman •••••••• H. G. Baker 
Vice-Chairman ••• John R. Thomas 
Seeretary ••••••• Jaraes G. Bennett 

123 

One member was chosen by each recording district delegation: 

District 

l 
2 

~ 
g 
6 
9 

10 
11 
12 

N 
15' 
16 ~, 
19 
20 
21 
22 

~~ 
25 
26 

Member 

Bo delegation 
William P. Thompson 
J. A. Tilotson 
J.C. Busbyhead 
s. H. Mayes 
A. S. vtyly 
Guy Bowman 
W. w. Holder 
J. A. Roper 
Rev. A. Grant Evans 
J. F. Shackler ord 
J.B. Couch 
G. A. Alexander 
John w. Frederick 
D. c. McCurtain 
w. H. Campbell 
Milas Lasater 
Ben Lillard 
H.B. Johnson 
William Gilbert 
William. Warren 
'l. K. Whit thorn 
Paul B. Smith 
Lem w. Oaks 
Sam w. Maytubbee 
T. D. Tal.liferro 

Advisory Board 

u. s. Russell William H. Murray 
George w. Scott J.B. Couch 
J. F. Shackleford Benjamin F. Marshall 

Chairman Eaker and Secretary Bennett were not members of the conven­
tion. 

7 Mlla;ko1ee Phoe§x, August 23, 1905, p. 5', cols. 2-3; and 
October 1, 19051 p. 2, col. 6. 



APPENDIX G 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCES 

Chairman •••••••• s. K. Cordon 
Seeretar)r •••••••• C. E. Myers 
'freasurer •••••••• E. A. De.Mettles 

121+ 

One member was chosen by each recording district delegation: 

District 

l 

Member 

Bo delegation 
Sam F. Parks 
J.H. Bartles 
w. E. Sanders 
J. c. Hogan 

2 

~ 
g 
~ 
9 

10 
11 
12 

N 
15 
16 

ih 
19 
20 
21 
22 

~ 
25 
26 

E. w. Buffington 
G. D. Sleeper 
Joseph Bruner 
Charles E. Myers 
E. A. DeMeules 
s. L Cordon 
J. Burdet 
Johnson Tiger 
J.E. heynolds 
Henry P. 'ward 
R.H. Vaughter 
J. D. Murray 
E. Burfield 
R. M. Johnson 
George Trent 
G. w. Young 
H. L. Muldrow 
Charles La.Flore 
w. w. Wilson 
J. M. Webb 
J. T. Case 

Auditing Subcommittee 

J. Burdet 
E. w. Butrington 
a. D. Sleeper 

8 Muskogee Ph9fll1~, August 23, 1905, p. 5, col. 2; August 
21+, p. ?, col. 31 and August 30, p. 8, col.~. 



APPENDIX H 

SDPHEHE ELECTIOH BOAliD9 

Chairman •••••.•••••• D. N. nobb 

Vice-Chairman ••••••• A. B. Cunningham 

Secretary ••••••••••• Carl Pursel 

Member ............... David M. Hodge 

D. N. Hobb and I:avid M. Hodge -were Republicans, while 

A. B. Cunningham and Carl lJursel were Democrats. 

9 MY§kQgH Phoeni.x., September 9, 1905, p. 1, col. 2. 
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FOBM OF BALLu,t10 

Indian Territory, Proposed State of Sequoyah 
For Ratification or Constitution 

Yes 

?io 

For County Seat of •••••••• County 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
For Congressman at Large to represent the State 
of Sequoyah in the 59th Congress of the United 
States, from the date of admission of this States 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • 
(Note--The voter, on the ratification or rejec­
tion or the Constitution, will vote either "yes" 
or •r.o", distinctly erasing the other. If, the 
voter votes 11no•, that is, ror the rejection or 
the whole Constitution, he will ignore the re­
mainder of the ticket. If the elector votes "yes" 
on the ratification of the Constitution, he may 
vote for the town of his choice tor county seat 
of the county designated, and for four represent­
atives of his choice for Congressmen, in all 
eases erasing all words and names for which he 
does not desire to vote.) 

126 

lO Mµu;ogeg fb,oen16 , September 8, 1905, p. 5, col. 3. This 
form of the ballot used is an exact reproduction as to form and 
spelling. 
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APPENDIX J 

SEQUOYAlr1 

by J. s. Holden 

The Cadmus of his race-­

A man without a peer; 

Be stood alone-his genius shone 

Throughout the Hemisphere. 

Untutored, yet so great1 

Grand and alone his fame--

Yes, grand and great--the ruture state 

Should bear Sequoyah's name. 

In ages yet to come, 

When his lfation has a place, 

His name shall live in history's page, 

The grandest of his race. 

Muskog2e Pbpeq11:, August 31, 1905, P• 6, col.>+. 
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APPENDIX 112 

12 This is ,u1 enlarged photostat i c copy of the seal srtuwn 
on ths ~~p (f the pro,osed dtato of Sequoyah attachsd to the con­
stJ_~Llticn oi the pro1Josea stat e , .:~onate Docs . no . 1L.3 , 59 Con,_ . • l 
Se ~·' cs "c)-1° 'I'he rn"p ,.r~s a er·, Qr>ea1 count-y map ~,-,c ·0 -1 c.--·-tc·t -.--:, .) • ' u • ~ . C e _,..,,.,, 1/V d. • ~ .... .1 ..l.. ..i.. !-. ' 0. J. .1 ~ ' C\.1 , 1'-L · .-

s i ~ hotosta t tc co~y i3 clttacLed as Appendix K. 
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Sibl1ographieal Note 
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The major portion of the material used in preparation o'E this 

thesis was !ran two sources& United States Government Doeumenta 

and local newspapers. All of the documents used were on file 1n 

the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College Library, and all 

of the newspapers used were on file 1n the Newspaper Collection, 

Oklahoma Historical Society. 

Since the reader has of course already observed that there is 

considerable use of bibliographical footnotes throughout the work, 

it bas been deemed wise to om.it annotating each entry throughout 

the bibl.J.ography. The writer has included in this bibliography the 

subject of each Senate or House Document used, the name and year of 

each case cited from they.§.. Jle"Qo:r;ts, the use made or most ot 

the other government documents cited, and has separated the important 

secondary works from the others and fin.ally it should be noted that 

he bas called attention to particular items included which seem 

to him to be worthy or especial note. 

The form followed in this bibliography is that used in the 

following works 1 

Gitti~er, hoy, i':t\e f2tMti9Q st: Ia!. St1k 9t OkJeh9me, 
:J,80J-J329.• Norman, Oklahoma I The University at Oklahoma 
Press, 1939. 

Hockett, Homer Carey,. Intreguctign IQ ue,:am 1'l i\m1r­
•• i'Lli9U• 2 edition.New York: The · cmi an Company, 
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Pomeroy, Earl s., ~ :t'.S:?rritor;Les s;I. the Unite_g_ States, 
~-JJi22. Published by the American Historical Associa­
tion as the prize-winning study of Albert J. Beveridge 
lioundation Fund and co1Jyri;;hted by the Association in 191+7. 
Philadelphia: The University of Pennsylvania Press, 1947. 

Chapman, B. B., The bounding .2!: Sti11J(&ter, A~ Studx 
JJ:!. Okl§:bQmJa Histon;. Copyrighted by the Research Founda­
tion, Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College, 1948. 
Oklahoma City: Times Journal Publishing Company, 1948. 

As Professor Hockett has written on page 126 of his Introdyct1on 

.t.Q Research .in Amer;J,c,m tjistory, cited above, 11 Probably no two 

bibliographies can be classified on exactly the same plan, because 

the character of the materials and their grouping varies with the 

subject and purpose. •1 It has been with that thought in mind that 

the writer has followed the farms of the bibliographies of the 

above four works. l-'rofessor Gitt1nger's work has been followed, 

for it has been a standard reference for over thirty years; 

frofessor llockett•s, for it is the textbook on Historiography used 

in the History Department at this institution; Professor Pomeroy's 

prize-winning study, for it was published by the American 

Historical .Association, the highest authority on form for the 

historian in the United States; and l'rofessor Chapman1s work 

was followed, for it is the only study in Oklahoma History which 

has been published by the H.esearch Foundation of this institution. 

The bibliography of' sources used in preparing this thesis 

:followss 



UNITED STATES HEC0RDS 

Congressional Documents 
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House Documents, 58 Cong. 2 ses~., no. lul, ss. 4671: 
nMemoria.l of General Council of Choctaw Nation in rela­

tion to statehood for Indian Territory. 11 December 14, 1903. 

Hous,e Miscell,s1neoy1 rocuments, 45 Cong. 2 sess., no. 32, ss. 
18151 

"Memorial from an Indian Delegation protesting against 
passage of the bill, or any kindred measure, providing for a 
Delegate in Congress to represent the Indian Territory." F'ebruary 
25, 1878. 

49 Cong. l sess. 1 no. 15, part 2, ss. 2432: 
"Annual .deport of the Board of ... tegents of the Smithsonian 

Institution to July, 1g85.n Used only that part of the Appendix 
to the Report which covered Indian 'l'erritory conditions, or paces 
853-8?9. 

~e heyort~h 57 Cong. l sess. i? no. 956, ss. lt402: 
"Report from Committee on territories, favoring H. 12268, 

to create ':i.'erri tory of Jefferson out of. Indian Territory • 11 March 
14, 1902. 

58 Cong. 2 sess., no. 233 5, ss.. 4583: 
, 0 Report from Committee on Territories, favoring H. 14749, 
to enable Oltlahoma and Indian Territory and New Mexico and Arizona 
to be admitted into the Union; with views of the zninority. 11 April 
8, 1904. 

59 Cong. 1 sess. 7 no. 496, ss. 4906: 
nReport from Cammi ttee on 'l'erri tori es, f a.voring II. 1270?, 

to enable Oklahoma and Indian Territory and New ilexico and .Arizona 
to be admitted into the Un1on; with views of minority." January 
23, 19o6. 

3i'3Wai't~ Dgcwq~n,:!;,§,, 54 Cong. 1 sess., no. 1132, ss. 3353: 
uArgwnent by Judge A. s. licKennon beiore House Comm:Lttee 

on Indian Affairs, relative to affairs in ':t'erritory, with other 
papers, and Senate docwnent 12, ..:£eport of' Dawes Co1~n11ission. n 
March 2li-, 1896. 

5li- Cong. 2 sess. , no. 9lt, ss. 3l1,69: 
"Agreement between Choctaw Nation and Five Civilized 

'.fribes Commission.tt January 27, 1897. 

55 Cong. l sess., no. 93, ss. 3562: 
1tAgreements between Choctaw and Chickasaw Nations and 

Five Civilized Tril.,es Commission." Hay 19, 1897. 
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55 Cong. 2 sess, no. 78, ss. 3593: 
"Agreements between Creek and Sem1no1e Nations and Five 

Civilized Tribes Commission." January 2l., 1898. 

15 Cong. 2 sess., no. 88, ss. 3593: 
"Agreement between Cherokee Nation and Five Civilized 

Tribes Commission." January 28, 1899. 

5? Cong. 2 seas., no. 36, ss. 4420t 
"New statehood bill, hearings before subcommittee of the 

Senate Territories Committee on November 12-2lt-, 1902, and before 
committee June 28 and 30 and December 4-, 1902, on H. 125>+31 to 
enable ata.ahoma, A.rizona1_and New Mexico to be admitted to the 
Union.•• December 10, 1902. 

;8 Cong. 2 seas,. t no. 194, ss. 1+591: 
11Memor1al of Women's Christian Temperance Union of 

United States against s. 3625 and H. 10010, having for the~r pur­
pose admission or Indian Territory and Oklati.oma as one State, 
unless sale of intoxicants therein is prohibited.n March 9, 1901+. 
$9 Cong. sp sess of Senate, no. 5, ss. 4-910: 

t1Brief' statement of reasons why prohibition or liquor 
traffic should be continued policy in Territory af'ter inauguration 
of' statehood." March 1;, 1905. 

;9 Cong. l seas., !:1,0• 143, ss. 4912: 
"Hemor1a..1. from citizens or Indian Territory, praying 

tor admission into t.he Union and presenting form of constitution 
tor proposed State, to be known as State of Sequoyah.'1 January 
16, 19()6. 

SenaH Executive Dgcum§ts, 41 Cong. 3 sess., no. 26, ss. 
1l+lto1 . 

nnie proceedings of the council of Indian tribes held 
at Ocmulgee in December, 1870.11 January 30, 1871. 

41 Cong. 3 sess., no. 39, ss. 14401 
"The second annual report of the Board of Indian Commission­

ers as to the condition of the Indians." February 10, 1871. 

Sem,:B) KJ.sc911M:eous tocumenq, l+-1 Cong. 2 sess., no. 76, 
ss. 1468i 

"Remonstration by Creek Nation against · the organi.zatioa 
of a territorial form of government for the Indian Territory." 
March a, 1870. 

41 Cong. 2 ses.s., no. 90, ss. 14081 
"Remonstration by Choctaw Nation against passage o£ 

certain bills concerning the Indian tribes." March 18, 1870. 

~l Cong. 2 sess., no. 92, ss. 1408: 
"Protesting against passage or the bill 'To provide tor 

carrying into effect the provisions of a treaty concluded between 
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the trnited States and the Cherokee Nation of Indians, July 19, 
1866;• March 21, 1870. 

ltl Cong. 2 sess., no. llt-3, ss. 1>+08: 
•A memorial remonstrating against the passage ot the b111 

to organize the Territory of Ok1ahoma, conso11date the Indian tribes 
under a terr! torial government, and carry out the provisions or 
the treaties of 1866 with certain Indian tribes.n May 23, 1870. 

1+2 Cong. 2 sess., no. ;2, ss. 1481: 
"Hemoria1 by Choctaw Nation of Indians against establish­

ment or a territorial government over their country. u January 31, 
1872. 

42 Cong .. 2 sess., no. 87, ss. 14821 
"ResoJ.ution by Rhod• Island Legi.sla ture requesting their 

Sena.tors and .Representatives to use their influence against pass­
age of any law which will interfere.with tl;le present oocup._7 of 
the Indian Terri to17 by 1 ts inhabitants." February 23, 1872. 

lt-2 Cong. 2 sess., no. 110, ss. ll+82: 
, uResolution by Haine Legislature in favor or taithtul. 

observance of treaties made with the Indian Tribes." March 8, 
1872. 

1+3 Cong. 2 sess.1 no. 31!_, ss. 1630, 
· . ttMemor al ~ Choctaw citizens against establishment of 

a Territorial government for the Indian Territory." January 15, 
187;. . 
43 Cang._2 sess., !J,O• 66, ss. 16301 

"M.emorl.al. o:f Cherokee citizens against establishment of 
a Terri tori&l government over them." :February 2, 187;. .. 

43 Cong. 2 sess.1 no. 72, ss .. 1630: . 
"Memor al of Osage Indians against establishment ar a 

Territorial gov•rnaent of the United States over the Indian Na­
tions." February 9, 1875. 

4; Cong .. 2 se$s .. t no. 81 ss. 1785: . . 
"Memorl.al of Choctaw Indians against passage ot Senate 

bill to enable Indians to become citizens." DecenibeT 10, _ 1877. 

lt-5 Cong. 2 seas., no. 18, ss. 1785: 
"Memor1.al ot Seminole and Creek citizens against passage 

of Sewite bill lUl, to enable In41ans to become citiaena of the 
United States." Ja..nuary lli-, 1873. 

l+-6 Cong. 2 sess. 1 no~ ~1, ss. 1890, 
ttMemorl.al by Indian delegates against the passage ~ 

an aet prov1dillg for the organization of a United States Terr!.­
torial governme:p.t.over the Indian country." February 16, 1880. 
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53 Cong .• 3 sess., no. 24, ss. 3281: 
ttReport of Dawes Commission to 'Five Civilized Tribes." 

December 10, 1894-. 

im&icf W°{ts, lf.l Cong. 2 sess.1 no. 1311 sa. 14()91 
~por recommending consol dation of certain Indian 

tribes under a territori.al government, with the name of the terri­
tory o£ Oklahoma. tt April 27, 1870. 

41 Cong. 3 sess. 1 no. 336, ss. 1443, 
*'Report favorable to the adoption of a government for 

the Indian Territory similar in most respects to that of the .other 
Territories.° February l, 1871. 

1t2 Cong. 3 sesa., no. lt7~1 ss. 15501 
"Report favoraJ:>J.e to the organization of the Territory 

of Oklahoma." February 20, 1873. 

· 57 Cong. 2 sess., no. 22o6, ss. lt410i 
"Report or the Committee on Territories, the minority 

report of that committee and a special repo1•t of M. s. Quay1 as a 
member of the Committee on Territories, 011 H. 12;>+3! to enable 
Oklahoma, Arizona, and New Mex1co to be admitted 1n o the Union. u 
December 10, 1902. 

Congressional. Records 

~ss~, containing the debates and Proceedings. 
108 vo\imes. Was~ .iig'ton, l83lt--l87J. Used volumes XLII and XI.III. 

~DIDl,foi!lf~Jr.Ptft, con. ta1ni. ng the Proeeedings and Deba. tes. 
9S vo1umes . · ·. · • ash1ngton!J:~?3-19't-9. Used the f'ollowing 
volumes, hl, XXIII, xxgir1c:x:v!_2 II, XXX, rm, XXXIII, xx.xv, 
.XXXVI, XX.XVII, rnIII, X, xi.. 

Laws of the United Statea 

· Ui>l\d it&W .~ 1.1.J.A.uA... 63 volumes. Boston: Little, 
Brown., and Compan,-, · ·a.rid Washington• Government Printing Office, 
l8lt-5'-J.9lt-9. Used volumes nv, XVI, DCIV, xxv, XXVI, XXVII, XXIX, 
XXX, DXI, XXXII, and XXXIII. 

Reports of Judicial Proceedings 

Up11ilflats iJDd' Cases in the Supreme Court as shown, 
the Kansas -iana, ace ?56 (1867), Stephens v. Cherokee 
llatJ.on, 174 US 1+86 (1899}, Fleming v. McCurtain, 215 us 57 <1909), 
and Missotn1.1 .. 1tansa.s, and Texas Railway Company v. United States, 
235 US 37 (l~llt-). 
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Census .. Reports 

The following Census Reports were used to show the ex.tent of 
population, num.ber or towns, and amount of buaines• in Indian 
Territory from 1890 to 19001 

Atwact .9f. ~ El.ftYSta Cc!Mfft,la22, 2 Edition. Washing­
ton, overnment Printing ottiee, · ~. 

ft'YtAtll Cenag. ,9L ~ PAl:N; Sta\9§, J.822, Volume X, Report 
on Ind ans Taxed and lndlaiis Bot axed in the United States .• 
Washington, Government Printing otfiee, 1894. 

~li ~-.Qt~ Uaiteg Statfs, liQQ, Volume I, Popula .. 
t1on, Par • Wa.sh1ngtotu United Sta es Census Qff1ce, 1901. 

XDUt.Q CtDAYi .9.t 1111. ~~· :i,gqo, Volume II, Popul.a.• 
tion, Part II. Washlngtont.· ~tates Census Office, 1902. 

Ilffi}ttat\ C&11A 9Z. *- J.llltltl §y~ J.90Q1 Volume VIII 
Manufactures, Part II; Wash!ngton:!ed States Census o.h'iee, 
1902. . 

Indian Affairs Reports 

t=•J. ~ JiL twL Gfflf'S~ JiL IwU,WJ.~~ tlit. 1-a: st~=~M'&2l• F VO ume.s. Washington,~ ~191+9. 
sed ~ n JMµ"tiC . ar. the Reports for the following years t 1891, 1892 t 

1893, 1896, 1897 •· 1898, 1899, 1900, and 1902. 

Kapp.ler1 Charles .J., compiler and editor, I11AP AftfitJt 
L&n la1, 41:MMu, 2 Edition, 2 volumes., Senate oeuaents, ts 
Cong. 2 sess.1 no. 319, ss •. ft.623 and lt62'+. Referred to post-Civil 
War treaties between United States and Five Civilued Tribes. 

!err1tor1al GOYernor•s Reports 

6MM1 ~ .at .tu. sasnka At 1l11l Ia~,z:~~ 101 voiumes. 
Wa.shing'ton.&~~91+9. ---U.ed 1n particular the vol.1118S showing 
the report& ot the Governor o~ Oklahaaa Territory in 1896, 1891, 
1898! 1901, 1902, 1903, and 190lt as they mq pertain to Indian 
Terr tory •. 

Papers of the Presidents 

Rlcbartlson, James n., compiler, A ~ompi.J&tiQD at 1QI. HIIIMY 
._ ~ ·.9L ~ fttl~tAil• ll volumes. Ws.sh1ngton: Bureau. of 
lati-Uteratiire, 19 3. Used volumes VI-XI for messages c4 
Presidents Grant, &,.es, Garfield, Arthur, Cleveland, Harrison, 
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KeXinley, and Theodore lloosevel t which may pertain to Indian Terri­
t017. 

Miscellaneous Government Publications 

.lbeJ.. .Annie H., •Proposals For An Indian State, 1778-1878." 
APRMl ., J1.t ~ Alis1&M R1.stqrlpl . 411wa1saia, .llQZ.. . 2 
volumes;~~uae I. We.shingtona Government Printing Oll!ce, 19()8. 

N~saJ. DtJ:t.ct~ .!.lt lllA aw:1sa Hgpa:,11, l.ZZ!t.-l222• 
Washington• overnment nting ------ottiee, 192 • 

. Mooney J'ames, •Myths ot the Cherokee." ~n,.gt Amer•~ 
E£f'ffli' l+rott&a. ~t ;J.822-.l.82a~arts, Part-. s ng 0111 overmaent t!ng -ot:i-1ce, l~ 

Ganneitt Hem,-, "A Gazetteer of Indian Territory.• lJ,p,\tll\ §kfflna<itift"™ ~ DaJJet1n .k• !t§.. W&shington, Goverment 
Prin . · . ice, i:,o;~~ --

MEMOIRS 

D07le, Thoma.a H. "Single Versus D0t1ble Statehood. tr ~ 
.il1.U. .at ~IRPRt V ~, June, and September, 1927), 1 ~ 
ll7•llt8, . . 266486. 

. . Murr!:! Willi. am H.t. 11%b.e Constitutional Convention... S<llrRD-
•tlU st ~I09PJP, IX (June, 1931), 126-138. 

Murray1,CWilllam a., ~I. j).{. 991PfPl MY.rtn: am. •rut 
lAAWtl .Gt.. YiJlllSJf~ 3 v4..s, Vol.ume -. Boston: Jliador Pub-
l1shinc ~, 5. 

lesb1t~1 Paul.~"Governor Baske.ll !ell.s of Two Conventions.ff 
'1At&t\QJ.U m;. <.JtllDSW, XIV (June, 1936), 187-217. 

Of the above four works the greatest bene!1 t has been deri Yed 
from the three volume work of Governor Murray. Least help!".;;.! ~ 
been the series o£ articlea by the late Judge Doyle.. All four of 
these works cited above are quite biased in'one f'orm or another 
and considerable care must be exercised by the individual 1n using 
th8!11Lti 
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ot all the secondary works used the following five have been 
the most helpful to the writer 1n the preparation of this studyJ 
they are listed in order of the amount of benefit derived, 

Gittinger, Ro.v, XU. ~~ .2'. .%h1l Weilit .9t 9i]!bffiJ 1§03-
1~ Horman, Oklahomat :vers ty o~Oklahana Press, 19 ·• 

Thoburn, Joseph B.1._.A SS,P41~ ft1fr.1 ~ Qs.lahgpa. 5 volumes. 
Chica.got !he American fil.stor cal oc e:y, 1916. 

FowlerlJOscar Presl.e~, .. lat. llauU Reg;J.me, lJ1t. 111'.UWI W.'8 
gt ®'l\U. _ta1p;JeJ. iMJtU.• Okl.ahaaa City'& The Boles Publishing 
Compa.?V' t 193 • 

Debo, Angie, Al.lL@tJJJ. ~ Wagg n-,m. Princeton., Princeton 
Uni vers.1 ty Press, 191t(). 

All.Et?, Clinton M., lat. ~ jqy;amanj;. Oklahoma Citys 
Barlow Pu.bl.ishing Company, l · • 

other Books Used 

Blachly, Frederick F. and Oatman, Miriam B., G~t Rt ffl~QIDA· 2 edition. Oklahoma City, Harlow Publis Company, 

Bowers, Claude .G • t Beytfidr am\. Illt. PJ:ogreg1ye It&• Cam­
bridge: The Riverside Preas, l 62 • 

. . Ivana, Cbarles and Bmm,~ Cllnton o., YlPMQJP cix1,1. 92XIDIIE• 
Ardllore, Oklahomat Bmm Brothers, 19()8. 

Foraan, Grant, .A lJ11tm:x ~ Jeltbsa.1, 2.edition. Borman, 
Oklahaaa: tJidv-ersity ot Oklahoma es•, 1~5'. 

For-.n. Gran.ti.. ~,,, la B\pgra;gnx sat AA Ok]&hfN Tgw;. 
lorma.nt Cklahomas UJU.'ftrs1 y of' Cldahoaa Press, ~943 • 

. Graves, w. Brooke, AHUGIQ .§:tau. Qgr;trilPJIPj;. 3 editi~ 
Boston, D. c. Heath and Comp~, 1946. 

Hacker, Louis M. and Kendriek, Benjamin B., %kl. !i:!1:tld §~ 
§1IJQI +&65• 3 edition. Hew Yorks P. s. Crofts and Company,,:-. 

Xeso, &.i'IAIM Elm.er, .b. s,paiorw Cirat .at. l1Ql>eri latllla 
Ran- lash.ville; George Peabody- College ~or Teachers, 195a-.~-····· 
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O*Rou.rke1 Vernon A. and Campbel.11 Douglas w., CoD.§tituti~ 
!@kJN ill.&. Dgocrav. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Preas, r 3. 

Scott, Angelo c., lJll. §tga st ~J&hPIA City. Oklahoma City: 
Times-Journal Publishing Company, 193. 

Smith, Wmiam Robert Lee %h@. ~ . .21'. ~ Qwr~• Cleve­
land, Tennessee, 'fhe Church ol God' PubI!slirng House, 19 8. 

Magazine Articles 

Barger, Charles Moreau, "Oklahoma and The Indian territ017 
As .!hey Are Today• n ~ arican Hea1iblx Ruley at: Henewa, XX.V 
{February, 1902), 177~1. . 

Yancey, David W:!..L."leed of Better Government In The Indian 
Territory." l9tJRy .u.vIII {February, 1900)1 737-740. 

Newspapers 

A numbe. r of newspapers !/ere used in this study, but none was 
of greater aid than the •• Pft!f' tllat paper was the only 
one that covered the ~Cons tu~~onal convention completely. 
A li.at or newspapers used in this study, all of whieh were published 
1n Indian Territory unless otherwise specified, follows with the 
years used. shown by each; numerous other newspapers were also used 
but to a lesser degree, 

1901, 

1902. 

19o4, 1905, and 
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INTERVIEWS 

Doctor w. w. Groom- McAlester Oklahoma, August 9, 1949. 
Honorable William A. Murray1 former Governor or Oklahoma, 

T1shim1nao, Okl.ahoma1 August 91 1.949. 
Honorable Re:f'ord Bond, Chairman, Oklahoma Corporation Commis­

sion, Qklahoma City, Oklahoma, Au.gust 15, 1949 •. 

LETTERS 

Honorable i-Jilliam H. Murray, _rormer Governor or Oldaboma.1 
Tishimingo, Okl~oma, November 11+, 1948, and September 4, 194)1. 

Hampton Tucker, Mining 'trustee for the Choctaw and Chickasaw 
Nations, McAlester, Oklahomai.. !7'epruary 22, 1949. 

H. L. Muldrow, Norman, U1Uanoma, August 11, 1949. 
Roy Gittinger biJ{egents Pro!essor of History, University of 

Oklahoma, Norman, . ahoma, September 12, 1949. 

TRUE EXTRACT COPY 

A true extract copy of Eopr '4 MBPU@J ,2t llli 1roa41, :ror the 
years 18?0 to 1879, inclusive, showing the officers or the 
At1a.ntic and Pacific Hailroad during those years. This informa­
tion was furnished and certified to by :Marvin A. Miller, Director 
of Libraries, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, Arkansas. 

MAP SHOWI.NG RF.CORDING DISTRICT 26 

A map was furnished by John H. Ady, Chief of Publications, 
United States Department of Interior, and through the assistance 
or Honorable Elmer Thomas, United States Senator fran Oklahoma. 
The map shows the exact location or Recording District 26 which 
wa.s created by the Aet o:f' March 7, 19o4. There .had never been a 
map drawn showing it in connection with the other recording 
districts or Indian Terr1tory1 but simp1y a written description 
ot the distri_ ct as found 1n _ 3.1 jl. .§. ~:t&1ia~M n Large 60. The 
recording town of' this district was Marietta. -it was formed 
from the south half of Recording District 211 which had as its 
recording town Ardmore, the second largest town in Indian Terri­
tory. 
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