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PREFACE

The Sequoyah Constitutional Convention was held in Muskogee,
Indian Territory, in the summer of 1905. It was the culminating
event of a series of colaorful occasions in the history of the
Five Civilized Tribes., It was there that the descendants of
those who made the trek west seventy-five years earlier sat with
white men to write a charter for a new state. They wrote a con-
stitution, but 1t was never used as a charter for a State of
Sequoyah.e

This work, whieh is primarily a study of that convention and
the reasons for its being called and its results, was undertaken
at the suggestion of my father, Harold K. Maxwell, in August,
1948, It has been carried to a conclusion through the aid of a
number of persons, c¢hief among them being my wife, Betty Jo Max~
well. The need for this study is a paramount one. Other than

copies of the Musko there are no known records of

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 lack of records, which has been caused by the
only set of minutes kept being acecidentally destroyed in a fire
during the flrst few years after the convention. Thus this study,
the first on the conventlion since 1912, has been campleted by

the author in an attempt to salvage many of the views and happen-
ings of that day and much of the attltude of those men who took
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part in it. Few of the men who served as delegates in that con~
vention are still living, but of those remsining, none had a
greater part in it than the Honorable wWilliam iH. Murray who has
been so kind as to ald the author in both personsl interviews and
letters eoncerning the convention.

The nature of the subjeet and the events leading up to and
followinz the Sequoyash Constitutional cﬂgventian lend themselves
with ease to the edltorislizing on publiec and pollitiezl moralse
It was with effort that the writer attespted to refrain from
moralizing an! drawling lesscns for the reader. 7The reader, 1 am
sure, wvill excuse any such tendency that is noticeable with the

knowledze that a few things should not be left unsaids.

Amos Dedell HMaxwell

Stillwater, (xlae.
January 3, 1950
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTIOR

The events of a span of forty years, from 1865 to 1905,
directly influenced the calling of the Sequoyah Constitutional
Convention. This being true, it is essential to an understand-
ing of the convention to have a background for it. This chapter
furnishes such a background.

The efforts of our national political leaders to create a
state or territory from Indian Territory after the Civil War can
be roughly grouped into the following chronological divisionss
the first, from 1865 to 1880 when Indian Territory served a dual
purpose, being both an exelusively Indian area and a region to be
exploited by a group of railroads holding land grants conditional
upon it being created either a state or a territory; the second,
from 1880 to 1890 when Indian Territory was considered principally
as an exelusively Indian areaj; and the third, from 1890 to 1905
when severalty and statehood with or without (klahoma were the
two primary issues concerning Indian Territory, both in Washing-
ton, D. C.y and in Indian Territory,l

At the time of the removal of the Five Civilized Tribes west-
ward into the area known as Indian Territory, each of the iribes

1 Each of these periods overlaps to some extent, but the
dates given fit the periods and do show the prevalent attitudes.



signed treaties with the United States which guaranteed to the
Indians that thelr lands would never be included in any state or
territory without their consent.2 This provision in the removal
treatlies was laterAto be cited time and again in arguments for
~and agalnst territorial and statehood status for Indian Territory.
During the spring and summer of 1866 each of the Five Civilized
Tribes sent reﬁresentatives to Washington, D. C., to negotiate
peace treaties with the ﬁhited States. The Seminole treaty,
signed on Mareh 21, 1866, served as a model for the other three
treaties completed with the Choctaus and Chickasaws, the Creeks,
and the Cherckees within the next four months,3 These treaties
were similar in most respects, and all called for the abolition
of slavery and the bu;ldihg of railroads across the Indian Terri-
tory. OUnly the Cherokee Nation, in its treaty ratified by
Congréss on July 27, 1866, was exempt from having to cede a part
of its land—to’the United States for the purpose of settling other
indians on such landj the Cherokee and Creek Nations had been the
only ones of the Five Civilized Tribes to send troops to Jjoin
the Unioﬁ Armies, and of the two, the Cherckees had been the most
active. ‘ ‘
- The same day that Congress ratified the Cherckee peace
treaty 1t also chartered the Atlantic and Pacifle dallroad; om
the two preceding days, July 25 and July 26, Congress granted

2 -
=~ Charles J. Kappler, compiler, Indlan Affairs, Laws and
Treaties, II, 311, RASE o ’

3 Ibid., 910-915, 918-931, 931-937, 42950,
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lands to aid in the construction of the Kansas and Neosho Hail-
road and the Union Pacific sailroad. In chartering the Atlantie
and Pacifiec and in making the above grants, Congress gave huge
grants of land in Indian Territory to these railroads on the con~
dition that the land grants would be inoperative in the event the
land was not declared a part of the public land cof the United
States and the railroads were not bullt within ten years.h’ Thus,
at the same time that 1t was ratifying the final peace treaties
with the Indians and reaffirming thelr ownership of the land in
fee-simple, Congress was making conditional grants of that land
to corporate interests, and some of the charter members of the
railroads were then or later members of Congress and influential
in Indian legislation.

In the passage of these acts Congress gave the rallroads an
incentive to publicly and privately advocate territorial or state=
hood status for the Indian Territory, for the lands conditionally
granted to the railrocads could not be clagsed as public lands
unless the area came into the Union as a state or a territory.
That no bills were introduced in Congress providing for a change
in the status of Indian Territory for several years is an indica-
tion that these railroads were not yet ready to cross Indlan
Territory.

On Mareh 17, 1870, Senator Benjamin F. Rice of Arkansas
introduced a bill to ereate the Territory of Ok~la~ho-ma out of

" U, 8. Statutes at large, XIV, 236-239, 289-201, 292-299.
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the Indian Territory.s wWithin less than six weeks the Committee
on Territories reecommended its passage

« « o« 838 a matter of sconomy to the government and the

Indian nations, as a simple act of justlee and falr-

play to the Indlan, and to carry cut in gcodéfaith,the

stipulations of the treatles of 1866 . « « «
This report of the committes was soon followed by several memorials
from delegates of the Cherokee, Choctaw, and Creek Hations protest-

7

ing against its passage. One memorisl in particular illustrates
the feeling of the civilized Indians against the territorial move-
ment, An exerpt from this memorial follows:

It is folly to tell us that those who are engaged in

these schemes [urging territorial status for Indian

Territory| are our friends, seeking to promote our wel-

fare., They mean no such thing as friendship-~friends

never act as they dos They belleve with and act upon

the principle . . « that 'the only good Indlans are

the dead Indians', and we would be deluding ourselves,

and false to our pgople, 1f we did not proeclaim the
fact now and here.

The memorials in themselves d41d not, of course, dictate the
fallure of that early bill, but they at least gave Congress the
knowledge that territorlal status was unwanted in Indian Terri-
torye.

In President Ulysses 8. Grant'!s third and fourth annual

messages to Congress, he recommended creating a territorial form

sional Glo 41 Cong., 2 sess., 2014, hereafter
wi%%gggareferggg'io as the’Rice ﬁill.

6
§%§ﬁt§ No. 131, 41 Cong., 2 sess., ss., 1409,
This is The favora e'ccmmitteé report oﬁ the Bicé bill.

7 Senate Mla. Doca., Nos. 76, 90, 92, and 143, 1 Cong., 2

585S.y 88--

8 Ibid., No. 143.
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of government over Indian ‘I‘erritory.9 While there is no evicence
that President Grant was considering anything but the safety of
the whites in the western and socuthwestern parts of the United
States, he was by these recommendations allying himself directly
with the rzilrocads in an attempt to open ipdlan Territory for
thelr exploitation.

During 1874 the feeling in Congress for creation of a terri-
tory from Indlan Territory reached the point that 1t was deemed
necessary to send a cammission, under the chalrmanship of J. D.
Land, tc Indlan Territory to determine if the reglon and its 1ln-
habitants were ready for territorial status. The final recommendation
was that such a govermnment should be created. This caused a greater
outburst of oratory and memorials by the Indlans than any succeed-
ing act of Congress in relation to Indlan Territory during the
next twenty years.

Un January 20, 1875, a convention of Cherockees signed a
memorial protesting against the recommendations of the commission.
This memorial, with over four thousand signatures, accused Chairman
J« Ua Land of bveing the treasurer of the Atlantic ané Pacific Rail-
Aroad.lo The Chickasaws had made a simllar accusation in thelr memorial
two weeks earlier; it was signed by each senator and representative
of the Chickasaw legislature. These acecusations, since gquoted by
at least cone eminent historian and hereby inferring their truth,

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

? James D. Richardson, compiler, A,&g%ELngggg‘gi.gggiﬁggggggg
gnd Papers of the Presidents, VI, 4106, Y15.

10 Sepate Mis. Docs., Ho. 66, 43 Cong., 2 sess., Ss. 1630
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11
Pacific Railroad. While errors in the memorials may or may not
have been deliberate, they have for seventy-five years unjustifi-
ably cast Land in the role of one attempting to swindle the Indlans
of lamkis to aid a company with which he was supposedly affiliated.
The Usage Nation, which by that time was located in Indian

Territory, sent a memorial with twenty-nine signatures accusing
the white man of bad faith in his eagerness to place the Indian
under a territorial form of govermment. The (Usages charged, with
no doubt a great deal of truthfulness:

We know that those who want a territorial govermment
+ over the Indlans pretend to say, as an excuse for suech

a government, that . . . bad characters cannot be reached

and punished except by a territorial government. But you

will see at a glance that that kind of talk is 'too thin!

to have any weight with sensible men. A great many of

your deputy marshals, when they come into our country,

loock more after the quality of lands than they do after

ceriminals, and they go smelling around hunting whiskey.

At presen { you know we are not embraced in any ‘*Territory

of the United States'y and the objeet of the grantees of

our lands seems; therefore, to be to ereate our country

into a territorial g fﬁnment in order to have their
land=-grants fulfilled.

These memorials had some effect in Congress, for nothing was done,
and with the expilration of the conditional land grants in 1878
there was a declded lessening for a number of years of the effort
to create a territory from Indian Territory.

During the decade of the 1880's there was considerably less

effort to create either a state or a territory from Indian Terri-

1 Officers of the rallroad may be determined by reading Henry

V. Poor's of the ef t §§§§§§, A true
extract copy from the volumes ccvering the years 1570 to 1880
pertaining to the Atlantic and Paciflc Railroad is in the author's
possesgsion.

12 Sepate Mis. Dogs., Ho. 72, 43 Cong., 2 sess., ss. 1630.
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tory than was the case in either the decade preceding or succeed-
ing it. This was due to the followlng causes: first, while
rallroads were crossing Indian Territory, and being financed
through the floating of bond issues in adjoining states, the valu~-
able land grants promised them had expired; and second, there was
no influx of settlers into the region until after the opening of
the Unassigned Lands in 1883, President Chester 4., Arthur in
his first annual wmessage to Congress on December 6, 1881, did
recommend extending the laws of Arkansas over all Indian Territory
not occupled by the Five Civilized Iribes, but this did not in any '
way mean immediate terrltoriasl status for the Five Clvilized Tribes.13
Puring 1887 the Dawes Act was passed providing for allotment of
Indian lands, but neither did it pertain exclusively to the area
of the Five Civilized Tribes. Thus during most of this decade
the attitude toward the region occupied by the Five Civilized Tribes
was one of considering it as an exelusively Indian area. Primary
evidence of this attitude 1s the fact that only the unoccupied
area belonging to the Five Civilized Iribes and those areas occupled
by the Flains Indians in Indlan Territory were ever opened to
settlement as UOklahoma Territory.

From 1890 until 1905 there were a number of conventions,
both large and small, held in Indian Territory to agitate state-
hood of one form or another, but during the first ten years the
efforts of non~Indian residents were directed more at breaking up
the large land holdings of the Indians by severalty than at statew
hood., A cause for this may be seen in the first census taken by

13 Rieh&rdson, 9P mog YI, 11'6)*3-



the Census Bureau in Indian Territory when, in 1890, it was re-
corded that there were 109,393 whites not on military reservations
out of a total population of 180,182.lllr Not a single one of those
whites could legally hold any real property in Indian Territorys
they had no representation in Congress, and it may well have been
these whites as well as the Five Civilized Tribes, whom President
Benjamin Harrison had in mind when he wrote in his third annual
message to Congress on Deccmber 9, 1891, "These Indians should
have opportunity to present thelr claims and grievances upon the
floor rather than, as now, in the lobby.“15 It is noteworthy
that less than a month before President Harrison sent the above
message to Congress, a convention had begn held in Muskogee ad~
vocating single statehood for Indian Territory and (Gklahoma
Territory,lé and that even earlier that same year, T. J. Morgan,
Commissioner of Indian Affairs, in his annual report dated Uctober
1, 1891, suggested the early passage of an enabling act for the
creation of éither a territory or a state from Indian Territory.17
During 1892 two bills were introduced into Congress pertains
ing to the government 6r Indian Territory. One of them was |

introduced by Congressman Samuel W, Peel of Arkansas and provided

L
™ Eleventh Census of the United States, 1890, X, 25h.

16 Grent Foreman, A History of Gklahoma, pp. 310-31l.
17 From the Sixtieth Annusl hevort of kthe C ssione %:_
%m the Secretary of the N art I,
7 reafter these annual reports will be referr o as
Indian Affairs, with the year of the report following.
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13
for the admlssion of Indlan Territory as a separate state. The

other, introduced by Senator Bishop W. Perkins of Kansas, provided
for a single state formed of (klahoma and Indian Territory.lg The
introduction of these two bllls represent the beginning of two
distinet political party views toward the admission of those terri-
tories to statehood--neither considering particularly the wishes
of the inhabitants, but nmational political conditions of the day,.
In view of the Indians?! close relationship to the South and the
large proportion of the white population of Indlan Territory com-
- ing from Arkansas and Texas, the Republicans could only view the
admission of Indian Territory as the admigsion of another Demceratie
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 day of the Fifty-second Congress,

was passed an Indian Appropriation Act. Included in the act was a
provision providing for the creation of a Commission to the Five
Civilized Tribes to arrange for allotting thelr lands., Section six-
teen of the act specified the alm toward which the severalty progranm
was directed when it stated as to the duties of the Commissionerss:

e« « « 8ald Commissioners shall, however, have power to

negotiate any and all such agreements as, in view of

all the circumstances affecting the subjeet, shall be

found requisite and suitable to such an arrangement of

the rights and interests and affairs of such nations,

tribes, bands, or Indians, or any of them, to enable
the ultimate creation of a Territory of the United

Ghla.ﬁ‘ He 599%, Congressional Hecord, 52 Cong., 1 sess., XXIII,
116%.

19 3. 3656, ibid., 52 Cong., 2 sess., XXIV, 290,
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States with a view 58 the admission of the same as a

State in the Union.
By this act Congress was stating in wmistakable language its ine
tention of making a separate state from Indian Territory. The
Congress wilting this act was predominately Democratic in member-
ship. This act was understood as written by not only the Indians
but by the Indian Agents as well, for in the annual reports that
summer, T. J. Moore, U, S. Indlan Agent to the Quapaws, stated
that upon completion of the allotment of their lands the Quapaws
wanted to be sdmitted into statehood with Indian Territory.2t
0f the allotment program, Union Agent Dew M. Wisdom wrotes

I dismiss the subject with one remark or suggestion,

and that is, in my opinion, the Indians would prefer

first statehood, with thelr system of land temure to

remain undisturbed, and that the complicated question

of allotment be worked out as the exlgencies of the

future may demand, and in the time and 5 e most

satisfactory to the Indians themselves,c

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 (ivilized Tribes a list of ten proposals upon
which the allotment program should be based. Proposal number
eight was a promise that 1f allotment was agreed to, Congress
could establish a territorial form of government over Indian

Territory.23 This proposal, suggested to the Indians primarily

20 y. 8. Stat. at Large, XXVII, 646.

2l Indian Affairs, 1893, 141.

22 11ig., 148-149,

23 neport of the Commission to the Five Civilized Tribes,
November 20, 1894, Senate Mis. Dogs.s No, 24, 53 Cong., 3 sess.,

ss. 3281, 2-6. A very deseriptive account of life in the Indian
Territory in 18%% may be found in pages 7-12.
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to improve the govermnment in Indian Territory, was not at the
time agreed to, but was later used by the Indians to substantiate
their claims for statehood.

The next year the Commission recommended that legislation be
enacted providing:

A Territorial govermment over the Five Civilized Tribes,
adapted to thelr peculliarly ancmalous conditions, so
framed as to secure all rights of residents in the same,
and without impairing the vested rights BI the citizen
Indian or other person not an intruder.?

In 1896 and 1897 Union Agent Dew M. Wisdom recommended
authorizing a delegate toc Congress from Indian Territory. His
recomendation of September 10, 1896, was without equivocationi

Notoriocusly, much of the legislation in behalf of
the Indian country has been controlled by Members of
Congress from the States on its borders, and it is

not saying toc much to state that selfish interests
have swayed some of the Members « . . «

Continulng 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] 1ift it from its semi-barbaric condi-
tion into fgll standing as one of the mighty brotherhood
of States.?

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

from Indian Territory, but Congress refused to take any action

2 Report of the Commission to the Five Civilized Tribes,
November 1£, 1895, Senate Docs., No. 182, 5% Cong., 1 sess., sSe
3353, 4. This report covered some eighteen pages and discussed
the almost complete lack of any organized government in the Indian
Territory at the time and built up to a climax glving as the
practical solution to the problem: first, ilnstituting Territorial
government, and second, extending the jurisdiction of the U. S.
Courts in Indian Terri%ory.

25 Indten Affairs, 1896, 154-155.
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when he presented himself for seating,26

Finally, on June 28, 1898, the agreements between the Choctaw
and Chickasaw Nations and the Dawes Commlssion, signed the preced-
ing year in Atoka, Indian Territory, were ratified in the passage
of the Curtis Act. One of the clauses in that act read as follows:

This stipulation [that the tribal governments were to
continue until March %, 1906] is made in the belief
that the tribal governments so modifiled will prove so
satisfactory that there will be no need or desire for
further change till the lands now occupled by the Flve
Civilized Tribes shall, in the opinion of_Congrgas be
prepared for admission as a State to the Union.

This act, with the above clause, passed by a Republican Con-
gress, guaranteed to the Five Civilized Tribes that they would be
made & separate state. In debates during the next eight years
this act was referred to time and again by proponents of separate
statehood, and more than once the leaders of the Republican Pérty
probably regretted ratifying the Atoka Agreement, with the above
clause, as part of the Curtis Act.

Barly the next year, on January 1k, 1899, the DPawes Commission
signed an agreement with the Cherckees which included the guarantes
that the Cherokees would never be made a part of any state or
territory without thelr consent; or that if made a part of a state
or territory without sueh consent the state or territory would in-
clude only the lands of the Five Civilized Tribes.2C Such an

agreement could have but one effect, that being to solidify all

26 Ibid., 1897, 139-1h3.

27 y. 8. Stat. at Large, XXX, 512.

28 From the Cherokee Agreement, Janmary 1%, 1899, Appendix

No. 24 Report of Commission to the Five Civilized Tribes, Indian
Affairs, 1899, 58.
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beliefs in Indian Territory in both the whites and the indians

that a separate Indian state so long promised was finally to be-
come a reality. This was not idle or wishful thinking either, for
this agreement had been promised in part before, and now it was
agreed that after March 4, 1906, an Indian state could and would
be made. Surely the white man would not go back con his word again.

Meanwhile, numercus bills had been proposed in Congress per-
taining to statehood for the two territories, but from 18% to
1900 of the bills introduced with the exception of two on December
9, 1899, all called for single statehood for Oklashoma and Indian
Territories, Of the two exceptions, one was tabled, and the
other died in the Committee on Territories.29 These bills were
both introduced by Arkansas Congressmen, James H. Berry of the
Senate and John S. Little of the House of Representatives.

There were a number of changes seen in Indian Territory be-
tween 1890 and 1900 as recorded by the Census of 1900; the most
significant of these is without doubt in the population. In 1890
the whites had outnumbered the Indians slightly over two to one;
whereas, by 1900 they outnumbered the Indians almost six to one,
the actual figures in 1900 being 302,680 whites and 52,500
Indianse3® The reason this 1s the most significant statistical
change to be seen between 1890 and 1900 in Indian Territory is

29 i ,
o) o Ke , 54 Conges 1 sess., XXVIII, 60, 97.
5. 584 was tabf%ﬁ%a%hIiggﬁg’B. 819 was left in the comuittee.

v 3‘5’3;193&1 Census of the United States, 1900, I, part I, 47,
y -
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evident; these whites who had multiplied so rapldly wanted representa-
tion in Congress; they did not like the conditlons under which they
were living, but they did not find those conditions disagreeable
enough to warrant leaving. Most of them wanted a separate state,

but 1f necessary they would compromise in order to have an orderly
‘vhite man's government'. This attitude was to be climaxed in the
calling of the Sequoyah and Oklahoma constitutional conventions in
1905 and 1906 respectively.

From 1900 to 1905, with the dividing of the lands of the Five
Civilized Tribes progressing as repidly and as efficiently as coculd
be expected, the primary interest of many of the over three hundred
thousand whites in Indian Territory centered on achieving statehood,
but the Indians, by and large, considered the settlement of the vexw
ing land problem of gresater importance and necessity.3l

On December 10, 1900, the last single statehcod eonvention to
be held in Indian Territory in the nineteenth century met in
MeAlester and drew up petitions to Congress asking for single state-
hood for (klahoma and Indian Territory. Hb#t of the counties in
Cklshoma were represented at the convention as well as white delegates
from the Chickasaw and Choctaw Hations and one full-blood Indisn
from Hagener.Bz This convention caused little public response.

The following year Governor William M. Jenkins of Oklahoma
Territory continued the policy set by Governor William C., Renfrow

1
3 This view is from the report of Union Agent J. Blair Shoenw
felt of August 31, 1900, to be found in Indisn Affairs, 1900, 243.

AOCHAD Pecember 11, 1900’ De l’ col. .
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in 1896 and recommended single statehood for the two territories.
But Governor Jenkins' recommendation was gqualified: " , . . it
seems to me that no reasonable objection can be made to the imme-
diate creation of a state either of Oklahoma alone or of Uklahoma
and Indian Terrltories comblned.”33

(n November 14, 1901, another single statehood convention was
convened in Indian Territoryj; this one was held in Muskogee. It
wvas led by Charles !'. Barrett of Shawnee and Thomas H. Doyle of
34 That same day, taking cog-

nizance of the convention, the Cherokee National Council memorialized

Perry, both in Uklahoma Territory.

the President and Congress to the effect that Any protestation for
union with Gklahoma Territory purporting to come from Cherockees
actually would come from non-citizens of the Nation.35 This action
of the National Council was in line with prevalling 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

36 Less than a month later, the Daily Oklahoman

began a front page story on a separate statehcod convention held

to that country.

33, .
H&aggllgagﬁu§.§222§%§ the Lepar of interior, 193
Part 11, Governors of Terr or%%b, 23. ’ !

3h Myskogee Phoenix, November 21, 1901, p. 6, col. 1. The
newspaper reportedt "The proceedings were entirely harmoniocus,
no dissenter being allowed a volce in the convention."

35 Mn, p' Lf COJ.S@ 2"39

36
James liooney, "Myths of the Cherockee", ef American
Ethnoloey, Nineteenih Anuusl Report, 1900, Part I, 156.
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in Muskogee to organize opposition to the union of the twe terri-
tories with the following by-line:
ONLY SIXTY 5SUCKERS OF THE GFFICIAL TEAT wERE PHESENT
TO LISTEN TC THE HOT AIR HARANGUE DELIVERED
BY BUNKO BOB CWENS [SIC] THE HIGH
PRIEST OF MALCUHTENRT
The newspaper went on to quote Robert L. Owen as saying that the
Senate would never pass single statehocod, even if it had to filli-
buster it to death.

During the first session of the Fifty-seventh Cocngress, which
met in the winter of 1901 and the spring of 1902, numerous bills
wers introduced to change the status of the territory. These bills
ranged all 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 Uklahoma
and Indian Territories as a single state,Bg

Slipping by without tcoo much comment in local newspapers was
an act passed on February 28, 1902, authorizing construction of the
Fnid and Anadarko Hailroad from Anacarko, Oklahoma Territcery, 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 paily Glahoman, December 11, 1901, p. 1, col. 1.

38 Bills introduced concerning government for Indlan Territory
weres H. R. 279, 8739, and 12268 to make it a separate territoryj
H. Re 4554 to govern it by county government; H. K. 4570, 9675,
and 12543 and S. 3368 to make it a single state in union with (kla-
homaj and S. 6161 to authorize a delegate from Indian Territory te
Congress. In reference to the introduction of these billsé see

9

o) gsio Record, 57 Cong., 1 sess., XXXV, 56, 248, 636, 851
TI08 2551 20Tk eihe, 67820 ’ Tomy ’
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by 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 agaln the railroads became vitally interested in the
statehood question in Indian Territory; only this time it was to
thelr interest to prevent statehood and thereby prevent taxation

of their property.

On March 1%, 1902, Congressman William S. snox of Massachusetts,
chalirman of the licuse Committee on Territories, introduced an omnibus
bill ( Hs He 12543) to admit Oklahoma, New Mexico, and Arizona into
the Union as separate states. This blll was reported bacx on April
1, 1902, The following month, after it had come to the top of the
calendar and debate had begun, it was amended by Congressman McRae
of Arkansas to include the admission of Indian Territory and Okla-
homa Territory as one state.ho Congress scon adjourned, though,
with no action being taken on the statehood gquestion.

After the elections in November of 1902, a sub~committee of
the Senate Committee on Territories visited the four territories
to determine their readiness for statehood. This group, composed
of Senators Burnham of New Hampshire, Dillingham of Vermont,
Heitfleld of Idaho, and headed by the youthful hepublican Albert
J. Beveridge of Indiana, arrived in Woodward, Uklahoma Territory,
on Saturday, November 22. Sundey afternoon and night the committee

3912.‘§. Stat. at Lerge, XXXIII, 45,

%0 Ceonsregsional nec s 97 Cong., 1 sess., XXV, 281k,
5142,
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toured Indian Territory in their private railroad car, but saw
little due to almost continuous rain. When the committee began
hearings in the Lee Hotel in (Oklahoma City on Monday morning they
heard from fourteen persons individually. 4s a group they were
asking for sinzle statehood. Delegations heard from represented
single statehood advoecates in Purcell, Ardmore, Chickasha, Vinita,
Claremore, and Sapulpa in Indian Territory and Rorman, Lawton,
and Cklahoma City in Qklahoma Territory. That afternoon the
committee resumed hearings in Guthrie and heard from nine different
persons there, only one of whom was 1in favor of separate state-
hoodahl
Spurred into action by the presence of the Senate sub-committee,
the Indian Territory Executive Committee on Territorial Legisla-
tion met in Holdenville on November 2% at the Scott Hotel. They
drew up resolutions opposing the omnibus bill and favoring a
gradual change in the status of 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 territorial form of
government over Indlian Territoryauz Since this organization

probably had no official connection with the Five Civilized Tribes
these were not necessarily the sentiments held by the tribes.

41 Information relative to the committee investigation may
be found in the Dally Qiklahoman, November 25, 1902, p. 1, col. 13

Sklahoma State Qggi%g; Guthrie, same date and page; and in
Senate Locg., No. 36, %7 Cong., 2 sess., 88, W20, 187-225.

h2 Holdenville Times, November 29, 1902, p. 8, col. 1. The

writer has been unable to f£ind who were members of this ccmmittee
or how the members were chosen.
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With one meeting of this sort begetting another it became
necessary for the chiefs and representatives of the Iive Civilized
Tribes to meet in Fufaula three days later to give volce to their
needs and desires as to state govermment. This group chose as their
chairman, Fleasant 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 of the Five Civilized Tribes protested against
single statehood with (klahoma Territory and against legislation
giving the territory held by the Five Civilized Tribes s terri-
torial form of government. The resoclution concluded with the
following:

We most earnestly protest against the misrepresentations

found in the petlitions presented by the people assembling

in conventions at different places in the Indian Territory

purporting to represent the wishes of the Indian Territory,

firmly believing as we do that they represent nc part of

the white populations of the Indian Territory in so far

as they represent the people of the Indian Territory as

asking for Territorialngorm of government or statchood

Jointly with Oklahoma.

In writing on the 1902 Eufaula meeting, #illiam H. Murray, who
représented the Chickasaw Hation, states that the Five Civilized
Iribes "were 1n great dread of Statehood with Gklahoma Territory
on account of the hanging of a band of Seminoles in Pottawatomie
County some years before, Many asserted the bodies of the Indians

had been burned."l+1+ It might also be true that the leaders of

3 cong Keeord, 57 Cong., 2 sess., XXXXVI, 93, and
also E indian Journal, December 5, 1902, p. 6, col. l.
Ll

William H. Murray, "The Constitutional Convention", The
cles of Oklahoma, IX (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, 1906.
(n T'ecember 3, 1902, only two days after Congress convened,
Senator inute Nelson of Minnesota reported the omnibus bill back
from the conmittee with an amendment providing for CGiklahoma and
Indian ierritories to be admitted as a single state.hs Henceforth
this bill was known as the Nelson Bill, and took precedence as the
unfinished business of the day until the end of the sessiocn. Un
December 10, 1902, the committee's minority and majority reports
on the bill were presented. HNot cnly did the Democratic minority
present a minority report against the Nelson Bill, but Senator
Matthew Quay of Pennsylvanla, long a leader on the kKepublican
slde of the Senate, did alsoc., It was only through Senator Beveridge's
mastery of debate that Senator Quay was prevented from having a
vote taken which would have defeated the bill Beveridge, a
Hepublican, had the responsibility of handling the bill for the
Hepublican party. The session ended with nothing accomplished
for any of the four territories. The strain of this debate was
too mueh for the older Quay and more than once he told Beveridge
that "1t was killing him and talked casually of his approaching

ean.d.“l*b During 1904+ Quay died, and the ehief opposition in the

45 Congressional Reecord, 57 (ong., 2 sess., XiXVI, 25.

6 Claude G. Bowers, Beveridge and _g* ‘rogressive Era, 207.
It was probably during this session of Congress that Harry C.

Bradford lobbled in Washington for single statehood as related in
the article by Gilbert Hill, "We Might Have Been Twins", Dally
Oklahoman, November 13, l9‘+9, Sunday Magazine, ppe. -3.
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Senate to Eeveridge's insistence on uniting Uklahoma and Indian
Territory was gone,

Soon after the adjournment of Congress in Hareh of 1903,
Prineipal Chief Green McCurtain, of the Choctaw Natlon, called a
meeting of the chief executives of the Five Civilized Tribes. /
The group met in Eufaula on May 21 through May 233 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, 190%. This convention was
to draw up a constitution for a separate state to Le formed from
Indian Territory after March 4, 1906, The chief executives also
recommended that the non-citizens of Indian Territory hold a sepa-
rate convention to ratify the constitution tc be written and that
any differences between the two sroups to be worked out in con-
ferences. Finally it was declded that each of the FFive Civilized
Tribes should memorialize Congress, church, and temperance organliza-
tions to assist in preventing annexation to Gklahoma., While all
of the Five Civilized Tribes did memorialize Congress for separate
statehood only the Choctaw Nation held an election to decide the
feasibillity of iolding a constitutional convention. The other
nations were apprehnensive of thelr authority to appropriate money
for such a purpose.hs Since only the one nation voted, no conven-

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

"7 bufeula Indlan Journal, May 23, 1903, p. %, col. 4.

48 From the Hesolutions of the Eufaula Convention, which is
a part of Exhibit B to Senate Logg., No. 143, 59 Cong., 1 sess.,
58. #912’ 29"30.
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for it was the first meeting of the Chief Executives of the Five
Civilized Tribes for the single purpose of galning separate state-
hood,

On April 4, 1904, close to the end of the second session of
the Fifty-eighth Congress, Chalrman E. L. Hamilton of the House
Commlittee on Territories introduced a single statehood bill into

4
the House of Representatives. 9 Congressman ilamilton introduced
this bill not unmindful of the opposition against such a measure.
Congressman Moon had but recently introduced another blll calling
for the creation of the Territory of Jefferson from Indian Terri=-
o

tory;s the Women'!s Christian Temperance Union had begun to
memorialize Congress against joining "dry"™ Indlan Territory to
fwet?® Oklshoma Territory;sl and another force which Hamilton ig-
nored were the Indians in Indlan Territory. Hamilton had only
recently recelved a letter from Chief McCurtaln which stated in
part:

It mast . . - be borne constantly in mind that there

is such diversity of opinion in Congress on the ques-

tion of statehood legislation for Indlan Territory

that it 1s impossible for the Indians and nonecitizens

[sie] here tc unite on any plan acceptable to Congress.

However, I express the sentlment of the great msjority

of the indians of the Five Tribes when I say that we

are in favor of any statchood that Congress may pro-~

vide, so long a&s it is stateho 2for Indlan Territory
alone, independent of Uklahomas.

49 This was H. L. 14749, Congressional Hecopd, 58 Cong.,
2 sess., AXXVIII, 4281,

50 1pig., 2902,

51 Senate Doeg., Ho. 19%, 58 Cong., 2 sess., ss. 4591.

92 congressional Record, 58 Cong., 2 sess., XAXVIII, 5097.
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Congressman Hamilton must surely have been certain of passage of
his bill with little delay to have been willing to oppose not only
the Democratic minority, the W. C. T. U.y but also the Indians of
the ¥ive Civilized Tribes who were speaking through the strong and
courageous voice of Green McCurtain and still demanding the ful-
fillment of their rights pertaining tc statehcod upon the
dissalution of the tridbal governments. i

The Hamilton Bill was rushed through the committee and within
two weeks had been called up for debate by Speaker Joseph G, Cannon.
Cannon allowed but three and a half hours debate on the bill before
a vote was taken. Under the dictatorlal control exercised by
Cannon, little restraint on tempers was attempted by Democratlc
members of that body. Hepresentative James C. Needham of California
even accused the Republican party of rushing through the admission
of two states from the four territorles in order to influence the
1904 Presidential election.53 Congress adjourned the following
week with no action on the bill being taken by the Senate.

ﬁuring the lato summer of 1904, while the Presidential cam-
paign was creating news in most of the country'’s papers, the issue
cf single or separate statehood was filling the columns of the

Indian Territory ncwspapers. Most of the newspapers favered

single statehood, but a few led by the militant South McAlester
Weekly Capital vere ardent separate state papers. In August, U. S.

ﬂussell,'editor of the Weckly Capital, accused the Daily Ardmoreite

23 Ibid., 5129
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of Ardmore, Indian Territory, of charging $14.00 a cclumn for print-
ing news of separate statehocod meetings.51+
Throughout August, 1904, Clarence B. Douglas, editor of the
Muskorgee Phoe s Wrote many editorials favoring single statehood.
Un August 26, 190%, Douglas referred to opponents of single state-
hood having called single statehood the "Ferguson-Douglas scheme.“55
The phrase was cbviocusly pointed at Governor Thompson B, Ferguson
of Uklahoma Territory. Ferguscon had long been an advocate of
piece~meal annexation of Indian Territory by Oxlahoma,sé but he
was a sound enough politician to recommend only statehood for
(klahoma with no reference to Indian Territory in his anmial
reportsa57
The newspapers in Indian Territory, which were predominantly
for single statehood with OGklahoma Territory, gave good coverage
to the actions of the Fifty-eighth Congress when it began its
third session on lecember 5, 1904, A number of delegations from
the two territorles journeyed to wWashington to lobby for their
interests; among those golng from Indian Territory were delegations

from the following: 7The Inter-Territorial Press Assoclation, The

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

¥ South MeAlester Weekly Capital, August 18, 190%, p. 2.
73 Muskogee Phoenix, August 26, 1904, p. kL, cols 2.
56

See the testimony of Ferguson before the Senate sub-
committee in Guthrie, November 24, 1902, in Senate Docs., No. 26,
57 Ccngc, 2 3658&, S5« %20, 211.0

57
%%ﬂl.@m & of the Department of Interior, 190z
3895 1903, %513 and&;%%- 7 ? ?
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the Indian Territory Church Federation for Prcohibition Statehood.

A delegate was even sent for the general interests of Indian Terri-
tory; this was C. E. Foley. Just before Christmas, Clarence B,
Douglas, while interviewing President Theodore loosevelt invited

the President to include Muskogee in the itinerary of his Southern

trip planned for the coming spring.58

On December 15, Senator Berry of Arkansas presented a petition
from the Cherokee National Council to allow the Cherokees to elect
a delegate to Congress in accordance with the treaty of Hareh 1,
1836-59 On Christmas ive the Cherokee Advocate, official newspaper
of that nation, expressed the views of that people in an editorial:

A great deal is being sald at this time about statehood,
both by the single and double staters, but not one has
ever sald--let's put the matter to a vote of the Indians.
They are the original settlers and owners of the Indlan
Territory, and they should at least be asked to express
their wishes in the matter. No, you haven't heard anyone
say this nor you never will, for those pushing the single
statehood matter know only two [sic] well that if the
Indians of this territory were asked to signify their
preference between single and double statehood, that they
would say too quick, give us statehood separate from
(klahoma. 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
locked forward to the time when we would have an Indlan
state. Are we to be disappointed?60

Clearly, the tone reflected disillusion. The Indian of the Tive
Civilized Tribes had continually 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-

58 Muskogee Phoenix, Deecember 22, 1904, p. 1, col. k.

1 Record, 58 Cong., 3 sess., XXXIX, 294-29%.
¢ December 2k, 1904, p. 2, col, 1.
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clusion, More than once after December 24, 1904, Cherokees
probably repeated the words of their newspaperman: "Are we to be
disappointed?®
On Jamuary 3, 1905, the following appeared on the editorial
page of the Muskozee Fhoenlx:
The pure food bill in the Senate 1s the only measure
in the way of giving the statehood bill & clear track.
The people of the two Territories would be willing to
live on sawdust breakfast food, sanded sugar, oleomar-
gerine, cotton seed olive oll, wooden mutmegs, painted
coffee, mock turtle soup, imitation tobaseco sauce, china
eggs, horse steak, and condensed milk for sixty days if
the Senate will run that pure food billéin on & siding
until the statehood bill becomes a laws
Two days later the newspaper notified its readers that the Pure
Food and Drug Bill had been displaced on the regular crder of busi-
ness in the Senate by a vote of thirty-one to seventeen.®? The day
before, the Hamllton Bill, as introduced in the previous session,
was called up for debate.
On February 7, 1905, the Hamilton Bill passed the Senate.
But it had been so laden with amendments as to make it unrecognize
able. There was a total of forty-seven different amendments to
the bill and in such a condition it was rejected by the House of
hepresentatives. The bill was then sent to a conference committiee,
but was not reported out before Congress adjourned.63
Three days before the Hamilton Bill passed the Senate, Senator

Berry of Arkansas gave the Senate a candid and rather accurate

61’%&&59&22 E y January 3, 1905, p. 4, cole 1.
62 Ipid., January 5, 1909, p. 1, cols. 3-k.
63 Regord, 58 Cong., 3 sess., XXXIX, 2005,

2062, 2706, 2790.
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view of the situatlion then existing in Indian Territory when he

saids
« + « 80 far as the Indians themselves within the indian
Territory are concerned, the overvhelming majority would
prefer two States rather than cne . « . « whatever senti-
ment there is in favor of Joint statehood--and a large
part of it in the Indian Territory is amongst the whites—-
has come largely from the faet that they have lost all
hope of getting a separate State, and in thelr anxiety
to secure schools and that they may have some settled
poliey and settled government a great many of them have
sald they would rather come in now, even Joined with
Gklahoma, than to have statehood for the Indian Terri-

tory postponed, and then ultlmagﬁly perhaps have that
Territory attached to Oglahoma.

This was the condition prevailing in Indian Territory at the time

- President lioosevelt finished serving the unexpired term of William
B. McKinley. Hot once In all the years Roosevelt had sat as Presi-
dent had he said one thing to help the Indlans in defense of their
treaty and statutory rights, but in looking back over the period
of forty years since the end of the Civil War President licosevelt
was not alone in this category. These forty years had been a
period of trials, struggles, and even hopes for the Indians. The
last five years were also a period of trials, struggles and hopes
for the vhites in Indian Territory. For the Indians there had
been: <{rials in dividing the land in severalty, struggles in
attempting to keep their possessions against ruthless and scheming
intruders, and hopes for a state which had been promised them and
their fathers. For the whites there had been: trials in develop-

ing new towns, farms, and schools, struggles to fulfill Manifest

6k
ibid., 1835.



28

Destiny, and hopes for a state which cculd 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 unew--those residents of Indian Territory in 1905--~that
statehood had to come soon. Some bellieved that the Hepublican
Congress and President :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 Indlans and the whites of the territory. This
vwas the spirit of the people of Indian Territory at the time of
the inauguration of President Thecdore Roosevelt in March, 1905%.



CHAPTER I1
STATEHOOD AGITATION IN IRDIAN TERRITORY FRUM
MARCH 4, TO AUGUST 20, 1905

While President Theodore hoosevelt sald nothing concerning
statehood for the four remaining territories in his inaugural
address of March &, 1905, this date marked another period in the
march toward statehood for Cklahoma and Indian Territory. This
period went beyond 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 Koosevelt for single statehood.

In April of 1905, President noosevelt began one of his ex-
tended hunting trips in the west and southwest. On April 5, he
entered Indian Territory on the Missourl, Kansas, and Texas Kail-
road and spoke in Vinita, wagoner, Muskogee, and South McAlester;
each time advoeating single statehood. In Muskogee, with John K.
Thomas, Chief Pleasant Porter, Charles N. Haskell, I. N. Ury, and
Clarence B. Douglas as the reception committee, Roosevelt stated:
"Your Territory, remember, in conjunction with Uklahoma, will soon

1

be one of the greatest states in the Union." To the thousands

1 Muskozee 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. 7y col. 3. It is significant that the first three of
these men were leaders in the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention of
August and September, 1905.



30

that saw the President and the many more that read the Laily Okla-
homan the next morning one thought was probably common. This was
expressed by the Dally Uglahoman in red ink above its masthead:
"PHESIDENT ROCSEVELT SHOULD NUW BE ABLE TO MAKE SUME STATEHOGD
UBSERVATIUN IN AIS NEXT ANNUAL MESSAGE TU COUNGHESS."? That this
"statehood observation" would not be agreeable to all, especially
the Indlans of the Five 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, (klahoma Territory, just before going out to hunt
coyotes:s "The next time I come to Oklahoma I trust I will come

to a state and it won't be my fault if this is not so.“u As will
be seen in a later chapter, the President meant that statement to
mean Uklahoma and Indilan 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.

As if spurred on by the visii of Fresident lLioosevelt to the
territories, the advocates of both single and separate statehood
met bn April 1k to further their goals. The latter group met in
Muskogee but accomplished little, while exactly the opposite took
place in Cglahoma City where the Single Statehood Executive
Committee of QOklahoma and Indian Territory met and decided to call

2 paily Qclahouan, April 6, 1905, p. 1.
3 Kefers to the Atoka Agreement, see p. 12.

" Daily Gdlahoman, April 9, 1905, p. 1, col. 6.
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a convention tc meet in Uklahoma City on July 12.5 The purpose of
this single statehood convention was to be two-fold: first, to
consclidate the people behind the program, and second, to get
Congress to admit thé two territories as a state. 1t was to be
attended by one thousand delegates, five hundred from each Terri-
tory.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 3Statehocod Execu-
tive Committee, were far more industrious in the next few months
than in the past. Laylng the ground work for a great lobbying
drive in the nexi 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 Uklahoma-Indian

Territory Bankers Assoclation, which met in Muskxogee the last week

5 Musikogee Phoenix, April 15, 1905, p. 1, cols. 1 and 4.
The separate statehood meeting in Muskogee was attended by but
four persons and a newspaper reporter. O(ne of the four was Robert
L. Owen. The S8ingle Statehood Executive Committee of Uklahoma and
Indian Territory was composed of men from both territories who
wanted single statehood. The writer has found no definite informa=-
tion on how the committee was chosen, but it was probably picked
at one of the numerous single statehood meetings.

6 Ibid., June 6, 1305, pe 5, cols. 3-4,

7 patly Gklahoman, June 10, 1905, p. 1, ccl. 7. Among the
groups passing resolutions favoring single statehood was the
Rational Editorial Association which met in Guthrie, (klahoma Terri-
tory, June 8-9, 1905.
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of May, Colonel Clarence E. T'ouglas, editor of the Muskogee Phoenix,
took Delegate Blrd S. McGuire, the prineipal speaker of the Conven-
tion, to meet Charles N. Haskell. According to Haskell, " « « «
McGuire explained that the effort to get a statchood b1ll adopted
by congress [sic] in the winter of 1904 and 190% failed because of
the Indian element . . + " This statement of McGuire's was less
than two months later to influence Haskell in the organization of
the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention.
On June 17, 1905, William Jennings Bryan stopped over in Mus-
kogee on his Southern speaking tour, but in the fifty minutes bryan
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.g Instead, he
gave a general speech on democracy.
Robert L. Williams, the Democratic national committeeman from
Indian Territory, visited in Muskogee on July 9 in the interests
of the Democratic party and single statehood. The Phoenix, in an
editorial the following day wrote of an interview with Williams:
« « o the Democratic party in this territory was for
single statehood and that down in hls section where
enthusiasm and Uemocracy was rampant large Lemocratic
delegations would be sent to the Qklahoma convention on
the 12th and that no man would be put on a delegation
who would not pledge himself for single statehood.lO

The Phoenix editoriallst, presumably Colonel Douglas, was quite

favorable in his treatment of williams, for while the Phoenix was

8 Charles N. Haskell to Clinton M. Allen, April 18, 1911, pub-
lished as Appendix F to The Sequoyah Movement by Allen.

9 Muskogee Phoenix, Jume 18, 1905, p. 1, cols. 1-2.
10 1p1d., July 6, 1905, p. 4, col. 1.



a Republican newspaper, it was first a single statehood paper.

On the same day that Williams was in iuskogee alding in the
building of enthusiasm for the Cklahoma City convention, James A.
Norman and Chiefs William <. Rogersvand Green McCurtain, governors
of the Cherokee and Choectaw Nations respectively, issued a call
for a constituticnal convention to be held in MHuskogee on August 21l.
This constitutional convention was to draft a constitution for a
gseparate state to be formed from indlan Territory. Delegates were
to be chosen by local conventions on August 7 in each recording
town of the twenty-six recording districts of the Indian Territory. -
These local conventions were to be presided over by the mayors of
those twenty-six towns. This call, coming in the middle of the
activity to select delegates to the single statehood convention to
be held in Cklahoma City exactly one week later, naturally caused a
great deal of exclitement, except as William H. Murray wrote, " « « »
in the west half of the lhickasaw Nation, which selection followed
the eternal hammering of Sidney Suggs, Editor of the Ardmoreite,
for statehood with Oklahoma Territory.“l3

The day after the Norman call for a separate statehood conven-

tion was made, the Muskogee Fhoenix began editorializing on the

11 Ibid.y pe 7 col. 3. Angle Debo states in And Still the
W Bun, pe 162, that Norman was: " , . . & mixed blood Chero-
kee 1§ving at Muskogee, who issued a pamphlet in the fall of 190%
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 No. 26 was formed from the lower
half of District No. 21 but was never shown on any government map.

L willtam H. Murray, "The Constitutional Convention®, Ihe
klahoma, IX (1931), 127-128,
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coming convention. In most of the editorlals that newspaper
printed (both before, during, and after the convention was held)
the Phoenix made a polley of seldom casting any direet slurs upon
it. In a few cases the paper was actually friendly toward the con=-
vention. In the same issue, July 6, in which the Phoenix published
the Norman call the editor wrote: "The outcome of the call will
be watched with interest as this move wlll demonstrate the strangth
of the double state sentiment in the te.rr:l.tory."l‘+ While obvious
to all that the newspaper oppcosed the separate statehcod move, 1t
could not afford to oppose it too strenuously for there was a re-
mote possiblility that Congress might create the state, and if
such took place Muskogee would of course have a good chance at
being the capitol eity. On July 11 the Phoenix editor wrote that
the convention called for August would " . . « Go more toward
hastening the passage of a single statehood bill than any single
statehood convention has done or will do."l5 This latter thought was
repeated by the paper a number of times in the following fcur months.
Among the twenty-two delegates and twenty-two alternates
elected on July 8 from Muskogee to attend the Uklahoma City con-
vention were Charles N. Haskell and John K. Thomasglé The election
of these two men is significant for they were later two of the
most influential men In the separate statehood convention held in

Muskogee the next month. The Uklahoma City convention lasted but

14 Muskogee Pho s July 6, 1905, p« %, col., 1l.

15 ibid., July 11, 1905, p. k4, col. 2.

16 Ibid., July 9, 1905, p. 1, cols. 3-4. These men were both
chosen dE“EItérnates.’ ! ?
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one day, Saturday, July 12.17 It was attended by approximately
one thousand persons from the two territories and before adjourn-
ing passed a resolution asking for single statehood. This was
addregsed tc the Presldent and tc Congress.

Whether Hasikell attencded the Uklahoma (ity Single Statehood
Convention as an alternate the writer has been unabie to¢ determine,
but Haskell later stated:s " . . . it was natural that the Indian
Territory cltizens . . « should want a separate state of Indlan

Territory."la Haskell later wrotetl

» « o When I saw Hr, Norman's notice in the paper and
- recalling what Congressman McGuire had said, I felt
that Horman was pursulng the best course to secure
state government, and, taking the paper in hand, 1 went
to the office of Chlef 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 satisfled nothing would come of 1t because the
white pecople would try ig override and ignore the wish
of the Indian citizens.

Haskell sugzesited at this meeting with Chief Pleasant Porter that
all of the five chiefs of the Five Civilized Tribes should issue
an amended call for a constitutiocnal convention,s Porter agreed to
this, but not until after stating, according to Haskell: |

1 very much doubt that Congress wlll keep this agreement

[ the Atoka Agreement] made to the Indlans. However, we

insist that the demand be made upon Congress to keep

faith with the Indians, and if you (meaning myself

[Haskell] and other white citizens) will join with us
and put this demand square up to Congress anc they

17 1pig., July 1%, 1905, p. 4, col. 2.

18 Haskell to Allen, referred to in footnote no. 8 of this
cuiapter.

19 Ibid.
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refuse to make good the promise of the government, then
we will thereafter make no obgection to combining the
two territories in one state.<0

Haskell later wired the other four chiefs and a few days later they
or their representatives met in ILoom 511 of the Turner iiotel in
Musikogee.
On July 18 Chief Pleasant Porter, Creek Nation, Chief william
C. Hogers, Cherokee Natiom; Choctaw National Treasurer George W.
Scott, representing Chief Green MeCurtain; william H. Murray,
representing Chief Douglas H. Johnston of the Chickasaw Nationj
Charles k. Haskell, and James A. lLiorman met to duscuss amending
the Norman call. Chief John ¥, Brown of the Seminole Nation was
not present, but he sent a letter stating he would do all he could
21

to further the separate statehood movement. During the course
of the meeting Haskell stateds

In oy opinion Congress will not grant statehood for the

territory . « . although personally 1 feel that the

Indians are entitled to separate statehood. 1I'll go

down the line with you fighting for separate statehood.

Furthermore, 1'11 pay all the incidental expenses of

the convention and the electlon if you will agree to

approve jo%gt statchood 1f Congress denles us separate
statehood .=

20 1p1g,

2l The meeting in Roam 511 of the Turner lotel has been
touched on by four different writers, twc of whom were therew-
Haskell and Hurray, yet all four differ as to either vhom was there
or when the meeting was held. Sources for the names of those

present were the Mggggggg Fhoenix, July 19, 1905, p. 1y col. 2
and Paul Nesbitt, "Governor Haskell Tells of Two’Conveﬁtions,"

Chronieles of Okjahoma, XIV (1936), 196=197.

.
2 oscar Presley Fowler, Ihe 1l Bezgime, 1he Intimate
Life of Charles Nathanlel Haskell, p. %49.
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Oscar Presley Fowler states that this agreement was written on the
back of a Turner Hotel letterhead and duly signed by all members of
the caucus.23 Before the meeting adjourned an amended call was
drawn up with the only appreciable difference between 1t and the
Norman call of Jduly 5 belng that the principal chiefs of each of
the Five Civilized Tribes were to appoint the presiding cfficers
of the loecal conventions to be held on August 7 in the recording
towns. Under the earlier call the local mayors were to do this.
This call was signed by Chiefs togers, Porter, Erown, and HeCurtain
and Choctaw Treasurer Scott, OScott signed as secretary of the
group.zh Chief Porter signed for Chief Brown, but there was no
explanation as to how McCurtain could sign it wvhen it was reportied
the day before that he had not attended. Thus by this document it
was made oificial that seven delegates and seven alternates were
to be seleeted from each recording distriet to attend a separate
statehood constitutional convention on August 21 in Huskogee.

In commenting on this action, willlam 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 sclemn promise that 1f they would
abandon their homes and establish themselves in the west-
ern wilderness, never should Territorial or 3State 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 Govermment. Certainly neither Government, States-ﬁs
man, or politician should wantonly violate such a pledge.”

3 Inia.
M Muskogee Phoenix, July 20, 1905, p» 3, cols. 1-l,

25 Hurray, ODe Qit., PP 132‘133.



Murray also rcalized the difficulty of obtalning separate state-
hood, for he wrote, " ., . . the East would become alarmed, and
fearing two more western states, [Congress] would push an enabling
“act for one State."26

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 Forter, 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 mJnths later this act of Forter's
was to cause him loss of support in the Creek HNational Councll.

(n July 21 the Phoenix suggested in its editorial columns
that in the event Indlan Territory was made a state that it should
be named the State of Muskogee.28 This editorial caused the

poenix, Muskogee businessmen, and the leaders of the comlng cone-

vention no little embarassment and loss of good will throughout
the Territory, for many began to think the convention was called
merely to ald Muskogee.

Two days later the same paper published a list of some of
the presiding officers for the local conventicns in the Creek

26 1pig., p. 133.

27 Muskogee Pho s July 15, 1905, p. 6, col. 3.
28 11id., July 21, 1905, p. %, col. 1.
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Ration. 411 had been appointed recently by Porter; they wveres
A, E. MecKellop, Sapulpa; Samuel Hayes, (kmulgee; Charles N. Haskell,
Muskogee; and George w. Grayson 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 Muskogeey had donated the use of his theatre for the eonvention
with only the cost to the convention being the lighting and the
Janitorial expense.29
Ey August 7, when the local coﬁventions were to be held in
each recording district town to elect the seven delegates and
seven alternates, a great deal of opposition to the constitutional
conventicn had developed. This opposition was loud and vociferous,
and expressed itself through most of the newspapers of the Indian
Territory. The opponents can be grouped roughly intoc four cate=
gories: first, those who were just plaln single statehood
advocates; second, most of the residents and ciltizens of the
Chickasaw Nationj; third, those who called the whole movement an
expression of Muskogeelism; and fourth, the railroad interests.
Bvery opponent of the coming convention could not fit arbitrarily
into one of those four groups, but most could, and some could fit
into all of them. For instance, an employee of a railroad, living
in the Chickasaw Kation, could be an ardent "single stater®™ and
yet see in the convention only an open manifestation of Muskogee-

ism,

29
Ibid., July 23, 1905, p. 1, col. 2.
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Expressing the attitude of many Chickasaws and most of the
whites in that nation, Chief Douglas H. Johnston stated on July
29t "In my judgement, the time has not arrived for the Indlans to
say . « » they want statehood, and for this reason I will not
officially or personally participate in the proposed couvention.”so
He was the only one of the five chiefs to oppose the conventions.
The Dally Ardmoreite, the leading newspaper in the Chickasaw
Hatiau, ran editorials continually against the convention. Such
papers as the Vinits Leader and the Lurant News, and a number of
others, were quoted by the Hugkogee Phoenlx as accusing the con-
vention of being promoted by Muskogee selfishness and graft.3l
Among the most effective opposition of all was a force that cannot
now be measured due to the fact that it was never out 1in the open.
This latter opposition was that of the railroads and their attorneys
and employees. Many of the leading members of the Oklahoma Clty

32 Both the

Convention on July 12 were attorneys of the rallroads.
Republican national committeeman for Indian Territory, P. L. Soper,
and the Democratic national committeeman, Robert L. Williams, were
employed by railroaés; both opposed the Muskogee convention‘33
While it must be emphasized that there is no direct evidence show-
ing these men stood to gain in any way from their employers for

opposing statehood for Indian Territory, it is nevertheless true

30 Ipid., July 30, 1905, p. 1, col. 2.
31 Mf’ August 5’ 1905, po l+, 0010 2.

32 partlesville Dally Enterprise, August 11, 1905, p. %, cal. k.
33 1bid.; Muskogee Phoenix, July 2, 1905, p. 1, cols. 3-l,
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that the railroads operating in Indian Territory could save con-
siderable money by opposing separate statehood, As already mentioned,
the railroads in Indian Territory paild only a yearly rental fee.
The railroads realized, as did almost everyone in Indian Territory,
that under statehood they would be taxed in proportion to the valua-
tion of their property. This they probably wanted to prevent; the
raillroads probably felt that if it 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 concluding this paragraph it muast be emphasized again that
there is no evidence that the attorneys mentioned above, Soper and
“illiams, were retained by the railroads for the sole purpose of
cpposing Indian Territory statechood.

On the day set, August 7, in both the Rorman call and the
arended call by the chiefs to elect the delegates and alternates
to the separate statehood constituticnal convention, there were
meetings held in seventeen of the twenty-six recording districts.
In eight of the remaining nine districts conventions were held
at a later date and delegates selected. In the first recording'
distriet no meeting was held and no delegates were sver seclected.
In the third, twentleth, and the twenty-sixth recording districts
meetings were held and delegations chosen, but there was no record
made of those meetings. From the third and twenty-sixth districts
the only names found are those who were appointed to committee
membership. The seventeenth district was represented, but the
}date of this meeting was not published. In the twentieth record-

ing distriet a group was selected, but there was no current report
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of such meeting, the only report belng published on October l.
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 ones; these were the tenth, fourteenth, fifteenth,
nineteenth, twenty-second, twenty-third, and twenty-fifth. The
tenth district conventlon held in Muskogee was noteworthy due to
the preponderance of influentlal men who were chosen to represent
that district. These included: Pleasant Porter, Charles K.
Haskelly Se e utherford, the ex-mayor of Muskogee; Dr. Leo Fe
Dennett, a U. 5. Marshall; ivev. A. Grant Evans, president of Henry
Kendall College; and Judge John L. Thomas, who had served for ten
years as Congressman from Iilinois. There were a number of speeches
made, among them one by FPleasant Porter which ended with the state~
ment: "The convention to be held here late this month will live
in history. 1It will live as long as there is American liberty..ﬂ3
The convention held at Poteau in the fourteenth district was un-
- usual in that it was attended by eighty-two persons, sixty~-three
of whom were single staters and attempted to take over the meeting.
The sixty-three finally became dlsgusted, left in a body, and met
elsewhere and passed resolutions against the other nineteen.35
In the fifteenth district there were thirty-five delegates chosen

instead of seven delegates and seven alternates. It was decided

3k Muskogee Phoenix, August 8, 1905, p. 6, cols. 1l-h.
35 bia., August 10, 1905, p. 7, cols. 3-l.
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to glve each 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 in the Chickasaw Hation on the date set
with the exceptlion of the cne at Tishimingo, where Willianm H.
Murray resideds Heford EBond, one of those chosen at the Chlckasha
meetling stated:

I was elected one of the delegates from Chickasha due

to my Chickasaw decendency not because of my beliefs

on the statehood question. I personally thought single

statehood best just as did probablg ninety-nine out of

every hundred pecple in Chickasha.37
The twenty-second district meeting was significant due to the elecw
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 Natlon
between august 7 and August 2l. As Murray has written:

I personally visited the Marietta Cistrict, Ardmore, Lyan,

Chickasha, Pauls Valley, and Ada. I personally knew the

Indians, intermarried Citizens, and whites for the

movement, that lived in each district, By telephone I

called them 1n each_of the several towns, and they

elected delegates.3d )
The meeting held in Atoka in the twenty-third district ended by
adopting a set of single statehood resclutions. Among the five
resolutions adopted, the second endorsed the (Gklahoma City conven-
tion of July 123 the third recognized Congress! right to admit

Indian Territory with Oklahoma Territory as one statej and the

36 M’l August 91 1905, D 7, cols 3.

37 Interview with Reford Bond, August 15, 1949.

38 william H. Murray, kEemoirs of Governor Murray and True
History of Udahoma, I, 31h4.
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fifth rescolved against having a constitution drawn by delegates
from only Indian Territory.39 The convention held in the twenty-
fifth district was indicative of several to follow, for it wvas
held in Caddo and not in Durant, fhe seat of that recording
district¢h0

The other ten local conventions held August 7 toc elect the
delegates were generally much the same, With the exception of
the men chosen they could Just as easily have been held in one
district as another. There was usually one man in each of those
distriets that stood out among the restj there were seldom over
twoe ,

Un August 8 a group of delegates were elected from the eigh-
teenth recording district. In commenting on the group chosen,
the Purcell heglster claimed part of them did not live in the
eighteenth district. If the addresses given in the paper were
correct, four of those chosen were from the seventeenth recording

L1

districte The sixteenth recording district selected its delew

gates at Ponotoc rather than meeting in Adas The meeting was held

42

on August 10. Un August 15 a meeting was held in Berwyn, in-

stead of Ardmore, and selected the delegates to represent that
i
district. 3 And as the obviously blased Vipits Dailly Chieftain

39 South McAlester Capltal, August 17, 1905, p. 5, cole k.

40 pine County Democrat, Durant, August 11, 1705, p. 1, col. l.
b1 Purcell Hegister, August 12, 1905, p. 4, cols. 1-2.

%2 gouth McAlester Capital, August 17, 1905, p. 4, col. 5

%3 paily Ardmoreite, August 15, 1305, pe 1, cole %e
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wrote concerning the meeting on August 19 in Vinita, "The separate
convention for the Second recording distriet to select delegates
to the Musikogee Convention, held here Saturday was a frost. Less
than a score « « » were in :av.'i;i:emiam;:e."1{’l+

Thus by Saturday, August 19, only two days before the conven-
tion was to convene in Muskogee, the last of all the delegates and
alternates were chosen. All of those who had wanted to be elected
were not Satisfied‘in this desire-~the two most notable ones left
out by their nelghbors were Chief William C. Rogers and James A. |
Horman--they had drawn up the first call; yet they were rejected
by the local conventians.hs |

By the next day, Sunday, august 20, the first constitutional
convention held in Indian Territory since 1870 was about to con-
vene, and the delegates began arriving in Muskogee in preparation
for the opening session the next day. The four and one-half months
from the adjourning of the Fifty-eighth Congress had been an active
period. The Indians who had been promised a state from thelr terri-
tory had seen President Roosevelt come among them advocating state-
hood with Oklahoma Territory; théy had seen about one thousand

delegates assemble in Oklahoma City to further the cause of single

e Vinita Daily chieftain, August 21, 1905, p. 1, col. ke

45 Chief Hogers was not chosen by the fourth recording dis-
triet in its meeting at Claremore; no reason was gilven in the
report of that meeting in the Claremore Progress. Normen was not
chosen in the meeting of the tenth recording district at Muskogee;
so 1t has been reported he then went to Sallisaw and tried to be
among those chosen from the eleventh recording district. He was
not chosen by any district to represent it at the convention.

Muskozee Fhoenix, August 22, 1905, p. 5, col. 3.
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statehood, and they had seen terrific opposition develop in their
own territory when their chiefs 1ssued a call for a constitutional
convention to write a constitution for Indian Territory. How they,
these last leadsrs of a valiant race, were assembling in historic
Muskogee to write a constitution for a state of their cwn and pray
that Congress, which had promised them one, and the Presldent would
see fit to keep that promlse. Many, no doubt bouyed up with the
inspiration of meeting others with a similar desire, believed that
separate statehood was possible; others were not sc coafident,

but all faced the morrow with a serious and resoclute outlocks.



CHAPTER III
THE SEQUUYAII CONSTITUTIOGNAL CUNVENTION, AUGUST 21, 1905
TO SEPTEMBER 8, 1905

The separate statehood constitutional convention which opened
in Muskogee on August 21, 1905, afterwards called the Sequoyah
Constitutional Convention, attracted considerable attention through=-
out not only Indian Territory, but the liiddle West as well,

Besides a number of newspapermen from Indian Territory, the
managing editors of the Saint Louis Hepublic and the Kangsss City
dournal and the Washington writer for the News Interprise Assocla-
tion, a department of the Seripps-Mciiea Press Association, were
there to cover this unusual convention for their readers.l There
was good cause for this convention to attract widespread interest,
for it was the first time since 1389 that 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
londay morning, August 21, Charles N. Haskell was requcsted by
Green McCurtain and John I. Brown, chiefs of the Choctaw and Semi-
nole Nations, tu serve as chairman of the convention. This Haskell
declined, stating that Chief Fleasant Porter of the Creek Hation

should serve and thereby glve it the appearance of Indian leader-

1 Muskogee Phoenix, August 20, 1909, p. 1, col. 6.
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ship. Porter agreed if Haskell would serve as vice-chalrman and
relieve him of the routine.2 Shortly after this meeting the con-
vention opened in the Hinton Theatre, It was reported there were
"orobably sixty delegates and twice as many spectators, many of
them ladies."3
— Immecdiately after Chief John nogers of the Cherckee Hation
rapped the convention to order neverend A. Grant Evans, president
of Henry Kendall College, offered the invocation. HKeverend Lvans
was followed by Mayor r¥. B. Fite, who welcomed the delegates to
Muskogee, and William H. Murray responded to rite "eliciting as
prolonged apjlause as any speaker during the session."k Murray's
response was followed by George w. vcott of Eufaula proposing that
a resoclution of the chiefs of the Five Civilized Tribes be accepted.
This resclution, nominating temporary officers, was accepted
unanimously, anc D. C. MecCurtain, son of Chief HcCurtain, thanxed
the delegates for electing him temporary chairman.5 Shortly after
this, on the motion of william H. Murray, a Committee on Fermanent
Organization, nules, and Urder of Business was appointed.6 Upon

the appolntment of this committee, with one member from each of the

2 Fowler, ope cit., ps 51e

3 Muskogee Ph » August 22, 1905, p. 1y col. 1.
% Ipia.

5 Ibid., cols. 1-2. Names of tempovary officers are in
Appendix C,

6 1Q%g, col. 2, RNames of this committee’s members are in
Appendix Dj %his committee 1s hereafter referred to as the
Committee on Permanent Urganlization.
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Five Civilized Tribes, the convention adjourned until after lunch.

wWwhen 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 elected
included: Pleasant Forter as chalrman, Charles N. Haskell as
vice-chairman, and Alexander Fosey as secretary; the other officers
may be found listed in Appendilx 6.7 The remalinder of this committee
report consisted of six parts. The first part stated that a quorum
should consist of a delegate, or delegates, from fourteen or more
districts. Fart twe recommended the appcintment of three committees:
a committee on drafting the constitution, a committee on resolu-
tions, and a committee on flnancej the first and third of these
comnittees 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 fifth recommendation was that the conven=-

ticn should convene at nine o'clock and at two o'clock each day.

7 Myskogee Phoenix, August 22, p. 1, cole. 3+ William H. Murray

has written that not rle.ander losey, but J. iampton Tucker was

the secretary. The author 1s in ;ossession of a letter from Tucker,
dated February 22, 1949, in which he states that he did not even
attend the conventlion, and thus could not have been the secretary.
Several writers have stated that, excepting Pleasant Porter, each

of the principal chiefs of the Five Civilized Tribes, with william

H. Murray representing Chief Jchnston of the Chickasaw Hation,

served as vice-chairman of the convention. Newspaper reports of the
convention fail to indicate this to have been the ease. It 1s possi-

. 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. togers not being chosen as a delegate from any
district in the Cherokee Nation, even though he had been a signer
of the original Horman call.
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The last suggestion wag that Cushing's Manual on Parlismentary
Rules be used in the convention.8

After the above report of the Committee on Fermanent Organiza-
tion was adopted, Theodore Potts suggested that since there was no
rule on voting that voting should be by districts. Charles N.
Haskell then countered with a motion which carried; it was: if
a vote was requested by ten delegates then there was to be a roll
call of the districts, with each district being allowed seven votes;
the seven votes could be cast as a unit or divided as the particular

9

delegations chose.

Later in the afternoon a committee was appointed to investi-
gate the three delegates from the Atoka, or the twenty-third
recording districty whom it was claimed were single staters. The
three delegates were: william Bassett, D. N. Robb, and Paul B.
Smith. The names of the committee appointed to investigate the three
may be found in Appendix D. That night the committee asked for and

recelved more time to investigate the delegates in question.lo

During the night session, August 21, A. Grant Evans suggested
that the chairman appoint a committee of one delegate from each
district to work up sentiment for the ratification of the constitu=-
tion to be written.ll This committee for campaigning was later

8 IMd', COISQB—L"Q
2 MQ-, col. l+b
10 Ibid., cols. 4 and 6.

11 Mt, col. 50
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ereated, but with one delegate being chosen by each delegation
rather than by the chairman.

S. M. Butherford 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 tc swollen streams.l2

When the convention convened at nine o'eclock, Tuesday morn-
ing, August 22, the names of the members of the Committees on
Constitution, on Campaign, and on Finance were anaounced.l3 The
names of all the members of these commlttees may be found in
Appendices E, F, and G respectively.

He L. Muldrow, whc was named as a member of the Finance Com-
mittee, wrote this writer:

I may have been a member of the Sequoyah Constitutional

Convention but even if so I was not active and Governor

Murray was right in telling you that I did not attend

the convention in Muskogee. If I was listed as a member

of the Finance Committee, I was never advised of it and

certainly did nottserve‘ As a matter of fact, I was,,

not in Muskogee while the Convention was in session.
There were probatly a number of others named as members of commi-
tees who were not present, for on the first day it had been reportéd,
as stated on page forty-eight, there were only about sixty delegates
in the convention, yet cne hundred and two men had been appointed
to these three commiitees of the three hundred and five delegates
and alternates who had been elected. William H. Murray has stated:

"l was the only one from the Chlckasaw Nation that was at the con~

12
ibid.

1 ,
3 Muskogee Phoenix, August 23, 1905, p. 1, col. 1.
14 H. L. Muldrow to this writer, August 11, 19%9.
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vention from start to finish.“l5 This statement of Murray's is
certainly substantiated by an editorial from the Muskogee Phoenixi

We sincerely trust Mr. Murr{a) y will succeed in

getting someone here to assist him in representing the

Chickasaw Nation. Not that he and the Pauls Valley

delegation are not equal to the emergency, but it would

be less embarassing on the roll ecall if distriets 16,

18, 19, %8, 21, 22, and 26 had same one to answer

present.
Reford Bond, elected as a delegate from the ninteenth district,
although a single stater, stated that he did not attend the con-
vention because he was a young‘man and had a heavy law practice to
take care of.l7 Not being in sympathy with the announced aims of
the convention, 1t was only natural for him to refuse to neglect
his practice.

On Tuesday mornlng, August 22, :obert L. Owen moved that James
A. Norman, author of the first call for the convention, be elected
as an assistant secretary. In viewing Rorman's past efforts for
separate statehcod, it was only fitting that he be glven some posi-
tion in 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 & delegate., Owen's motion was
approved by the convention.l8

That morning the committee named to investigate the Atcks

delegation reported they had nothing to investigate, for the three

15 Interview with William H. Murray, August 9, 1949.
16 Muskogee Phoenix, August 23, 1905, p. 4, col. 1.
17 Interview with Heford Bond, August 15, 19%49.

18 yuskogee Phicenix, loc. cite, p. 1, cols. 2-3.
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delegates in questicn had not been certified by Chlef McCurtain,
kobert L. Owen, possibly wishing to avoid any open fights in the
convention, moved that they be seated as delegates-at-large.
This 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 I'. Bennett followed Smith with a motion
to seat the entire Atoka delegation, but Joseph M, LaHay opposed
this and read the single statehood resclution adopted by that
delegation on August 7. John H. Thomas, A. Grant Ebvans, and
others then made speeches in favor of the Bennett motion, and it
was carried with only William H. Murray dissenting.19

The Phoenix, 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 of the
convention. iieporting on Robert L. Owen's reading of a memorial,
it stated: "He did so, making a masterful address, from his
viewpoint, the hour and a half which he consumed never occasion=-
ing the least impatience among the delegates."zq The same type
of reporting may be seen when it wrote that Sclomon J. Homer, whom
they stated was a full-blood Choetaw and Harvard graduate, made

21
"(ne of the best addresses of the entire convention."

19 1pid., cols. 1-2.

20 Ibid., cole 3 and p. 54 col. la

2
1 Ibid.y, pe 1, coles 3.
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That afternoon, Theodore Potts of the Wagoner district moved
the‘adoption of an cath for all members of the convention. The
cath he presented was: "I do solemnly swear that 1 will support
the constitution and laws of the United States and will honestly
and falthfully discharge the dutles of the office on which I am
about to enter." James S. Davenport moved that the words, "and
laws® be stricken from the ocath, This caused quite a discussion
among the members, but the oath was finally adopted as amended by
Davenport@22 This refusal of the delegates to include support-
ing the laws of the United States within their ocath later caused
some rather caustic editorials in the newspapers of the territory.

In the Tuesday afternoon session before any mention had been
made on the floor of the convention for a recess, William H. Murray
moved that the chairmén appoint a committee of five to select pro-
minent men to address the convention after the recess. This move
came as a surﬁrise to many of the convention delegates, but it was

unanimously passed.23

Later that afternoon Murray moved that the
convention reassemble, after a recess, in South Mcilester. Murray
withdrew his motion when U, 3. Kussell, one of the delegates from
South McAlester, cited the lack of hotel facilities in his city.2u

Just before five o'cloeck, Charles N. Haskell proposed that the con-

23 Muskozee Phoenix, A
ugust 23 1905
of the committee members may be found in pendi

2 Abid., colss 1l-2. The paper did not state Murray's
reasons for suggestlng moving the convention to South McAlester,

c 01. 3 - Rames
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vention adjourn for two weeks, leaving the Constitution Committee
to draw up the constitution. The convention was then to convene
to approve or disapprove the committee's work. At five o'clock,
the convention adjourned for two weeks; it was due to reconvene at
nine o'clock on September 6.25

That night the Constitution Committee held a meeting in the
Commercial Club in Muskogee. In this organizational meeting W. We.
Hastings of Tahlequah was elected chairman, John K. Thomas of
Muskogee, vice-chalrman, and Reverend A. Grant Evans, also of Mus-
kogee, was chosen as secretary. P, A. Byers of Pryor Creek was
later made assistant secretary. ©(n the motion of Cheesle McIntosh
the chair was authorized to appoint a committee of three to aid
the chairman and vice~chairman in recommending the appointment of
sub~committees. Those so named were Charles N. Haskell, iHobert
L, Owen, and David M. Hodge. Before the meeting adjourned, Owen
spoke briefly on adopting an Indlan name for the state, preferably
Sequoyah.26

The other large committees, the Committee on Iinance and the
Commlttee on Campaign, met that night, but they adjourned shortly
to await results from the Constitution Committee.27 The following
day the Finance Committee met again to receilve a report from some
of its members. This report recommended financing the campaign,
eleetion, and other expenses by the issuance of non-interest bear-

ing bonds in dencminations of §l to §25 on the condition that the

25 Ibid.

26 Muskogee Phoenlx, August 23, 1905, p. 1, col. h.
27 Ipia.
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new state would assume the debt. Connell Hogers of Fort Gibson,

a member of a commitiee appointed from the Constitution Committee

to meet with the Finance 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 of the Chair-
28

man cf the ¥Finance Committee.®

In the meeting of the committee to draft the constitution
which took place on Wednesday morning, August 23, Chairman Hastings
made hls appointments to the eleven subcommitiees recommended.
Pleasant Porter and Charles N. Haskell, chairman and vice-chair-
man of the constitutional convention, as well as comittese
chairman Hastings, were made ex~officlo members of all the sube
committees. Ko one of the varilous sub-cdﬁmittees to draft portions
of the constitution was more important than another; they each had
important duties, and they were staffed by highly capable men.

The eleven sub-coumittees met daily and nightly from that morning
until August 295 they worked hard and fast, meeting in varlous
offices in Muskogee.29 The short amount of time in which they
were able to prepare their reports is ample testimony to the fact
that there could have been but few prolonged arguments within the
sub~committees, most of whom were undoubtedly chalrmaned by a
fairly strong and highly intelligent individual.

Wednesday afternoon the Anti-Horse Thief Deteective Associa-

tion, holding a barbecue in Hyde Park in Muskogee, requested and

28 Ibid., August 24, 1905, p. 7, col. 3.

29 Ibid., col., 4. HNames of all members of the sub-committees
and where they met may be found in Appendix E.
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received two speakers from the Constitutional Committee. The two
who went out to speak were iobert L. Owen and Solomon J. Homer.30“

After meeting but one day, the Sub-Cummittee on Juffrage,
Election, and Freservation of Purity of Govermment, headed by
Joseph M, LaHay, was reported to be consuming much time in listenw
ing to lady callers demanding women's suffrage. A newspaper report
stated: "Joe says the chairman realized what he calls 'the eternal
fitness of things! when he appoiuted him chairman of that particular
committee.®>> Just what LaHay meant by "the eternal fitness of
things" was left to be assumed by the readerS.

(n Tuesday, August 29, after a week of sub-committee meetings,
the Constitution Committee met agaln and during the day and night
sesslons 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
taken on them. |

The preamble approved contained the name of the proposed state
as the 3tate of Sequoyah. This namling 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 Phoenix, was first suggested in a poem by J. S.

30 Ibid., cols 3.

31 Mugkoree Phoenix, August 25, 1905, p. 8, col. 3.
32 ibid., August 30, 1905, p. 1, cole. 5 and pe. 8, cols. 3-k.



Holden, published sometime in 1898 in the [ort Gibsen gg§§,33

In approving the bill of rights, there was reported debate
on but three major items. The first item was over a recomrenda-
tion that defendants in criminal cases be furnished an abstract
of all the evidence to be brought agalnst them, Judge John K.
Thomas, 4. 5. HMcKennon, and Theodore Fotts all objected to this
provision, deelaring it would be unsafe and cause endless delay.
hobert L., Owen, 5. M. iutherford, and James S. Davenport defended
the provision, but accepted an amendment by Cheesie lMcintosh.
The amendment was that defendants be provided with only an abstract
of evidence submitted before the grand jury. There was discussion
on whether a simple or two-thirds majority of Jjurors should be
required for decisions in ci§11 cases. w. W. Hastings urged final
acceptance of the simple majority as used in the Cherckee courtss
this was finally adopted. The third provision which arocused de-
bate was a provision allowing any citizen to carry arms to defend
his home or property. 7This was amended in order that one could
carry arms for common defense, but it did not Jjustify the carry-
ing of concealed weapons.3

In a night session on Tuesday, August 29, the Sub-Committee
on the Judiciary reported, This group recommended that five
supreme court justices be provided for in the censtitution, but

after Cheesie McIntosh, 3. M. hutherford, Solomon J. Homer,

33 Ibid., August 31, 1905, p. 6, col. k. The poem mentioned
above may be seen in Appendix J.

L
3* Ipid., August 30, 1905, p. 1, cols. 5-6.



William H. Murray, and Joseph H. LaHay had spoken it was agreed to
reduce the number tc three. Also adopted was a provision outlawe
ing the acceptance of a railroad pass by any judge of the courts
of the state‘35

That day the IFinance (omnittee had reported they had already
received §1,200 in contributions to pay the expense of later print-
ing the constituticn, ballots, and other miscellaneous expenses,

At this time it was seen necessary to appoint an auditing sub-
committee to take care of the funds eollected and disbursed.36
Un Wednesday, August 30, the first really personal clashes

of the convention occurred. These arguments were between Charles
N, Haskell and 5. M. Hutherford, 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. ilaskell held the
former should be done, while iwtherford the latter. It was at

this time that Haskell stated there were four conditions under
which Indlan Territory legislation should be considered; these
were: "statehood for Indian Territeryj territorial form of govern-

ment; go straight to the devil; or be joined with (klahoma.® He

35 Ibidey cole 3« Louls M. iHacker has stated: "Judges,
Juries, and state officlals were reciplients of the largess of the
" rallroads: the pass was the least of the common evils 1indulged
in." Louis M. Hacker and Benjamin b. nendrick, The United States
Since 1869, pe 264. It might also be noted that the Llkins Act
of 1903 prohibited variation frowm published rates but not the
granting of passes to public oificlals.

36 Ibid., col. 4, Names of the members of this sub-committee
may be found in Appendix G
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added: "These steps are arrvanged in order of my preference. We
¢can gain nothing by asking for second chcice when we are just as

likely to get first choice."37

The llaskell position was upheld by
the committee, That afterncon ilutherford moved to have the report
of the sub-committee on county boundaries sent back to the commit-
tee. IHe wanted the state divided into thirty-three cocunties instead
of the forty-eight as recommended. At this time Kutherford accused
Haskell of supporting the forty-eight county plan for personal and
financial reasons anc not for the good of the future states. Joseph
M. LaHay disagreed with iwutherford and Masterson Peyton took issue
with Lallay, but the forty-eight county plan was finally adopted
by the group.38
The report of the Sub-Committee on Militia and HMinor Administra-
tive Departments was adopted on Wednesday as were several partial
reports. Before the committee adjourned, Theodore Potts was
selected to draft a provislon for the constitution regulating the
lssuance of charters to corporations by munieipal governments.39
(n Thursday, August 31, the reports of the Education, the
Executive, and the Suffrage Sub-Commlittees 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,

N
or later, adopted by the full committee. 0

37 . - ]
Fowler . gii- pp. 55=57 and Muskogee Fhoe August 31
1905’ P. 1’ COISQ 1'- Y ! ’ ?

38 1pig.
39 Ipid., col. 2.

4o Ip;d.? September 1, 1905, pe 1, col. 5« The names of the
members of this sub-commitiee may be found in Appendix E.
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(n Friday, September 1, the remainder of the draft of the
constitution was adopted. Among some of the provisions adopted were
the following: naming the f{orty-eight counties and outlining their
boundaries; setting up twenty-one senatorial districts, eight cir-
cult court districts, and three supreme court districts; the naming
of Yort Gibson as temporary capitol of the state for six years;
the adoption of a corporation commission modeled on the Virginia
commission; and providing for prohibition of intoxicants. That
night the committee turned over to the editing sub-committee all
of the material approved by the (onstitution Committee. This was
to be prepared for presentation tou the constitutional convention
the next week when it convened.
The work of drawing up the map of forty-eight counties aroused
considerable interest throughout the territory, probably more inter-
est than any other part, or parts, of the convention proceedings.
As villiam H. Murray has writtens:
It was the especlial duty of C. H. Haskell and the writer
[HMurray] to draw the map of the Counties. I recall many
amusing incidents of how we forced prominent lawyers to
recognize our Convention, and to visit ocur Committee. Ve
insisted upon tiheir filing petitions in writing and signed
by them. This was often effected by drawing tentative
County lines through the center of a town, then making
changes when petitions were flled. As the map would
appear in the Daily Preﬁs from day to day, more petitioners
wquld come to Huskogee,.*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-

1 h; Ibid., September 2, 1905, p. 1, cols, 3, 4, and 6 and p. 4,
CQlS. .

2 William H. Hurray, "The Constitutional Convention", Ihe
Chronicles of Gglahoma, IX (1931), 129.
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tion from the townspeople stating why it should be changed. The
county line was changed to three miles south of Ardmore, but by
doing this Hurray and Haskell and other leaders of the convention
were able to have the convention recognized and respected by its
most hearty 0pponents.q3 In verification of Murray's statements
on nls part in the cocunty boundary question, the Musiosee Fhoenlx
published six different items on its editorlal page in one issue
referring to the county line situation. One such item read: "It
now locks as if Mr, Murry [sic] of the Chickasaw Nation might have
a strenuous time with some of his counties when the convention
meets Tuescay."

On Tuesday, September 5, the Constitution Committee met to
receive the final edited draft of the constitution as prepared by
the editing sub-committees During that day several changes were
made and some sug ested changes were voted down. After a heated
debate on women's suffrage, an amendment providing for it was re-
jected. A few of the boundaries of counties were changed including
the boundary of the county in which Ardmore was located. A peti-
tion was presented by leorge W. Grayson of Eufaula asking that the
capitol be located ét that town instead of Fort Gibson. The
petition from the citizens of Eufaula cited the fact that the town

43 ,
wWilliam H. Murra irs of Governor Murray and Iruye
History of Ciklahoma, I, ﬁ%— . oL '

Muskogee Phoenix, September 3, 1905, p. 4, col. l.



63

was only three miles from the sxact center of the proposed state,
and they agreed to furnish all of the buildings and land needed’hs

(Un Tuesday, September 5, 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 tc be made a part of
the campaign literature, [t was an eloquent testimonial to the
Indian'’s belief in Christianity and the just Amecrlcan government
under which he lived. It ended:

« » « our present governments shall not be annihillated
"Inus shall we have Life not deaths ' o Too rates

Along with this proclamation was printec in the Phoenix the next
day an address by leverend 4. 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
right; was it desirable; and was it practical? The answer of
course was 1n the affirmative.h7

General Pleasant rorter, chairman of the Sequoyah Constitu-
tional Convention, called the convention back to order at
nine~twenty, Wednesday morning, September 6, in the Hdinton Theatre.

The stage had been decorasted with ferns and flowers and with life-

size portraits of prominent Indians. Above the speaker's rostrum

45 Ibid., September 6, 1905, p. 1, cols. 3 and 4%, and p. 2,
cols, 1 and 2,

L6
M‘Q, pt 2’ COI.SQ 1"20

%7 1p1d., p. 3.
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was a huge plcture of President Thecdore Hoosevelt, surrcunded
on either side by American flags. There was a drawlng of the seal
of the proposed State of Zequoyahj it was deccrated with flowers
znd fern. As the convention opened, it was reported there were not
over forty present, but this number increased later to "probably
one hundred." There were a few delegates there who had not pre-
vicusly attended and were administered the cathj two of those were
from the Chickasaw Hation. John k. Goat, a full blood Creek,
asked to have the proceedings translated into the Creck language,
and Chairman Porter translated his request and agreed to have a
translater appointed.hs Thus the Sequoyah Constitutional Conven-
tion was in full and cpen session for the second time in two weeks.
Almost as soon as the convention opened Wednesday morning,
Se M. iiutherford attempted to bring up the county boundary issue.
He was immeciately declared out of order.kg At this time u. W.
Hastings, chalrman of the Constitution Committee, presented the
constitution to the convention and moved it be adopted, He made
what was termed "a neat speech" on the labor of his committee.so
Fcollowing Hastings' motion for adoption of the constitution,
A. Grant Evans read the address of the Chiefs and the one he had
written, both of which were published in the previous day's news-

papers. Followling Evans' reading of the addresses, the Financial

48

Muskogee Phoenix, September 7, 1905, p. 1, cole la
*? Ibig.
50

ibid.
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Committee read its.report. It was stated in the report that the
total taxable wealth of Indian Territory was $h18,000,000.0051
Charles N. Haskell galined the flocor after the reading of the
financial report. He had a poem called "Wahoma'", written by Mrs.
Me Zoe Luckworth of Clearemore, a daughter of John Eullette, a
Delaware citizen and member of the conventlion representing district
number four. After being asiked to sing the poem, laskell finally

agreed to read it; the poem followss

Sweet the solemn intonaticn, sad the cirlmes so faint so

low,
Marking the tise for dylng nations once supreme, now
fading s0.

Drop a tear from memories vessel, for the quaint old
days of yore,

When our souls were held in common--chlld and nature's
at nature's door.

Soon the lives of many nations, scions of a2 new world's
thirong=-~

Follows down as falls the mighty, hand of God direct,
control the strong.

Faltnful to the great white father, loyal child
of council fire,

Sacred peace pipe, empty qulver, spirit one on high
enquire=-

Ere we reach the sunset station, Hearts pure song
of love proclaim.

A1l glory to the dying nations to heaven and nature's
own refrain.

The convention recessed until afternoon. All afternoon was spent
reading the constitution,

In the evening session, Wednesday, September 6, three major
events took place. T[First was the passage of Articles I and II,

the bill of rights and the powers of government, respectively;

o1 Ibld.

52 Ipid., cols. 1=2.
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second, "Wahoma" was sung by a Mr. Ware, accompanied by A. W.
lioperj and third, the county boundary fight broke in full force on
the floor of the convention. This injection of the county boundary
issue came during a discussion on Article III on the legislature.
Se M. nutherford moved to reduce the ccunties to thirty. Haskell
called Rutherford out of order because he was & member of the com-
mittee recommending the constitution. Chalrman Forter ruled such
to be the case. U. 3. Russell of South McAlester then moved to
send this provisicn back to the committee. HMHasterson Feyton seconded
Hussell's motion. Rutherford then got the floor and spoke on the
need for economy, saying the taxable wealth of the new state would
be only §100,000,000, not over $400,000,000 as reported that morn-
ing. Tollowing him, W, ¥W. Hastings and William II. Murray spoke in
favor of having forty-eight counties. Walter F. Fears of Eufaula
then spoke for recoumitting the county map back to the committee.
Joseph M. Lallay spoke briefly for the proposed map, and Russell
agaln asked that it be recommitted to the committee. W. H. H.
Keltner followed iussell with "a humorous speech which aroused
much laughter," Haskell and Cheesie McIntosh then spoke 1n favor
of the forty-eight county map, and Peyton again asiked for the map
to be sent bacik to the committee., Durin: this debate it was rew
ported that lwutherford and Haskell "“indulged in a few spicy
exchanges « . « +" Nothing definite was settled at the time, and
the convention closed after Mr. uWare sang, "State of Sequoyah”

improvised to the tune of "Dixie.”53

53 Ibid., cols. 2-3.
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Immediately after the invocaiion cn Thurscay morning, Septem—
ber 7, Charles N. ilaskell and 5. M. .utherford offered thelr
apologles tc the conventlion for their action on the previocus day
and night. This "was accepted by a rising vote amid great
applause."51+ Throughout the morning the only business transacted
by the convention was the veading of, voting on, correcting,
amending, and acdopting of section after section of the constitu-
tion. Unly one incident in the entire morning marred the peaceful
spirit of the occasion. This developed when it was propoced to
change the name of a county from Tume-chi-chee to licIntosh. VWhen
the motion was objected to, Cheesie Mclntosh, who had made the
proposal, withdrew it. A few minutes later McIntosh received the
floor “and dirvected strong remarks at Chief Porter. CGeneral Por-

wo3

ter replied and licIntosh then retracted his remariks. There was
no statement by the press as to whether the remarks addressed at
Porter were on his ruling or some other matter. The remariks of
each were probably in the Creck language.

Four Congressional nominees were selected by the convention
to be approved or disapproved by the electorate at the election on
ratifylng the ccastitution, already set for Tuesday, November 7.
The four were: John i, Thomas, Muskogeej C. L. Long, Wewokas
Joseph M. lLallay, Claremorej and D, C. McCurtaln, 3South McAlester.

The first two were Lepublicans and whites, while the latter two

56
were Democrats and Indians.) All four men were unanimously

S Muskogee Phoenix, September 8, 1905, p. 1, cole le

5% Ibid.

56 Cgarles tvans and (linton (. Bunn, (klahoma Civil Govern-
ment, p. S0.
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approved. The first three thanked the convention for the honor be-
stowed upon themj D. C. McCurtain was absent from the session.57

Thursdsy afternoon, 3eptember 7, was devoted entirely to
approving various artieles of the constitution. Dufing the session
the final attempt to cut the number of counties from forty~eight
to thirty occurred. During the course of the debate on Article
XII on the boundaries and divislons of and within the proposed
state, a motion was made by Walter F. Fears to send the article
back to the committee and increase thls particular sub-committee
by the addition of one member from each recording district, Cheesle
MeIntosh then made a motion to table the Fears! motion and a vote
was taken, Iy a vote of one hundred and forty-seven to six the
Fears' motion was tabled, and the attempt to reduce the number of
counties to thirty ended.58 - After this, a few county boundary
changes wvere made before the supper recess.

The Phoenix reported: "“The evening session [ihursday,
September 7] opened with the opera house well filled all the boxes
beilng occupied by ladles who have begun to take a great interest
in the proceedings."59 After an hour of reading and adopting
various artiecles a "gpirlted debate" took place over the naming
of the capltols. W. W. Hastings, Cheesie McIntosh, A. 5. McKennon,
George W. Grayson, wWalter ¥. Fears, william H. Murray, William
P. Thompson, and others entered into the debate arguing for the

p 57 Muskogee Phoenix, September 8, 1905, p. 1, cole 1 and
Pe » ¢ole 3&

58 Ibig., cols, 3=,
59 _I_m., cole lta
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selection of Fort Gibson, Iufaula, and South McAlester as the

capitol eity. Fort Gibson was eventually decided upon by "a large

majority."ée Following this a resolution was introduced by Thomas

H. Owen and approved by the convention appointing a comittee of
six to bear the constitution and the memorisl to be prepared to
Congress. The committee was composed of Charles N. Haskell,
William H. Murray, and the four Congressman‘él They would leave
for Washington after the November election on the constitution.

Cheesie MclIntosh then introduced & resolution which was passed
shortly before the convention closed that night. It 1s reproduced
below:

whereas, Those who are actively working for the cause
of single statehood entertain the idea that because

the principal chiefs of the Five Clvilized Tribes are
working assiduocusly to establish a separate state for
Indian Territory, in so doing they are committing them-
selves to the cause of statehood of some kind and that
Congress may construe thelr actions as warranting the
bringing in of the Indian Territory with (klahoma as a
single state and that they would acqulesce in such
action, therefore,

Be 1t Resolved, That the people of the Indian Terri-
tory are in good faith demanding separate statiehood

as a matter of right and not with a view of obstructing
any kind of statehood if Congress should see fit to
refuse this just demand and Join the Indian Territory
with Oklahoma and bring it into the Union as a single
state with OGklazhoma Territory it will do so without

the consent of the Indians, as wellégs other inhabitants
and over their most sclemn protest.

This resolution was no doubt brought about to offset the influence
of the editorials running in newspapers at that time predicting

60 ibid; and p. 9, col. 3.

61 yuskosee Phoenlx, September 8, 1905, p. 1, cols le
62 Ibid.
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that the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention would further the
interests not of separate statehood, but of single statehood.
There was feeling also among some that the convention was beling
held only to prevent any kind of statchood and thus further the
control of appointed Federal officials and thelr friends in the
territory. This resclution was intended to put a quietus to such
statements. That it did not will be seen iﬁ the following chapter.
Immediately prior to the closing of that night session, Thurs-
day, September 7, a form of ballot was approved for the voting in
November on the COnstitution.63 This ballot is reproduced in
Appendix I. It will be seen in examining the ballot that it was
necessary to vote for ratification before being allowed to cast a
vote for a county seat of the particular county in which the clector
reslded. OSince the leaders of the convention realized if-would be
difficult to zet out a vote among the single staters and among the
Indians who wanted no change in thelr system of government, they
. were shrewd in injecting an issue calculated to draw a maximum
number of voters to the polls, A mumber of voters, not knowing
whether Congress would approve of statehood for Indlan Territory,
would very likely want toc vote on the ecounty seat gquestion to
make certain thelr town would be chosen if Congress did create the
state. This, the leaders knew, would bring out a larger vote,
for they couldn't vote on the county seat question until they had
voted for ratifying the constitution. As Haskell, a number of

years later, stated: "I knew that if we got ocut a good vote we

63 Muskopee Phoenix, September 3, 1905, p. 5, col. 3.
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would have to put some element of personal interest in it, so we
injected the county seat question;“Gh After approval of the
ballot, the convention closed until the following morninge

On the morning of the last day of the convention, Friday,
September 8, an amendment to the constitution was passed which
required amy future railroad bullt within any county of the state,
which passed within four miles of the county séat, to pass through
that eounty seat unless obstrueted by natural objects and provided
that the county seat town granted a right of way and furnished
grounds for the depot. The vote on this amendment was twenty to
eighteen 1n its favor. During the debate on thls provision, wW. W.
Hastings, Joseph M. LaHay, 3. M. ifutherford, and wWilliam P. Thomp-
son were opposed to it, while John ii. Thomas, A. S. McKennon, and
V. He H. Keltner supported the measureaég

Following this debate A. Grant DEvans Introduced 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 for school
use as in cother states,

Another amendment to the constitution was made that morning
when it was voted to prohibit foreclosure of a homestead by mortgage.

6 Paul HNesbitt, ‘"Governor Haskell Tells of Two Conventions®,
Chronicles of Gklahoma, XIV (1936), 203.
6
5 Muskogee Phoenlx, September 9, 1909, p. 1, ccl. 1.
66
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This provision stated that no homestead mortgage wbuld be legal,
except for the purchase of the homestead or for improvements
thereon.

Just before noon the convention adjourned, but preccdlng this,
W, W. Hastings moved the adoption of the constitution as amended.
This was done by a unanimous vote of all present, thirty-five |
members.68 Afterwards, on the motion of 5. M. Rutherford, a
committee of twenty was appointed to accompany the committee of six
to Washington. This committee was to lobby among the members of
Congress for the passage of an enabling act.69 Finally the con-
vention adjourned, but not until a resolution of thanks had been
passed. This resolution thanked the people of Muskogee for their
hospitality, Pleasant Porter for his impartiality as presiding
officery Charles i, Haskell and W. W. Hastings for their hard
work, and A. Grant Bvans and the other officers for thelir performance
of duties. The convention also thanked the press of Muskogee, the
railroads, and the Muskogee Commercial Club. With the reading of
a poem by James A. Horman, the benediction by Reverend A. Grant
Lvans, and the singing of "God Be With You Till 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 Iéldo’ cols. 124

69 Ipid., col. 2.
70 Ibid.
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Pleasant Porter when he had sald to them earlier 1n the conven-

tions
From time lmmemorial the Indians as a heritage of the
original inhabitants have been promised a state, an
emplire of their own. DIriven west by successive in-
vasions the Indians were forced to settle in this
territory which is undoubtedly Indlan country. They
have taken on the dress, the customs, and the religion
of the white man and they welccme him as a brother.

The national govermment muéi grant us separate state-
hood or make a confession.?

Just what the confession referred to was not elaborated on by
Porter, but it most probably was understood by those who heard the
speech to mean that 1f 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 inecluding their terri-
tory without their permission., This was a sobering thought for any
man elated over the results of the convention tc 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 of Sequoyah, thereby proving that the

United States Government could keep its promises made to the Indians.

1 .
Fowler, ope gite, Ps 93.



CHAPTER IV
THE RATIFICATION OF THE SEQUUYAH CONSTITUTION BY THE ELECTOHATE
AND IT5 PRESENTATIOR AND REJECTION BY CUNGRESS

an the day the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention adjourned,
September 8, the Supreme Election Boar§j named in Article VI of
the constitution, met and elected officers. The four members
chose D, N. dobb as chairman; A. B. Cumningham, vice-chairmang
and Carl Pursel, secretary. The other member was David M. Hodge.
Hodge and iobb were Hepublicans, while the other two wvere Demow
crats.l During that meeting of the Supreme ileetion Board two
rules were lald down for the eonducet of the coming election. The
first of these was that any recognized political party could nomi-
nate four candidates for Congress if that political party nominated
them at a properly held convention., The second rule issued was
that any town aspiring to be a county seat and have its name printed
on the ballots must notify the Supreme Election Board by October 1.2
From the time these rules were issued the campalign for ratification
began in full swinge

During the campaign for ratification, just as during the cone

vention, there was great newspaper opposition. While the convention

1 Muskoree Phoenix, September 9, 1905, p. 1, col. 2.

e Mo, cols. 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-
ventlon closed it was cause for notice when the campalgn received
any favorable publicity.

Highly played up in 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 ixeeutlive Committee of (klahoma and Indian Terri-
tory, holding a meeting in Tulsa on 3eptember 19. The challenge
was rejected, they sald, because it was sent on behalf of a consti-
tutional convention which "was not representative and because of
the unfair methods and the proposed way of holding election.® The
Single Statehood Executive Commlttee then proposed holding an elec-
tion in Indian Territory on the issue of uniting with Oklahoma or
having a separate state.3 While no such election, as suggested by
the single staters, was ever held, if 1t had been 1t most llkely
would have approved the separate state idea. Paul HNesbitt quotes
Haskell as saying the Democrats of Indlian Territory "“accepted . « «
single statehood because they knew there was no possible chance
of getting any other kind of enabling act.“h William H. Murray
has written concerning separate statehoods

The movement was unpopular . « « among all the news-
papers, and professional men generally, but it vas

intensely popular with the Indlans and farmers, most
of whom belonged to the Farmers Union, to the aston~

3 Ibig., September 20, 1905, p. 1, cols. 1-2,

R Paul Hesbitt "Governor Haskell Iells of Two Conventions®,
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ishment ?f the elemenx that'?therwise would be called
the !'lLeaders of the people.

Dr. 4. W. Groom, at present the secretary of the Scottish Kite
Consistory in McAlester, told this writer that during that perliod
when he had been a young medical doctor in Bristow he had favored
separate statehood. Doctor Groom said he found most of the whites
in Indian Territory favored 1t also, for most of them came from
the South or from border states, and thus they had little or nothing
in common with the "short grassers" of (ilahoma Territory, who
came from Kansas or other Horthern states.é Taking the statements
of Haskell, Murray, and Groom as a base, one can assume that most
people in Indian Territory d4id want separate statehood, but it
might be charged that those oplnions are blased since they come
from men definitely favorable to separate statehood. To this
charge the answer must be that they were reasonable, well-thought
opinions, and each from a different facet of the question and from
men well aecquainted in the territory. They vere not hasty, 1ll-
considered statements made with the purpose of swaying either an
audlence or a reader to a cause, for each statement was made or
written many years after separate statehocod, as an lssue was dead,
and as a possibility in the future was unthinkable.

On September 23 a convention was held in Checotah proteste
ing against the Sequoyah movement. With about three hundred
present a six-pointed resolution was approved whleh opposed the

gwmiamﬂ. Murray, Memoirs of Governor Murray and Irue
History of Oklahoma, I, 317.

® Interview with W. W. Groom, August 9, 1949,
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Sequoyah Constitution and pledged the group to single statehood.7

He G. Baker, who had earlier challenged any member of the
Single Statehood Executive Commlttee to a debate on the Sequoyah
movement, replied September 24 to the challenge to hold an elec-
tlon just on single or separate statehood. In refusing the
challenge he stated: " ., . . we assume, of course, that you do
not expect us to accept the terms . . « " Baker then stated that
a vote of “Ho" on the Sequoyah Constitution could be considered
as meaning the people of Indian Territory favored single state-
hood.s

In mid-September the Independent Statehood Club of Bacone,
formed of students from Indlan University and Bacone College,
challenged the students of the University of Oklahoma to a debate
on the question: "“Hesolved, That Indian Territory should be
admitted to the union as a state without the annexation of the
Territory of (iklahoma." The Eacone club offered to support the
affirmative side.9 This challenge was refused.lo

On Thursday, September 28, two conventions were held in
Gimulgee, and each of them split over the statehood igsue, In
the first, the annual convention of the Indian Territory Suffrage
League, which was attended by one hundred and nine persons, one

7 Muskogee Phoenix, September 24, 1905, p. 3, cols, 2-3.

8 Muskogee Phoenix, September 26, 1905, p. 3, cols. 3~k
? Ibid., September 27, 1905, p. 7, col. 4. The date this
challenge was made was not shown in the paper.

10 Loy Gittinger to this writer, September 12, 1949,
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hundred members declared in a resolution for JSequoyah. The other
nine members bolted the convention and held a rump convention for
single statehaod.ll The second convention was a meeting of about
eighty Hegroes. When the chairman of the group, W. A. Hentie, re-
fused to entertaln a motion to pass a resolution favering single
statehood, sixty-two of the group left and reorganized in order to

12

be able to pass such a resclutione. The original purpose of the

Negro convention was not stated in the newspaper article.

In an editorial on September 29, the Muskogee Phoenix pre=-
dicted that within two weeks after Congress convened in December
that the fight for separate statehood would be dropped. To sub=
stantiate their argument they quoted John H. Thomas, one of the
Sequoyah Congressional nominees as sayingt "uwhat we want 1s state-
hood and if we can not get separate statehood then let us be Jolned
to Oklahoma, only let there be no delay.”ls If the Phoenix did
not distort the meaning in the Thomas guotation, then there would
be little delay in that next session of Congress in granting single
statehocod, for separate statehcod meant a long, hard, and continuocus
fight, for Thomas, 1t can be seen, was pledging himself not to
statehood for the proposed State of Sequoyah, but just to state-
hood., This idea of statehood, single or double, had been the
original aim of Charles N. Haskell when he called on Chief Pleasant
Porter the preceding'July after reading the Norman cally yet as

- Huskopee Fhoenix, September 29, 1905, ps 1, cols. 5-6.

12 1p1d., cols. 1-2.
13 1pide, pe 4, col. 1.
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seen on page 69 the Sequoyah Conventlion itself passed a resolution
on September 7 stating exactly the opposite. The Phoenix, then,
if they did not distort the Thomas statement, had been right all
along in predicting thét the Sequoyah tConvention would aid single
statehood, for here was one of the Sequoyah nomlinees urging state-
hooc with (klahoma, 1f necessary.

That same day, September 29, the Cherokee Natlional Councll
passed Joint Hesolution Ro. 11, which opposed union with Uclahoma
and resolved that the Cherokee People favored separate statehood
for the area of the Five Civilized Tribes and the Quapaw lieserva-
tion. 7The resolution also approved the Sequoyah Constitution.lh

The Phoenlx on Sunday, October 1, in an effort tc Increase
the advertising of the paper, boost its cireulation, or just
simply in the interests of good journalism, published a souvenir
edition of twenty-eight pages on the Sequoyah Constitutional Con-
vention. Other than the news and features of the normal eight page
paper, this edition contained blographies of nineteen leaders of
the convention, the constitution, lists of most of the camltiees,
and pictures of many of the prominent members.lS The publication
of this edition did not indicate that the newspaper was changing
its stand on the 1ssue of statehood, for it did not lessen its

editorial criticism and slanted stories on the campaign then in

14 Exhibit F to Semate Does. No. 143, 59 Cong., 1 sess., ss.
4912, p. 46. ‘

15 Muskoree Phoenlx, Cctober 1, 1905, pp. 9-28.



80

progress for ratification of the constitutiona.

The next day Senator Moses E. Clapp of Hinnesota, slated to
be the chairman of the Senate Indian Affairs Committee in the coming
Fifty-ninth Congress, stopped over in Muskogee during his tour of
Indian Territory. TIuring an interview, Senator Clapp stated he had
reached the conclusion that the people of Muskogee preferred separate
statehood.16 In view of the Senator belng a member of the Hepublican
Party this interview was widely quoted and often distorted later.

On Getober 7, Chairman Pleasant Porter called for all of the
delegates to the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention to reconvene

in South McAlester on Saturday, October 1, at ten o’clock.l7

This
meeting was to be held in order that all of the delegates could sign
the constitution.

Un October 12 and 13, the Phoenix quoted President Hoosevelt
and Senator Beveridge, each of whom had given statements favoring
single statehood. In an editorial the Phoenix on October 12 quoted
the Kansas City Star of October 8, which had quoted the President
as sayings: "I want you to have statehood . . . but not for Uklahoma
alone. I am with you for joint statehood for Oklahcma snd Indian
Terrltory, and 1 woﬁi& also like to see New Mexico and Arizona come
in as one state.“ls The day after the Fhoenlx quoted the President,

a letter was printed on the front page addressed to 5. T. Bledsoe

of Ardmore and signed by Senator Albert J. Beveridge; two execerpts

16 IEid.’ Ootober 3, 1905, P 1, col. ‘50

17 Ibigu’ ()CtObel’ lo, 1905’ p. 1, COl. 1&

18 m_d_._o, Getober 10, 1905’ Pe 14‘, col, le
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from the letier follows

« o « 1t is my emphatic opinion that the bill making
Oglahoma and Indian Territory one state under the
name of Uklahoma will pass both the House and 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 passagee.

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 fguld not have the slightest effect on

myself. o« + «
This letter by Beveridge was widely quoted throughout the Indian
Territory nress In the remaining period before the vote on the
Sequoyah Constitution.

In an editerlal in the same issue that printed the Beveridge

letter, the Phoenix appealed to the delegates of the Sequoyah Conw

vention, schecduled to meet in South McAlester o¢n the next day, to
withdraw their constitution and join the group urglng single state-

hood.go

This editorial was addressed to the separate state advocates
in Indlan Territory. In the edition of the following day, the
Phoenix claimed the county seat elections were only being held to
draw voters to the polls and that the electlon of Hovember 7 was not
an electlon on statehood at alle In six different editorial items,

the Phoenix then urged the electorate to stay away from the polls.zl
Of course, the Phoenix was right in its statement that the county

seat elections were being held only to draw voters, for had not

19
20

Ib;dg, October 13’ 1905’ P l, COlSe 1=2e

Irid., p. by col. Za

21 ib;d., Getober 1%, 1909, p. 4, cols. 1-2.
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. S . v . 22
Charles HN. Haskell purposefully intended such to be the case?

On Saturday, Cetober 14, at ten-thirty, the Sequoyah Con=
stitutional Convention reconvened in the Opera House 1n South
McAlester. One hundred and fority-three delegates were there from
twenty-five of the twenty-six recording districts. Al this meet-
ing in South McAlester, three major events took place: first, an
anti-labor provision in the constitution was striken; second, the
time for towns heing allowed to file for county seat was extended
from Cetober 1 to COctober 173 and third, the delegates authorized
Chairman Pleasant rorter and Secretary Alexander rosey to sign

23

the constitution for them. This latter was done to avoid the
expense of engrossing the entire document of approximately 35,000
words on parchment until they were certaln that Congress would pass
an enabling act.

On Tuesday moralng, Cctober 17, it was reported that L. A. De-
Meules, the treasurer of the Finance Committee of the Sequoyah
Constitutional Convention, resigned his post.ak There was no state-
ment as to why he resigned. The Phoenix, which had reported the
Deieules resignation also had a column on the requirement cf the
Supreme Election Doard msking it mandateory for each town wishing
to be listed on the ballot as a candidate for county seat tc pay
$100.00 to the Board. This requirement, not previously mentioned

in the press, was to ald In the payment of the expenses of the con~

See page 70a

2 . -
3 Muskogee Phoenix, Octobver 15, 1905, ps. 1, cols. 1-3.

2 Ibid., October 17, 1905, p. 1, cols. 1-2.
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vention and the printing of the ballots. The paper stating its
opinion in the news i1tem: YThe surprising thing is that there are
not 380 counties on that map and that efforts were not made to get
from three to a dozen applications for county seat privileges from
each.“25 This statement, coupled with the leMeules resignation
under the same heading, left the impression that the leaders of
the Sequoyah Convention were only making an effort tc swindle the
various towns out of thelr money and that k. 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 cofi=
ing election and efforts to swing all possible voters against it.

Two days later the Phoenlx reported in a very blased article
of the disbandment of the Separate State Club of Coweta and 1ts
reorganization into a single state club., According to the paper it
cccurred on the night of Cctober 17.26

{n Cctober 21, the Phoenix published the statehcod views of
one hundred and five of the newspapers in Indian Territory. Of
those, they listed seventy-eight against it, sixteen for it, and
only eleven as neutral. Of all the newspapers listed, there
was only one listed as neutral from the Chickasaw Nation, and none
as for it from thét nation, The one neutral paper in the Chickasaw
Nation was the Wynneweood New g;g,27

A letter from Speaker Joseph Cannon to Delegate Eird S. Mc-

Guire was published under a Pawnee, (klehoma Territory, datelins

2 .

’ Ibid.

26 Muskogee Phoenix, Uctober 19, 1909, pe 1, cols ke
27 Ibid., Cctober 21, 1905, p. %, cols. 3-5.
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of October 24. In part the letter from Cannon read: "I would
consider the very best way to defeat statehood entirely, would be
to advocate separate statehood."28 This letter was wildely quoted
throughout the territory with one aim in mind--that of counteract-
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 3equoyah Constitue
tion to their constituents.29

While the Cherokee, Chickasaw, and Choctaw Hational Couneils
had in September and October passed resclutions favorling the
Sequoyah movement, the Creek Natlonal Councll passed, by a vote
of forty-six to twenty-six, a lengthy resolution against it. This
resolution stated that the Government of the United States had
bound 1tself in "treaty" with the Creek Nation never to form a state
or territory from the land they occupled without their consent;Bo
Thus Pleasant Porter, who had been instruected by the twenty-three
tribal leaders on July 14 to oppose any kind of statehood wilth
Gklahoma Territory, yet had signed an agreement with Charles N.
Haskell and other Chiefs of the Five Civilized Tribes on July 18

to approve such a union on the failure of Congress to agree to

Indian Territory statehood, met with strong opposition in his own

28 Ibid., Cctober 25, 1905, ps. 1, cols. 1l=2,

29 a
Exfibits D and E to Senate Docs. No. 143, 59 Cong., 1 sess.
ss. 4912, pp. Wh-U46, ? ’ ’

30 Myskogee Phoenix, Cctober 28, 190%, p. 1, cols. 3-k. The
treaty referred to is no doubt the Creek and Seminole Treaty of
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 latlion was against the Jequoyah movement
for if Congress did not approve it then the leaders were to work

31 This move of the Creek

for passage of a single statshood bill.
legislature late 1n Uctober no doubt hurt the campaign but to what
extent it is difficult to determine.

(n Sunday, Uctober 29, lieverend E. M. Sweet, secretary of
the Indian Territory Church iederation For Prohibition Statehood,
had a full page artiele published in the imskogee Phoenix 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. bBeverldze and Congressman BEdward L. damile
ton urging prohibition. The article ended: ", . . the enemy will
endeavor to make it appear that all who do not vote for ihe consti-
tution are against prohibition."32 It can be seen by this that
the members of the Constitution Commlittee had chosen wisely when it
was decided to include a modifiled form of prohibition among the
many parts of the lengthy 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 closc a number of
newspapers throughout the Territory fought the election bitterlye.
tn Saturday, November 4, the Fhoenix reprinted fourteen editorials
fron different newspapers which were hostile either to separate

statehood or the election being held. On the morning of the elec=-

1
3 Ibid,

32 Muskogee Phoenix, Uctober 29, 1905, p. 9
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tion this paper clizaxed its fight agalnst separate statehocod
by having four different editorial items urging the people to re-
frain from going 1o the polls to vote.33 These appeals to the
citizenry to ignore the election were an attempt to cffset speeches
made throughout Indian Territory urging everyone to vote, whether
they voted for ratification or not, but at least tc exercise the
freedoxn of the ballot.

The leaders of the convention did not walt for the Caupaign
Committee to do all the work in the campaign for ratification.
In 1911, almost six years after the campaign, Charles . ilasikell
wrote that he remembered speaking at some fifty-two different mect-
ings. 1ie alsc stated that doubtless other speakers, such as John
e Thomas, W. . Hastings, william H. HMHurray, D. C. HeCurtain, and

34

Joseph ke Lallay, did as much or more than he. In the Chicka=
saw Nation, Wwilliam ii. Murray took charge of the campaign. It
was in that region that the opposition was the strongest, and
lurray reports there was'rough stuff' of all kinds except the
throwing of eggse OSeveral times in the Chickasaw Hation the
speaxers found courtrooms and even strests closed to them.35

The election day, Hovember 7, was a clear day, which aided

in bringing ocut the vote everywhere except in the Chickasaw Nation.

33 Ibid., Novewber 4%, 1905, p. 4, cols. 2 and November 7,
1905, p. 4, col. 1.
34

Haskell to allen, referred to in Chapter 1I, footnote lio. 8.

35 William H. Murray, "The Constitutional Convention", {hron-

icles of (klahoma, IX (1931), 121-132.
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There the poll books and ballots were often acquired by the opposi-
tion and 1n some cases burned and otherwise desiroyed. This was
supposed to have occurred at Lindsay, and Hurray, on finding out
who did it, said to him: "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, 1f this fall down.“36
It 1s noteworthy that Lindsay was never made a county seat in Okla-
homa.

The following day, the Phoenix, which at that time seldom
ever used headlines on its front page, reported the election as
"A WATBRLOO i This was in inch fype. The entire front page of
the newspaper was devoted to returns on the electlon on ratifying
the Sequoyah Constitution. The vote given at the time the paper
went to press was 15,189 in favor of ratification, to 3,175
opposed.37 A number of towns were listed as having no votes cast
either for or against the constitution. Un succeeding days, the
Fhoenix reported changes in the vote, and by Hovember 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 gouth McAlester Capital reported
by ncoon that day that the total vote had reached over 49,000 with

36 . ﬂ
william H. Murray, Hemeoirs of Governor Murray and True
distory of OGiclahomg, I, 317.

57 Mugiogee Phoenlx, Wovember 8, 1905, p. 1.

38
Ibid., November 1%, 1905, p. 3, col. l.
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over three hundred precincts yet to report.39 {n Hovember 18, the
Supreme Flection Board issued a statement certifying the final
tabulation of the election as 65,352 wvotes cast. Of this number
56,279 were for ratification and 9,073 were against it. The
Phoenix, in publishing this statement, pointed out that no official
tabulation of the election returns had been given out by the
Supreme Electlon 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 Phoenix, which will hold good
until substituted by the 'official! 1ist of places and votes.“uo
The Finance Commlttee issued 1ts final report on Hovember
, L

13, showing that less than $9,900 had been spent. 1 Haskell,
writing of the expense of the electicn has stated:

The expense of the campaign, printing, tickets, etc.,

amounted to some six thousand dollars. About eighteen

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 intoc the committee, and I, myself, contributed a

total of eighteen hundred and i&fty dollars during the

course of the canmpalgh « « « «
The difference between the Committee's figures and Haskell's esti-
mate was probably due to the lapse of some slx years between the
two reports.

Although a greater vote had been cast than was expected by

elther backers or oppcnents of the proposed State of Sequoyah,

37 south MeAlester Capital, November 16, 1905, p. 2, col. 1.
%0 Muskogee Phoenix, November 19, 1905, p. 1, col. 6.

"1 South Mcalester Capital, November 16, 1905, p. 6, col. k.
42 Haskell to Allen, referred to in footnote no. 3k.
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there was little to encourage any hopes for such a state, for on

Hovember 16, President Loosevelt was agaln quoted as favoring
single statehocod for the two territories.h3
{n the first day of the Fifty-ninth Congress, four state-
hood bills affecting CGilahoma and Indian Territory were introduced
into the House of itepresentatives. Only the one introduced by

Congressman Arthur P. Murphy of Missouri provided for statehood

for Sequoyah.hh

The next day was reeceived the President's fifth annual
message. Pertaining to statehood for the four remaining terri-
tories, he saids

I recommend that Indian Territory and Gklahoma 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. Hothing has taken up more time
in the Congress during the past four years than the
question as to the Statehood to be granted to the four
Territories above mentioned, and after careful considera-
tion of all that has been developed in the discussions
of the question, I recaﬁ§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 3equoyah acdherents, for it
not only ignored the expressed wishes of most of the people in

43 Muskogee Phoenix, November 16, 1905, p. 1, col. 1.

y 99 Cong., 1 sess. L9
wera H. h: 1 by Deiega%e 1 é !

McGuire of Oklahoma Territory, H. #. 79 by Congressman Murp
He K. 183 by Congressman Frank Clark of Florida, and H. . i by
Congressman John H., Stephens of Texas.

5 Richardson, gp. cife., X, 7400.
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Indian Territory but recommended violation of the Atocka Agreement,
which haé been enacted into law in 1898, and the earlier treaties
with the Five Civilized Iribes.

During the next few days several events tock place in uWash-
ington which attracted a good deal of attention in Indian Territozg
Congressman Hamilton introduced three omnibus bills for single
statehood for Oklahoma and Indian Territory and for Arlzona and
New HMexico. One of these bills was later amendéd and passed as an
enabling act for Oklahoma and Indlan Territory to form a state.
Senator Beveridge alsc introduced an omnibus blll to grant state-
hood to two states formed from the four territories,1+6 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 ereate publieity. The hog, placarded "STATEHOOI'™, 47
was photographed widely in Washington, and probably didn't hurt
the cause of single statechood for Oklahoma and Indian Territory;
because many groups had gone to Washington for 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 that a single statehood bill would

L
pass during that session of Congress after g hard fight. 8 A few

ké

Congress » 1 sess., XL, 116, 222
, k. 3186,

Hamilton were He

and p. 6, cols. 5=b.

8 Muskogee Phoenix, December 2%, 190%, p. 4, col. k4.
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days later (ongressman lurphy of Missourl was visiting his wife's
parents in Muskogee and complalned because there were no advocates
of Sequoyah in Washington to aid him in gaining support in the

two houses of Congress for such a.stata..l+9 The newspaper, in
commenting on Murphy's statement, asked what had become of the
comnittee of twenty appointed to lobby in Congress for the proposed
state, the four (ongressmen elected, and the others who were work-
ing for such a bill.

Just exaétly what did happén to these committees 1s shrouded
in mystery. It 1s known that on the last day of the Sequoyah Con~
stitutional Convention two committees were appointed to go to
Washingtony this is recorded in the report of the day's session
in the Muskogee Phoenix of September 9, 1905. O(ne 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. liodge, who was not a member of either committee, left his
home in Broken Arrow on December 3 to join a group in Muskogee,
leaving for Washington to lobby for the proposed state.50 1t 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 deteruine who was among the group that went or when
they left Muskogee and when they returned. Oscar Presley iFowler
has written of the meeting of the group with President loosevelt
in the White House, and Loosevelt's telling the group that it was

49 Ibid., December 31, 1905, p. 4, col. 2.

50 Tulsa Democrat, December 8, 1905, pe 1, col. 6.



against party policy to form scparate states from (iklahoma and
Indian Territory. Fowler then relates the shock felt by Hodge
upon hearing the rresident tell them it was not expedient to form
the 3tate of Bequcyah, and then that lilocge was so disgusted that
he walked out of the White House with liocsevelt calling for him
to come back and talk things cover. It 1s sald he caught the next
train west for Indian Territory and changed that day from a life-
long nepublican to an active Democrat.51 william :d, Hurray has
written that C., L. Long, one of the liepublican (ongressien elected
in the sequoyah election, was the c¢nly cne who stayed in washing-
ton and actively lobbied for passage of a Sequoyah enabling act.52
Hurray also stated that he and iHaskell had been appointed on the
committee of six with the four (ongressmen because it was intended
thnat the first legislature of the prouvosed State would elect them
as U. 3. Senators, but that neither he nor Haskell went with the
group to Washington to aid in urging passage of an enabling act.
why neither he nor tasxell went, he did not relate.s

OUn January 8, 1906, the first Jacison Day dinner of the
Temocratic Party of Uslahoma and Indlan Territory was held in
Oxlahoma City. Se M. iutherford served as toastmaster, and
Haskell, who was one of the principal speakers, called for unity

in the party crganlzaticn for the two territories. The fact that

-
Uscar Presley Iowler, the idaskell hegime, The Intimate

;,;fe of Charles HNatbaniel Issie s DD 50=5%. T
~ 52

23

william i, Murray to this writer, September 4, 1949,
Ibid.
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these two men had been two of the harcest worzers in the Sequoyah
Convention, and Haskell had cven been vice-chairman, was pouinted
out in an editorial in the Lusikocgee rhoenix two days 1ater.51+ it
could hardly be forgotten by the paper's reaters that only nine
days before, Congressman Murphy was complaining because of lack

of support of lJequoyah lobbyists. Although 1t 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 Uklahoma and Indian Territqries, the Sequoyah
issue was dead.

Eight days after the Jackson Day dinner referred to above,
Senator Joseph b. Ioraker, a Republican from Unic, presented to
the Senate the memorial and constltution prepared by the Sequoyah
Constitutional Convention. It was referred tc the Committee on
Printing, and when printed, the memorial was twenty-seven pages
long, its six exhibits twenty pages loag,'anu the constitution was
forty papges long; a colored county map of the proposed state was
attached.ss The meniorial lists eight majJor reasons vhy Seguoyah
should be admitted as a siate; they are as follows: first, this
reason vas broxen down into eleven diiferent items such as area,
population, ete.j second, under the laws anu treaties of the

United Statesi third, under precedents used in interpreting the

ok Musicogee Phoenix, January 10, 1906, p. 4, col. 2. It

should be remembered that iaskell hac been ciiosen as an alternate

to the (klahoma City 3ingle Statehood Convention on July 12, 1905,
and was reported to have agreed to pay certain expenses of the Sequo-
yah Constitutional Convention if the Indian chiefs would agree to
single statehood if (ongress rejected separate statehood.

55

enate Lces. No. 143, 959 Cong., 1 sess., ss. 4912.
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constitution; fourth, in the c.umsideration of the welfare and

"true Interests'" of the country; fifth, pclitleal party pledgess

sixth, the welfare of the lilssissippl valley; the seventh and

elighth reasons are

Seventh: (a)

guoted in full:

Joint statehood with Citlahoma would violate
the treaties of the United States and its
contracts as to statehcod and as to prohibi-
tion.

would do viclence to the wishes of the people
of Sequoyah.

Would be contrary toc the wishes of the people
of (klahoma.

would be against the interests, sentiments,
and ideas of both cummunities.

WOuld violate every precedent in the admission
of States, as Congress never in the history

of the country have compelled the merger of
two States or of two Territories.

Eighth: The constitution herewith submitted represents
the will of the people of the State of 3equoyah; the
wishes of a people who have been grossly misrepresented
by a propaganda advoeating a union with CGklahoma, in the
prozotion of selfish interest, on behalf of the rall-
roads, the liquor traffiec, am?%tious toun promoters,

and professicnal politicians.

This introduction of the memorial with these eight reasons covered

but two pajes; theywere elaborated upon in the twenty-five pages

of the memorial whieh followed. The memorial was signed by

Pleasant rorter and Alexander Posey.57

The six exhibits were lettered from A to F. Exhibit A was

a protest from the Creek Rational Council to Congress against

single

56

statehood, cated December 15, 1903. Exhibit B contained

Ibid., p. 2.

57 Ibid., pp. 3-26.
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the resolutions of the Eufaula Convention of May 21, 19033 a men-
orial from the Cherokee Nation against single statehood, dated
Kovember 14, 1901; a letter to Congressman Ldward L. Hamilton from
Principal (Chief Green lcCurtain, a memorial to Cengress from the
Choctaw Nation against sinjle statehood, both of the latter with-
out a date but from the context it may be assumed they were written
in October of 19035 and a letter to the kepublican members of
Congress from the Republican Territorial Committee of Uklahoma
Territory against single statehood, dated July 8, 1903, Exhibit
C was a report of the Creek conference of July 1b, 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 of Oklahoma . . o " Exhibit D was
a resolution by the Choctaw Hational Council approving the Sequoyah
Constitution., Exhiblt E was a resoclution by the Chickasaw National
council apprbving the Sequoyah Constitution. BExhibit F was a
resolution by the Cherckee National Council approving the Sequoyah
Constitution,58

The Sequoyah Constitution is a very lengthy document, being
approxinately thirty-five thousand words and second only in size
to the constitution adopted by Uklahoma in 1307. It is made up
of eighteen articles and two hundred and seventy sections, Wwilliam
H. Murray has written that soon after he moved to Indian Territory

59
he decided that the Populist theories were largely correct.

58 Ibic., pp. 27=-U6.

59 William H. Murray, HMemoirs of Governor Murray and Irue
History of Oklahoma, p. 308,
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Uthers of the comaittee that wrote the constitution no doubt were
influenced just as strongly by Populism, for thelr 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 1s this distrust exhibited more clearly than in Articles
III and XII, containing descriptions of the legislative branch
and all of the divisions anc boundaries of the state respectively.
#uch that was included in Artiecle III could have been left for
enactaent as statutes or as rules by the legislature. Article X1I,
which contained almost six thousand words, descrilbed the boundaries
of every ccunty, senatcrial, and eircuilt court district of the
state besldes a number of other provisions; only a very minor amount
of what was in this article needed tou have been ineclucded within the
constitution. The county boundaries were without doubt included
with 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-checiked the legislature, and
embodied much Populist doctrine,

Among the many similarities between the Sequoyah Constitution
and the Gklahoma Constitution adopted in 1907, none stand out more

clearly than the seetlions describing the official secal and the

60 we. Erooke Graves, American State Government, p. 57.

60
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county boundaries, Although Uklahoma was the forty-sixth state
adultted to the Union, its ccnstitution varied little from other
state constitutions, except fur the description of county bound-
aries.él The resemblance of the officlal seals described in the
twe constitutions is sc close that it clearly shows the same person
designed them., leverend A. Grant lvans, in designing the Great
Seal of the 5tate of 3Seqguoyah placed a five pointeéd star in the
center with one polnt at the bottomj each of the five points con-
tained the symbol from the seal of one of the Five Civilized Tribes.
The upper left hand point contalned the symbol from the Cherckee
seal; the upper right hané polnt contained the symbol from the
Creek sealj the lower left hand point the symbol from the Choctaw
sealy 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 "4 J J Q CV,
meaning "We are brethern." Between the points of the star were
forty-five cother stars representing the other forty~-five states of
the Union.62 The seal 1ltself was designed by Lvans and drawn by

C. H. Sawyer. Of its presentation it was said: "The original
drawing when subiuitted to the committee was greeted with great
enthusiasm and¢ both Mr. bEvans and Iir. Sawyer were highly complimented

6
on thelr woric."

61 Frederick W. Elachly and Kirlam E. (atman, Government of

62 Senate Loes. No. 143, 59 Cong., 1 sess., ss. 4912, p. 82,

Sequoyah Constitution, Art. XVI, Sec. i. An enlarged copy of the

seal is attached as Appendix L, '
A
63 Musko

coe khoenix, September 6, 1905, pe 4, cols. 1-2.
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In but one major policy ¢id the dequoyah Constitution differ
from the Uilahoma Constitutionj thils was on the prohibition issue.
Prohibition was tc be the state law, but it was a modified form
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 tie possession of a
federal liquor dealer's permit should be prima facle evidence of
Iintentlon to violate the regulation. Although violation of 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 cne day, such
violation was not to be considered under any condition a felony
nor could such a vioclation ever prohibit one from holding an

65

office of trust in the state. Such a prohibition article is
hardly worthy of comsendation, for it merely invited vioclation.

In a thorcugh study of the constitution, Senator loraker pre-
sented to the Senate on Jamuary 15, 1906, one finds four major
views expressed. The four are: first, the & jency theory, or,
that the government of the state 1s merely the agent for a sovereign
peoplej second, the doctrine of separation of poversy third, the
doctrine of checss and balances; and fourth, the doctrine of
natural rishts. The first and fourth of these doctrines are reiter-

ated tunroughout the entire ccnstitution.

Senste Loce . No. 11*3, if“) COI'igo, 1 SeSS‘, S8 ’+912, PDe 81"
82, Cequdysnh Constitution, Art. XV, Sec. 2.

5
Ibide, pe 49, Art. III, Sec. 9
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Seven days after Fofaker's presentation ¢f the Sequoyah
memorial and constitution the majority and mincrity reports on
He iie 12707 were issued. This bill was an omnibus bill providing
for statehood for two states composed of Cklahoma and Indian lerri-
tories and Arizona and Hew ilexico Territories. 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 btate, but being convinced that the people of the

Indian Territory prefer one State with (klahoma, rather

than no State, the minog%ty reluctantly consent to vote
for the measure « « « »

The following day the Mugkogee Phoenix quoted an editorial from
the 3aint Louis iepublic; part of 1t read as follows:

It has long been apparent that this iiepublican Congress
will give no heed to the promlses of separate statehood
by which the Indlans of the Flve Tribes were induced to
surrender their tribal governments. Dut the Indians are
powerless to enforce the bargains which Congress made
with them, and organized government is absolutely necess-
ary to the whites wgo have gone, and are still fast going
into the Territory.t7

Un January 25, Senator Porter J, icCumber of North Takota, intro-
duced a blll providing for the admission of the State of Sequoyah.68
idis bill had come too late though, for it was already recognized
by the winority report of the iouse of hepresentatives on H. ke

12707 that sueh a bill had no chance of passage.

66 House keport Ko. 496, 59 Cong., 1 sess., Ss. 4906, p. 17.

67 Musikogee Phoenix, January 24, 1906, p. Y%, col. 2.

68 Congressional Lecord, 59 Cong., 1 sess., XL, 1527.
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Within less than five months, on June 16, 1906, Fresident

lousevelt signed the amended il. K. 12707 making Uklshoma and Indian
6

Territories a single state. ? Beveridge's biographer, in writing
of the signing of the enabling act, has quoted the Indianapolis
star of June 17, 1906:

When ioosevelt 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 8ll my heart I congratulate you upon the

szreat work finished and a great battle splendidly

fought. #70
The fight referred to was nol over (Klahoma and Indian Territories,
but over Beveridge's attempt to also form a state from Arizona and
New Mexico. The latter provision had been deleted from the bill
before its passage. Thus ended all hope for a separate state for

- Indian Territorye.

9 Ibid., 8743,
70

Claude G. Bowers, Deveridge and the Progressive Lra, pre
234-235. ’



CHAPTER V
CGHCLUSICH

With the signing by President Koosevelt of the enabling act
on June 16, 1906, all opposition to a union of the two terri-~
tories was effectively slilenced. Since almost every writer on
this phase of Oklahoma's history has credited the Sequoyah Con-
stitutional Convention with alding the passage of that single
statehood acty it is well that one should determine how far this
is true, and if so, why. In concluding this study, it should be
shown vwhy a separate statehood hill failed of passage by Congress
and also other results of the Convention.

The sequoyah Constitutional Convention did show to Congress
that the Indians of 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 Lhe constitution was not
written by full-bloods, much of it was written by men of Indian
blood. HMembers 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. 'This one convention proved to those Congresse—
men who had cdoubted 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 statehood to Sequoyah then they would agree to union
with Uklahoma Territory. fShree of the principal Chiefs of the
Five Civilized Tribes ha« signed such an agreement with Charles
N. Haskell in Muskogee on July 18, 1905. To most Indians, and
more especially to such a tower of strength as Chief Fleasant rorter,
such an agreement could ncot honorably be broken. Thus when Forter
saw the hopelessness of such a state as promised by Congress being
formed, he acqulesced in silence. Husxell and William H. Murray
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 thelr lazbors of several
months.

segardless of all the promises Congress might make, either in
treaty form or as statutes, Congress itself is the final judge as
to whether it shall keep those promises. If the promise made is
with an equal power, it more than likely will keep it, but if the
promise 1s made with a weak and helpless people, the chances are
that it will be kept only if it is politically expedient. 1In the
case of promlses made to the I'ive Clvilized Tribes in bothh 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.
Scett has stated the lssue very concisely when he wrote that the
liepublicans

« o« « felt that a state created out of Indian Territory

would always be Democcratic and that Uxlahoma would be at
best doubtful, and didn't want always two and generally
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four Democratic_lnited States senators from this section

of the country.1
The Democratiec senators could have filibustered the question and
prevented indian Territory from being joined with Uklahona Terri-
tory, but they would not have been able toc bring a bill for
Sequoyah out of the committee headed by Senator Albert J. Deveridge,
for had not Senator Beveridge written, "Certainly no bill making
Indian Territory a state hus the slightest chance of passage."z
Such a bill would have had to walt several years, but the condie
tions in Indlan Territory demanded immediate action. Thus all
chance for a separate statehood bill falled because the iiepublicans
feared it would mean four Democratic senators and because the
Democrats realized that the cnaotic conditions in Indian Territory
cemanded a state government, even if it was in union with (klahoma
Territorye.

What were the other results of the Sequoyah Constitutional
Convention, both direct and indirect. There were three main
results of that cocnvention which have not been related here., They
were: first, it formed the nuecleus of a group that remained strong
in Uklahoma politics for over thirty years after the cconvention
aajourneﬁ, second, it prepared a model constitution for use by
the Oklahoma Constitutional (onvention held in (Guthriej and third,
it succeeded, through the refusal of Congress tc grant state-

hood tu Sequoyah, 1n breaxing down the strong vocal opposition of

1 pngelo C. Scott, The Story of Oslshoma Clty, pe 126e

2 Albert J. Beveridge to 5. T. Bledsoe, Muskogee Fhoenix,
Cetober 13, 1905, pe 1, cols. 1l=2. BSee Chapter 1V, footnote &o. 19.
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the Indians tc union with Uklahoma Territory. Lach of these will
be discussed separately.

The leaders of the JSequoyah (onstitutional convention con-
trolled to a great extent the Uklahoma Constitutlional Conventlon
held scon after the passage of the enabling acte As for the state's
first elected oificlals, it is common knowledge that Charles K.
Haskell, iiobert L. Owen, and William i. Murray received three of
the four highest political positions in the new state. V. We
Hdastings was later elected as (Congressman from the 3econd Congressional
istrict ané served in that capacity for a number of years. Wwilliam
s Murray later served as a Congressman anG as Governor of Uglahana
from 1931 to 1935. Even at the present time he is a force to deal
with in the political campaigns of this siate, Ifumerous other
leaders in the Sequoyah Constitutional Convention held minor offices
in the state.

The constitution wfitten in Musikogee between August 21 and
September 8, 19095, was no doubt of great ald to the framers of the
Cklahoma Constitution. The similarities between the two documents
are numercus. As already menticned in Chapter IV, the great seal
and the uescription of the counties are almost identical in foru.
Other similarities which may be found by comparing the tvo con-
stitutions are: many of the county names in eastern Oklahoma are
as shown in the Sequoyah Constitution; the bill of rights in the
two closely resemble each cther; the requirement of teaching agri-
culture and domestic scilence in the public schools may be found in
eachj the article forming the Corporation Commission is quite

similar in the two cconstitutions; and finally, and most important
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of all, 1s the ropulist spirit of distrusting the elected officlals
which is embodied in both the Sequoyah and Oklahoma Constitutions,
Effective Indian opposition to union with Oklshoma Territory
died out after Congress refusec to grant the admission of Seguoyahe
More than one writer has heralded this as a feat of which to
boast, but it was in reality anything but that. Excepting the
highly intelligent, vocal, and politically ambiticus Indian of
the Five Civilized Tribes, the Indian became apathetic over his
condition. Added evidence was given the Indian tc confirm his
opinion that the white man would not keep his word even when written
in}lawé and treaties. while it is true that some of the Indians
became very active participants in the new state govermment, it
is also true that more of them would probably have taken a greater
part in a govermment 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 Uklahoma's
existence.
Thus the Sequoyah Constitutional convention, as a chapter
in the history of Oklahoma, was an important event., It marked the
final culmination, in a spectacular form, of a tableau of broken
treaties with a weak mincrity 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 levelj likewlse, there 1s a natural law
among men and natiocns that when one nation or people 1ls stronger

than its neighbor the stronger will overvhelm the weaker. This
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when it rejected the bid for statehood for the proposed State of

Sequoyahe
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APPENDIX A

MAP OF HHECORDING DISTRICTS IN INDIAN TEHﬁITtnYl
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1 A4 true photostatic copy of map attached to page 198, Annual
Reports of the Department of the Interior, 1904, Indian Affairs,
Part II. District No. 26 was formed from the lower half of
Distriect No. 21, but was never shown on any published government

map .
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APPENDIX B

LIST UF DELEGATES TC¢ SEQUOYAH CUNVENTION
AS REPCHTEDL BY NEWSPAPERS OF INDIAN TEB&ITURYZ

Listrict Delegates Alternates

1 Ho delegates elected

2 L. B. Bell James S. Davenport
William P. Thompson Freeman Nidiffer
Johnson Falling William Howell
Webb Buffington : De We C. Duncan
James Yost J. J. Spencer
Sam ¥, Parks wWe. H. Curtis
Davis Hill Ben Hilderbrand

3 Only known delegates:

Robert L. Owen
Jo Hc Bartles
Je As. Tilotson

b Dr. Emmett Starr Rev. J. P. Keller
Rev. W, Shanks Hev. C. F. Mitchell
Joe M. Lalay Vann Chambers
D. W. Lipe E. C. Alberty
Dr. J. €. Bushyhead John Bullette
W. A. Musgrove E. W. Eaton
W, E. Sanders J« Fo Ryan

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 1s a part of the name of the paper except in the case of
the Blue Countvy Democrat, which was published in Durant, Indlan
Territory. The newspapers in which are the names of the elected
delegates are as follows: Blue County Democrat, August 11, p. 1,

col. 1; CQ;gga;%a Dally Expressg, August 7, p‘ g coOl,

y Augus 12, Supplement; s August 1 p. 1,
col. & Pheenlx, August 8, p. cols. -lt3 August 3
79 cols. 3-43 August 10, p. 1, col. 1 Angust 10, pe 7, col. §
and October s P» 28, cols. 2-33 Ckmulgee Qgﬁeiggig, August 10, Pe
2, col. 4; Pauls Valley Enterprise, August 2%, p. 6, col. kj BIyor
Creek er, August 11, p. 1, cei $ Purcell nggisge;, August
B 1) “souln Healester Captiate Rubast o pe s col.
6; and E;g;_g _gilx Chie , August 21, p. 1, col. k.
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_Alternates

Dr. We Te Tilly
S. H. Hayes

Ao Il:n Battenfield
P. A. Byers

Soggy Sanders

J. C. Hogan
James M. Keyes

W. W. Hastings
George W. Benge
B. W. Buffington
B. H. whittaker
K. G. Comfort

A+ S. Wyly

A. B, Cunningham

Pavid M. Hodge
Benjamin I's Marshall
Theodore Potts

G. D. Sleeper

T. A. Parkinson

Guy Bowman

Thomas Everett

Harry Campbell

F. H. Brennan

J. G. Davis

W, W. Holder
Willlem A, Sapulps
R. G. Gregory
Jogseph Bruner

Samuel J. Haynes
Charles E. Kyers

J. A. Roper {(Negro)
Moty Tiger

Richard Hill (Hegro)
We 0. Hoyt

John Phillips

General Pleasant Porter

5. M. Hutherford

A, P. HeKellop
Cheesie McIntosh
Leo F, Bennett

Hev. A. Grant Evans
Charles [i. Haskell

G. We Mayes.

Dr. G. W. Tilly
e Le Bledsoe

W. B. Jochnson
Simon McKenzie

E. Wright

Drift Hummingblird

D. B, Cullom
Thomas J. Welch
J., W. Duncan
George M. Hughes
W, H. Parris

J. W, Reed

L. B. Gritts

Charles Drew
Howard wWilllson
he 8¢ Plumlee
Alex Cobb

Joe Ford

Tom Bevert

W. 1., Hicholson

Jesse Allen

A, E. Me KEHGP
Dump Berryhill

We Co Collins
Charles Whittaker
We Lo Cheatham

L. Berryman

Te E. Proctor

Alex Davis

George Harveson

R. S, Brown

C. J. Shields

Hev. J. A. Angerson
(Begro)

Morris Rentie (HNegro)

Connell Rogers
Masterson Feyton

d. P. Pavidson (Negro)

F. E. Butin

Thomas H. Owen
John R, Thomas
K. A. DeMeules
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APPENDIX B
Pistrict Delesates Alternates
11 D. M, Faulkner John Gunter
John R. KRogers U, S. Hiley
Jo G. McCombs C., C., Martin
Jo He Kulmer Thomas J. Carlyle
S. K. Cordon W. H. Fanan
Thomas Froctor ¥, Cornelius
He Be Choate J. Fo. Shackleford
12 George W, Grayson Edward Julian
Cub MclIntosh Louis McGilbray
George W. Scott Daniel Scott
Sam Grayson Joe Smith
Walter F. Fears J. Co Smock
J. Burdet Jd., T. Primrose
Jc Ba COﬂCh ! Jc CQ Be:.t
13 Only six delegates and five alternates found.
Gove. John F. Brown Jackson Brown
G. A. Alexander Joe Smith
John Goat Jim Alexander
J. Kinkehee Coody Johnson
Johnson Tiger Jeff Canard
Alexander Richmond
1k Unly seven delegates and six alternates found.
J. E. Heynolds James A. Smith
We He Harrison He 8. Bridgman
W. A. Weleh, Jr. John W. Frederick
H. J. Fowler C. C, Mathis
W. A« Welch, Sr. D« Thomas
Peter Conser A. P. Harrison

John J, Thomas

15 Thirty-five delegates were elected with no
alternates being named from this district.

Gov. Green MeCurtaln
He B. .H,OWley
George Riddle
John Savage
Tudley B. Buell
D, H, Hailley

Je Henry Shepherd
He . Haynes

W. G, D, Hinds

We G. Welmer

E. P, Hill
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Alternates

15, continued

16

17

18

Ira L. Eubanks
Jack Flaherty
P. A. Vance
Press S. Lester
A. S. MeKennon
W. L. Woolsey
J. H. Godfrey
Henry P. Ward
John Simson

We He Woodward
Ea He I}O}rle

He Be Coleman
L. Cuo MeCurtain

George A. Mansfield

B, F, Jobe

Us S. Hussell
Preslie B. Ccle
Hampton Tucker
Tony Kincannon
G. E. Hartshorne
A. B. Johnson
Sol. H. Mackey
W. D. Paxson
Solomon J. Homer

H. He Vaughter
G. C. Cunningham
K. H. Bennett

T. C. Walker
Cent wWalker
Richard Floyd

W. He Lancaster

He T+ JOnes
Charles Baggs
'« Ms Moore
We He Paul
e Ls HNichols
J. Do Hurray
Milaes Lasater

Joe Colbert
A. L« kice
iyan Turnbull
Jack Barnett
Ben Llllard

A. B. Swanson

J« S. Kiser

Ge We MeClure

We James

Will Barnes

John Sharp

W. Hs L. Campbell

No alternates found.

No alternates found.

It cannot be determined which of the
following were selected as delegates



District

APPENDIX B

Pele es

19

20

21

22

23

11k

tes

and as alternates from the 18th

District:

Emmett Victor
James Budd
Lawrence Ratka
He B. Johnson
James Tuttle

Reford Bond

H. B. Johnson
Benjamin J. Vaughan
Ke M. Johnson

C. B. Campbell
George Beeler

Ben Hampton

Frank Q. Smith
William Gilbert
George Trent
Will Ray

Sam Ray

Joel Hail
Walter hyan

J- W. Jthson
Andy Hutechings

J. We. Massey

G. W. Young
William Warren
Charles I, Carter
Charles Hare

H. L, Muldrow

Te K. Whitthorn

George W. Dudley

Pr. Skillean (no first
name given})

M. V. Cheadle

Jo Hamp Willis

William H. Murray

Henry bond

J. Se Fulton
Charles LaFlore
Paul B. Smith
William Bassett
D, RB. Hobb

Ae T. West

No alternates found.

No alternates found.

John Thomas

C. W, Henderson

Fred Schoeppe

Jo He Ward

John Criner

John Hutchins

Mr. Cornish (no first
name given)

Leonard Johnson
George W. Burris
P. S. Hoseley
J« We Parker

John P. Young
Dre A. Go Cramfield
William Rennie

J« Do Catlin
Joe Self

He W. Harrison
Calvin Allison
Ce A« Skeen
Boone Williams
George T. Ralls
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APPENDIX B
District Delegates Alterpates
24 J. B. Jeter John Laracy
A. J. Arnote W. He. Isherwood
W. W, Wilson Lem W. Oakes
P. J. Hudson L. W. Cobb
Je A. Lovett J« ¥W. Baird
We Y. Webb John Cooke
Barney Noel William Fllis
25 Js M, Webb C. A« Bilbo
Tom Hunter ¥We Do Kiersey
Sam W. Maytubbee As B. McCoy
James Culberscn Clarence walden
Ell Perry S. T. bentley
Solomon J. Homersd We Go wWard
J« R. Rappolee We Jo Killlion
26 Only known delegatest

We He Ho Keltner
T. D, Talliferro
J« Te Case

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 COUNSTITUTIONAL
CONVENTION
Iemporary Offlcers
Chalrman secevceessss De Co MeCurtain
SecTetary eccsseseecee Alexander Posey
RepOrter cecseseseees Ja. G. Bennett

Stenographer esecesss Do ds Dic}‘ey

Permgnent Officers
Chairman eessssesssss Goneral Pleasant Porter
Vice-Chairman s..«ees Charles N, Haskell
Secretarly escsseeesse Alexander Posey

Assistant Secretaries William H. Paul
James Culberson
A. B. Cunningham
James A, Norman

Sergeant at Arms .... Robert Nichols

Assistant Sergeant
Bt APHS weeeccssescss Fred Wiswell

Official Reporter ... E. Hs Doyle
Cfficlal Stenographer D. J. Dickey

Muskogee Phoenix, August 22, 1905, p. 1, cols. 1l-3.
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APPENDIX D
COMMITTEES APPOINTED'y, OTHER THAN CONSTITUTION,
CAMPAIGN, AND FINANCE COMMITTEESS

Committee on Credentials General Pleasant Porter, Chief of the

Creek Hation

Green McCurtain, Chief of the Choctaw
Nation

John F. Brown, Chief of the Seminole
Nation

William C. Rogers, Chief of the Chero-
kee Nation

Committee on Permanent

Organization, Rules,

and Order of Business Charles Baggs, Chickasaw Nation
Us S¢ Russell, Choctaw Ration
Alexander Richmond, Seminole Nation
Se Me Rutherford, Creek Nation
J« C. Bushyhead, Cherokee HNation
Joe M. LaHay, Quapavw Reservation

Committee on Investigation
of Atoka Delegation G. A. Melton
Joe M. LaHay
Charles LaFlore

Committee to Select
Speakers to Address the
Convention gharles N. Haskell, Chairman
oe M.
William H. Murray
U. S. Hussell
We. W. Hastlngs

Committee to Work for

Passage of Enabling

Act D. M. Hailey
George W. Denge
We W. Hastings
William P. Thompson
Se He Mayes
We A. VWelch

> Muskogee Phoenlx, August 22, 1909, p. 1, cols. 2, L4=63
August 23, 1905, p. 1, col. 33 August 24, p. 7, cole. 43 September
8, 1905, p. 1, col. l{ September 9, 1905, p« 1, col. 2§ and October
1, 1905, p. 25, col. 1.
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APPENTIX D

Committee to Work for

Passage of Enabling

Act, continued Cheesie McIntosh
Solomon J. Homer
De M. Faulkner
J« Go HeCombs
H. C. Hash
J. Henry Shepherd
F. h. Bremnan
Leo F. Bennett
Rev. A. Grant Evans
Charles Baggs
G. D, Sleeper
Silas Armstrong
Theodore Potts
George v. Scott

Committee to Bear the

Memorial and Constitu-

tion to Congress Charles N. Haskell
wWilliam H. Murray
John K. Thomas
D. €. HeCurtain
Joe M, LaHay
C. L. Long

Committee to Hominate the
Four Congressmen John Bullette, Chairman
Members were not listed.
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APPERTIX E

COMMITTEE ON CUHSTITUTION, ITS (FFICERS, AND

ITS'SUBCOMMITTEEsé

Chail‘man.o..--....a.g---.w.. 'H. H&Stings
Vice-Chalrman.ecesesssseeedohn Re Thomas
%cretal’y...-............A. Grant Evans
Assistant Secretary......P. A. Byers

MEMBEKS
Appointed by District Delegations Appointed by Chairman Porter

l, No delegation : Cheesie HMclIntosh
2. James 5. Pavenport David M. Hodge
a. Lobert L. Owen Joe M. LaHay
« John Bullette e William P. Thompson
S5e We T Tilly L. Be bBell
6. W. W. Hastings George W. DBenge
7. Theodore Potts Thomas J. Carlyle
8. F. R. Brennan George W. Scott
9. George Harveson J. M. Webb
10. John R. Thomas Charles Baggs
11l. J. G McCombs Je Hamp Willis
12, George W. Grayson J. Henry Shepherd
13. John F. Brown Masterson Feyton
1‘+G We Ao Welch Leo F. Bennett
15. K. B. Coleman Connell Hogers
16« T. C. Walker Thomas H. Owen
17. L. M. loore S+ M« Rutherford
18. Joe Colbert Ae S. McKennon
19. Eenjamin J., Vaughan I'e Ce HeCurtain
204 Frank 0, Smith . D, Mo Hailﬁy
2l. Andy Hutehlngs Willlam A. Sapulpa
22, Willlam H. Murray B. He. Whittaker
23+ D. N. kobb Richard Hill
2%, P. J. Hudson Guy Bowman
25. Solomon J. Homer R. W. Harrison
26. W. H. H. Keltner P. A. Byers

P. A. Byers was appointed tc fill vacancy created by illness of
Jeo Hamp Willise.

6
Musgggeg Phggg%;, August 23, 1905, p. 1, col. 43 p. 5, cols,
1-24 ?ugust 24y 1905, pe 7, cols. 3~4;,and Séptember 1, 1965, Pe 1,
col, »
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Subcommittee to Recommend Appointment of Subcommittees

Charles K. Haskell
Robert L.
David M, Hodge

Subcommittee to meet with the Finance Committee

Owen

Cheesie Mcintosh
Connell Rogers
William H, Murray

SUBCCMMITTIEES FOR DHAFTING THE CONSTITUTION AND THEIR MEETING PLACES IN MUSKUGEE

GCommittee

Preamble, Declaration of
Rights and Powers of
Government

County DBoundaries, County
Seats, and Enumeration
of Population

Legislative and Executlve
Department

Judicial Department

Chalrman
Robert L.

Memkers

Owen

Leo F, Bennett

Thomas H.

John iXe

Cwen

Thomas

Geoorge W, Grayson
Solomon J, Homer
B, M. Moore

Guy Bowman

T's Co MeCurtain
George . Benge
William H., Murray
Joe M, L&H&Y

Theodore Potts
George W, Scott
Joe Colbert
John R, Thomas

William P, Thompson
Charles Baggs
Masterson Peyton

S. M. Rutherford

24 Room of Commer-
cial Clud

3d Room of Commer
cial Cludb

Office of Bailey &
Cwen, English
Block

Uffice of Thomas &
Foreman, Turner
Hardwasré Bullde

ing

oct
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APPENDIX E

Chairman

Education

Militia ané Minor
Administrative
Departments

Corporations

Suffrage, Electicn and
Preservation of Purity
of Government

Rights and Exemptions
of Property

Finance and lievenue

Miscellaneous Provisions

Including Constitutional

Members

Meeting Place

J+ Henry Shepherd Cheesle McIntosh

D, M, Halley

Benjamin J. Vaughan

He B, Coleman
Jo Mu Webb

Connell ilogers
John Bullette
F« He Brennan
Frank 0., Smith

James 3, Davenport Thomas H. Owen

Joe M. LaHay

John F, Brown

David M, Hodge

A, 5. McKennon

Amendments and Prohibition

Je Go McCombs
Andy Hutchings
Richard Hill

Tavid M. Hodge
We Ae Welceh

Be H, Whittaker
P, J. Hudson

S. M, Hutherford
L. B, Bell

W. T, Tilly

T, Ce Walker

John ¥, Brown
Thomas J. Carlyle
We He He Keltiner
He W. Harrison

D. Ne. Robb
George Harveson
F, A. Byers

Ws A, Sapulpa

Prohibition State-
hood Office, Iowa
Bullding

Office of Peyton,
Harrison, & Blair,
Masonic ﬁuilding

Office of Bailey &
Owen, English
Bloeck

Office of Hutchings
& Murphy, Indianocla
Building

Office of Cravens,
Rutherford &
Cravens, English
Block

iiock Island Trust
Office, Iowa Build-

ing

Thomas Sanson's
Office, Masonie
Building

et
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Subcommittee on Redrafting and Edlting Constitution After Subcommittee Reports Were Made

Charles N. Haskell
John H. Thomas
William H, Murray

Reves A. CGrant Evans

Solomon J. Homer

Five members served on two subcommitteesy they were:
M, LaHay, Thamas H. Owen, and John R, Thomas.

John F., Brown, David M. Hodge, Joe

[4AT
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APPENDIX F
COMMITTEE ON CAMPAIGN’
Chairman...eses.ile G. Baker
Vice~Chairman...John K. Thomas

Secretary.......James G. Bennett

(ne member was chosen by each recording district delegation:

District Member

1 Ko delegation

2 William P. Thompson
a Jo. A, Tilotson

: J. C. Bushyhead

5 3. H. Mayes

6 A. S. wyly

g Guy Bowman

W. W. Holder

g9 J. A. koper
10 Hev. A. Grant Evans
11 Jo Fo Shackleford
12 J. Be. Couch
1 G. A. Alexander
1 John W. Frederick
15 De C. MeCurtain
16 W. He Campbell
1 Milas Lasater
1 Ben Lillard
19 H. B. Johnson
20 wWilliam Gilbert
21 William Warren
22 T« K. Whitthorn
2 Faul B. Smith
2 Lem W. Gaks
25 Sam W. Maytubbee
26 T. D. Talliferro

Advisory Board

U. S. Hussell William H. Murray
George W, Scott J. B. Couch
J. F. Shackleford Benjamin F. Marshall

Chairman Baker and Secretary Bennett were not members of the conven~
tion.

7
Muskogee Phoenix, August 23, 1905, p. 5, cols. 2-3; and
October 1, 1909, p. 25, col. 6. ’ ’
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CUMMITTEE ON FINANCE8

Chalirman sceeee+«S. K. Cordon
SecretaryceccssesC. E. Myers
Treasurer.ecc.....BE. A. DeMeules

One member was chosen by each recording district delegation:

District Member
1 No delegation
2 Sam F. Parks

a J.H. Bartles
W. E., Sanders
5 J. C. Hogan
6 E. W, Buffington
7 G. D, Sleeper
8 Joseph Bruner
9 Charles E. Myers

10 BE. A. DeMeules

11 S. K. Cordon

12 J. Burdet

1& Johnson Tiger

1 J. E. Heynolds

15 Henry P. ward

16 R. H. Vaughter

1 J. D. Murray

1 E. Burfield

19 R. M. Johnson

20 George Trent

21 G. W, Young

22 H. L. Muldrow

g& Charles LaFlore
. We W. wilson

25 - Js M. Webb

26 J. T. Case

Auditing Subecommittee

J. Burdet
E. W. Buffington
G. e Sleeper

8 Muskoree y August 23, 1905, p. 5, col. 23 August
2%, p. 7, col. 33 and August 30, p. 8, col. k4.



125

APPENTIX H

SUPKEME GLECTIGH BGAID?

Chalrman .vecececenss D He 10bb
Vice—Chairman *9 e v s N Ac B‘ Cunningham
Secretary se..esse..0... Carl Pursel

Member " EBACEPIIEOEPBOERS DaVid Mo Hﬂdge

D. Ne Robb and Tavid M. Hodge were Republicans, while

A, Be. Cunningham and Carl Pursel were Democrats.

9 Myskogee Phoenlx, September 9, 1305, p. 1, col. 2.
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APPENDIX I
FORM CF BALLOTTC

Indian Territory, Proposed State of Sequoyah
For Ratification of Constitution

Yes
No
For County Seat of « ¢« ¢« ¢« « ¢« « « County
s 6 6 8 s e 8 6 s s 8 s @

- [ . L] [ [ - [ . » * - L 4

For Congressman at Large to represent the State
of Sequoyah in the %9th Congress of the United
States, from the date of admission of this State:

> L » L] - - L [ L] » - - L > - L2 L 4 L - »

L J » - L 4 * -« L ] » » L d [ - - * - - [ . [ »

(Note~~The voter, on the ratification or rejec-
tion of the Constitution, will vote either '"yes"
or "po", distinetly erasing the other. 1If, the
voter votes "no%, that is, for the rejection of
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 for county seat
of the county designated, and for four represent-
atives of his choice for Congressmen, in all
cases erasing all words and names for which he
does not desire to vote.)

10 Muskogee Fhoenix, September 8, 190%, p. 5, cols 3. This
form of the ballot used is an exact reproduction as to form and
spelling.
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APPENDPIX J

SEQUOYAHll

by J. S. ilolden

The Cadmus of his race--
A man without a peers;
He stood alone-~~hlis genius shone
Throughout the Hemisphere.
Untutored, yet so greaty
Grand and alone his famee-
Yes, grand and great--the future state
Should bear Sequoyah's name.
In ages yet to come,
when his Hation has a place,
His name shall live in history's page,

The grandest of his race.

11 Muskogee Phoenix, August 31, 1909, p. 6, col. ke
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BIBLIUGRAPHY
Bibliographical KNote

The major portion of the material used in preparation of this
thesis was from two sourcest United States Government Documents
and local newspapers. All of the documents used were on file in
the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College Library, and all
of the newspapers used were on file in the HNewspaper Collectlon,
Gklahoma Historical Socliety.

Since the reader has of course already observed that there 1s
considerable use of bibliographical footnotes throughout the work,
it has been deemed wise to omit annotating each entry throughout
the bibliography. The writer has included in this bibliography the
subject of each Senate or House locument used, the name and year of
each case cited from the U. S. Beports, the use made of most of
the other government documents cited, and has separated the important
secondary works from the others and finzlly it should be noted that
he has called attention to particular items included which seem
to him to be worthy of especial note,

The form followed in this bibliography is that used in the
following works:

Gittinger, iioy, Ihe Lormation of The State of Oklahoma,
1803-1906. Norman, (klehoma: The University of Uklahoma

Press, 1939.

Hockett, Homer Carey, Introduction io Resegrch In Amer-
;gﬁg‘gggggxx 2 ealtion. New York: The Macmillan Company,
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Pomeroy, Barl S., The Territories of the United States,
1861-189Q. Published by the American Historical Associa=~
tion as the prize-winning study of Albert J. Beveridge
loundation Fund and copyrighted by the Association in 1947,
Philadelphia: The University of Fennsylvania Press, 1947.

Chapman, b. E., The iounding of Stillwater, 4 Case Study
in Oklahoma History. Copyrighted by the Hesearch Founda-
tion, Uklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College, 1948.
Uklahoma City: Times Journal Publishing Company, 1348.

As Professor Hoeckett has written on page 126 of his Introduction
to hesearch in American il

bibliocgraphles can be classified on exactly the same plan, because

stoury

y Citud above, "Probably no two

the character of the materials and their grouping varies with the
subject and purpose.”™ It has been with that thought in mind that
the writer has followed the forms ¢f the bibliographies of the
above four works. Frofessor Gittinger's work has been followed,
for it has been a standard reference for over thirty years;
rrofessor Hockett's, for it is the textbook on Historiography used
in the History lepartment at this institutionj 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 Statesjy and Frofessor Chapman's work
was followed, for it is the only study in Cklahoma iHistory which
has been published by the Hesearch Foundation of this institution.
The bibliography of sources used in preparing this thesis

follows:
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UNITED STATES RECURDS

Congressional Tocuments

House Documents, 58 Cong. 2 sess., no. 101, ss. 4671:
"Memorial of General Council of Choetaw Nation in rela-
tion to statehood for Indian Territory." DIecember 1%, 1903.

o House Miscellaneous Iocuments, 45 Cong. 2 sess., no. 32, Ss.
1315:

“Memorial from an Indian Delegation protesting against
passage of the bill, or any kindred measure, providing for a
Dgleggtg in Congress to represent the Indian Territory." TFebruary
25, 1073,

49 Cong. 1 sess., no. 15, part 2, ss. 2432:

"Annuai neport of the Board of .iegents of the Smitnsonian
Institution to July, 1¢85." Used only that part of the Appendix
to the Report which covered Indian Territory conditions, or pages

853-879.

House iheports, 57 Cong, 1 sess., no. 956, ss. 402
"lieport from Committee on Territories, favoring H. 12268,
to create Yerritory of Jefferson out of Indian %erritory.” March
1k, 1902.

58 Conge 2 sess., no. 2335, ss. 4583:

. "leport from Committee on Yerritories, favoring i. 14749,

to enable Oxlahoma and Indian Territory and New Mexico and Arizona

go beaidmitted into the Unionj with views of the minority." April
y 1904,

59 Conge 1 sess., no. 496, ss. 49061
"Hepor% from Committee on Territories, favoring H. 12707,
to enable Uklahoma and Indian Territory and Hew liexico and Arizona
to e admitted into the Unionj with views of minority." January
23, 1906.
Senate Documents, 54 Cong. 1 sess., no. 102, ss. 3353:

- M"Argument by Judge A. S. HeHennon belore iouse Committee
on Indian Affairs, relative to affairs in Territory, with cther
papers, and Senate doccument 12, :ieport of Dawes Commission,”

March 24, 18%6.

54 Conge 2 S€SSe, no. M, ss. 3469:
. "Agreement between Choctaw Nation and rive Civilized
iribes Commissicn." Jamuary 27, 1897,

55 Conge 1 sess., no. 93, s3. 3562:
"Agreements between Choctaw and Chickasaw Nations and
Five Civilized Tribes Commission.” Hay 19, 1897.
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55 Cong. 2 sess, no. 78, ss. 3993:
"Agreements between Creek and Seminole Nations and Five
Civilized Tribes Commission.® January 21, 1898.

55 Cong. 2 sess., no. 88, ss. 3593:
"Agreement between Cherokee llation and Five Civilized

Tribes Commission." Jamuary 28, 1899,

57 Cong. 2 sSess., Nno. 36, ss. 4203

"New statehood bill, hearings before subcommittee of the
Senate Territories Committee on November 12-24, 1902, and before
committee, June 28 and 30 and December 4, 1902, on H. 12543, to
enable Okclahoma, Arizona, and New Mexico to be admitted to the
Unione." December 10, 1962.

58 Cong. 2 sess., no. 1%, ss. 4591:

“Memor{al of Women's Christlan Temperance Union of
United States against 3. 3625 and H. 10010, having for their pur-
pose admission of Indian Territory and Oklzhoma as one State,
unless sale of intoxicants therein is prohibited." March 9, 1904,

59 Cong. sp sess of Senate, no. 5, ss. 4910:

"Brief statement of reasons why prohibition of ligquor
traffic should be continued pollicy 1n Territory after inauguration
of statehood.® March 15, 1905.

59 Conge. 1 sess., no. 143, ss, 4912:

"Hemorial from citizens of Indian Territory, praying
for admission into the Unlon and presenting form of constitution
fgr pgggosed State, to be known as State of Sequoyah." January
16, 1906,

Senate Executive Locuments, L4l Cong. 3 sess., no. 26, ss,

14401
"The proceedings of the council of Indian tribes held
at Ocmulgee in December, 1870." January 30, 1871.

41 Cong. 3 sess., no. 39, ss. 1440
"The second annual report of the Board of Indlan Commission-
ers as to the condition of the Indians.”" Februnary 10, 1871.

1§%§%§§ Miscellancous Locuments, Wl Cong. 2 sess., no. 76,

“"Remonstration by Creek Nation against the organization
of a territorial form of government for the Indian Territory."
March 8, 1870.

S3e

41 Cong. 2 sess., no, 90, ss. 14081
"Remonstration by Choctaw Natlon against passage of
certain bills concerning the Indian tribes." March 15, 1870.

4] Cong. 2 sess., no, 92, ss. 1408:
"Protesting against passage of the bill 'To provide for
carrying into effect the provisions of a treaty concluded between
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the United States and the Cherokee Hation of Indians, July 19,
1866/" March 21, 1870.

%41 Cong. 2 sess., no. 143, ss. 1408:

¥A memorial remonstrating against the passage of the bill
to organize the Territory of (klahoma, consolidate the Indian tribes
under a territorial government, and carry out the provisions of
the treaties of 1866 with certain Indlan tribes.” May 23, 1870.

42 Cong. 2 sess., no. 52, ss. 1481:

"Memorial by Choectaw Nation of Indlans against establishe
mgnt of a territorial government over their country." January 31,
l -..-*72@

42 Cong. 2 sess., no., 87, ss, 1482:

"Resolution by khode Island Legislature requesting their
Senators and hepresentatives to use thelr Influence against pass-
age of any law which will interfere with the present occupanecy of
the Indian Territory by its inhabitants.” February 23, 1872.

42 Cong. 2 sess., no. 110, ss. 1482:

. "Resolution by Maine Legislature in favor of faithful
oggervance of treaties made with the Indian Tribes." March 8,
1 2,

43 Cong, 2 sess., 00. 3%, ss. 16303

“Memorial of Choctaw citizens against establishment of
aaTgrritorial govermment for the Indian Territory.” January 15,
1875,

43 Cong.. 2 sess., no. 66, ss. 16302
YMemorial of Cherokee cltlzens agalinst establishment of
a Territorial government over them.® February 2, 1875.

43 Cong. 2 sess., no. 72, ss. 1630:

“HMemorial of Gsage Indians against establishment of a
Territorial government of the United 3tates over the Indian Naw
tions." ¥February 9, 1875.

45 Cong. 2 3e€sS., No. 8, ss. 1785 ,
"Memorial of Choctaw Indians against passage of Senate
bill to enable Indians tc become citizens." Tecember 10, 1877.

L5 Cong. 2 sess., no. 18, ss. 1785:

”Memorlal of Seminole and Creek citizens against passage
of Senate bill 107, to enable Indlans to become citizens of the
United States." January 14, 1873.

46 Cong. 2 sess., no. %1, ss. 1890:

"Memorial by Indian delegates against the passage of
an act providing for the organization of a Upited States Terri-
torial govermment over the Indian country." February 16, 1880.
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53 Cong. 3 sesS., no. 24, ss, 3281:
"Repor% of Dawes Commission to Five Civilized Tribes.”
December 10, 1894

» #1 Cong. 2 sess., no. 131, ss. 14091

“ eport racommending consolidation of certain Indian
tribes under a territorial government, with the name of the terri-
tory of Gklahoma." April 27, 1870.

L1 Cong. 3 se8s., NoO. 336, ss. 143:

“Bepor% favorable to the adoption of a government for
the Indian Territory similar in most respects to that of the other
Territories." February 1, 1871.

42 Cong. 3 sess., no. 471, ss. 15502
"Report favorable to the organization of the Territory
of (klahoma." February 20, 1873,

- 57 Conge 2 sess., no. 2206, ss. 44101

"Report of the Cammittae on Territories, the minority
report of that committee and a special report of M. 5. Quay, as a
member of the Committee on Territories, on H. 12543, to enable
Cklahoma, Arizona, and New HMexico to be admitted into the Union.”
December 10, 1902.

Congressional Records
Q§ggzg§§195g;,§;%hg, containing the debates and Proceedings.
108 volumes. wWashington, 18341873, Used volumes XLII and XLIII.

ggggg_gfggggéh§§g~xg containing the Proceedings and Debates.
95 volumes, (to wasningt 1873-1949. Used the following
volumess , XXIII, XXIV ixvxlx XXX, XXXI, X¥XIII, XXXV,
XXXVI, XXXVII, XXXVILI, xxizx, .

Laws of the Unlted States

| Skates Statutes at Large. 63 volumes, Boston: Littles,
Brown Company, and Washington: Government Frinting Office,
TR A i Ml X1V, XVI, XXIV, XXV, XXVI, XXVII, XXIX,
XXX, X1, XXI1X, and XXXIII.

Reports of Judicial FProceedings

s Cases in the Supreme Court as shown,
The Kansas Indians ace 756 (1867), Stephens v. Cherokee
Nation, 174+ US 186" (1899}, Fleming v. McCurtain, 215 US 57 (1909),
and Missourl, Kansas, and Texas Railway Company ve. United States,
235 US 37 (193w,
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Census .Reports

The following Census Hleports were used to show the extent of
population, number of towns, and amount of business in Indian
Territory from 1890 to 1900:

Aggtggcg of the Eleventh Qegggg 1890, 2 Edition. Washing=-
ton: ernment Printing Office, 1 §6. !

eventh Census of the United States, 1890, Volume X, Report
on In%'d ans—‘JmTaxed and Indians Not Taxed in the United States.

Washington: Government Printing Office, 18%:.

£ ensys of the United States, 1900, Volume I, Popula-
tion, Part % “”ﬁﬁgﬁington: UaTted Stetes Consus Office, 1901,

Iyelfih Census of the Un States, y Volume II, Popula=-
tion, Part 1I. Washington: ted States Census (ffice, 1902.

Iwelfth Census of the United Stales, 190Q, Volume VIII
Manufactures, Part II. Washington: United States Census O}fice,
1902,

Indlaen Affalirs Reports

10% volumas. Washingtan: §§h9~1%£§

ESedtin'pa§§leu1ar the Regcrts for the following years: 1891, 1892,
1893, 1896, 1897, 1898, 1899, 1900, and 1902.

Kappler, Charles J., compiler and editor, gﬁgg;zg
laws and Ireaties, 2 Ldi%ion, 2 volumes., Senate Documents é
Cong. 2 S€8s., NO. 319, ss. 4623 and hézﬂ Referred to post~€ivil
War treaties between United States and Five Cilvilized Tribes.

Territorial Governor's Reports

Eggﬁ;&% §h% of the Interior. 101 volumes.
Washingtanz 9&i sad in particular the volumes showing
the reports of the Governor of Gklahoma Territory in 1896, 1897,

1898, 1901, 1902, 1903, and 1904 as they may pertain to Indian
Tarritory.,

Papers of the Presidents

Richardson, James D., compiler, 4 Compilation of the Messages
and Eagpers of ithe Presidents. 11 volumes. uWashington: DBureau of
Hational Literature, 1913. Used volumes VI-XI for messages of
Presidents Grant, Hayes, Garfield, Arthur, Cleveland, Harrison,
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MeKinley, and Theodore lioosevelt which may pertain to Indian Terri-
tory.

Miscellaneous Government Publications

Abel, Annie H., “Proposals For An Indian State, l778~1878 "
WWQ{MWW&W 4207
volumes, Volume I, washingtont: Government Printing oOffice, 1908.

Washington: Government Printing fice, 1923, ?

Mooney James, "Myths of the Cherokae."

of American
lneteenth Annual Report 1%%@ 2 Parts, Part I.
overnment Printing bffice, .

&annatt, Henry, "A Gazetteer of Indian Territory.® United
States G 32?.% Bulletin No. 48. Washington: Government
Printing lce, 1

MEMOIRS

Doyle, Thomas H., "Single Versus Pouble Statehood." ggﬁggr
- Gklahon tharch, June, and September, 1927), 1

william H. "The Constitutional Convention.'" Chron-
s IX ( une, 1931}, 126-138.

Mur;2?> william HS’ 1 %21
Higtory klshoma., volumes
iishing Company, 1945 ’

Hesbitt, Paul ,"Governor Haskell Tells of Two Conventlions."
Chronicles of Oclahoma, XIV (June, 1936), 187-217.

Of the above four works the greatest benefit has been derived
from the three volume work of Governor Murray. Least helpfil has
been the serles of articles by the late Judge Doyle. 4ll four of
these works cited above are quite blased in one form or another
ggd considerable care mist be exercised by the individual in using

en.

Murray and Irue
Boston: Meador Pub-
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SECONDARY MATERIAL
Books

Of all the seeondary works used the followlng flve have been
the most helpful to the writer in the preparation of this studyj
they are listed in order of the amount of benefit derived:

Gittinger, Roy, The Formation of The State of Oilahomg, 1803~
1906. Horman,’@:la}’;omaz Univers ty of Oklahoms Press, 193§-

Thoburn, Joseph B., ;%giggx Gdgaboma. 5 volumes
Chicagos Th:: American Historieal Society, 1916. :

Fowler, Oscar Presley, Ihe Haskell Reglme, The Iniimate Life
o gmg%?%mm_l Hagkells Gklahcma City: The Boles Publishing
ompany s -

Debo, Angle 3 Btill The Waters Run. Princeton: Princeton
Universits’r Press: %0.

Allen, Clinton M., m Hovenent. Oklahoma Citys
Harlow Pub.{ishing Company, ] .

Other Boocks Used

Blachly, Frederick F. and COatman, Mirliam E., Govermment of
{ias « 2 edition, Oklahoma City: Harlow Publlshimg Company,
; £

Bowers, Claude G., Beveridge and The Progressive Era. Cam-
bridge: The Riverside Press, 1932.

Evans, Charles and Bumn, Clinton O. Uglahoma Civil Goverrnment.
Ardmore, Oklahoma: Bunn Bro%hers, 1908 !

Foreman, Grant, 4 History of %ngm 2 edition. Horman,
(klahoma U:’niversi%y of Cklahoma Press, 15’-&5. ?

Forem Grant, Mugkoree, Ihe Blography .g;: An Uklahomg
Horman, Oklahoma: University of Uklahoma Press, 19

Graves, wW. Brooke, American govermment. 3 editiona
Boston: D. C. Heath and Ccmpany,—%

Hacker, Louls M. and Kendrick, Benjamin B., The United Stat
Since 1865. 3 edition. New Yorks F. 8. Crofts and Company, 1946

Keso, Edward Elmer, Ihe Sepgtorial C ﬁm&m&m
Owen, Hashvilla: Georga Peabody College i‘or Teachers, 1930
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O'Rcurke, Vernon A. and Campbell, Douglas W., Qggg&;&g&;ggg
Making In a Democragv. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1943,

Scott, Angelo C., Ihe Story of Oklahoma City. Uklahoma City:
Times-Journal Publishing Company, 1930,

Smith, Willlam Robert Lee, Ihe 3tory gglth Cherckee. Cleve-
land, Tennéssees The Church o B8 Bibitshing House. 1638,

Magazine Articles

Harger, Gharles Moreau, "Oklshcoma and The Indian Territory
As They Are Today. Aagz;ggguﬁgggglz‘Eev;qg‘gg Keviews, XXV
(Febrmry, 1902)’ 177"‘1 l#

Yancey, David "Need of Better Government In The Indian
Territory." X%VIII (February, 1900), 737-740.

Newspapers

A number of newspapers wyere used in this study, but none was
of greater aid than the Phoenixs that paper was the only
one that covered the Sequo; Constitutional Convention completely.
A 1list of newspapers used in this study, all of which were published
in Indian Territory unless otherwise specified, follows with the

s used shown by eachj; numerous other newspapers were also used
but to a lesser degree:

Bartlesville Dglly Enterprise, Bartlesvllle 1905.
éﬁ%ﬁésaaznapzkﬁxﬁzaxa Durant, 190 ’

2N

te, Tahlequah, 190 and 1905,
xpress, Chickasha, 1905.
.hiekasha 1905.
Claremore 1905.
Ardmore, 1904 and 1905.
(klghoma City, Oklahoma Territory, 1900, 19501,

)1§Eé£“1¥i§, 19th 1905, and_1906.

L %

£330 9 190)0

3 Bufaula, 1902 and 1903.
times, Ho émille 1902,
ix, Muskogee, 19(")3,{5 1902, 1903, 190%, 1905, and 1906.

”ﬁi;;, kaulgee, 1905
Okemah

~ GLl
s Qggi&gl, Gulhrie Cklahoma Territory, 1902.
y Enterprise, Pauls Valley 1905.

’ Pryor Creek, 190%

giste; 1905.
Sc»u%h McAlester, 1905.
_ggaiz Capital, South McAlester, 190%, 1905, and

M xﬁh, Tulsa 1905&
P Tl eftata, Vinita, 1905.
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- INTERVIEWS

Doctor W. W. Groom, McAlester, Oklahoma, August 9, 1949.

Honorable Willliam H. Murray }ormer Governor of (klahoma,
Tishimingo, Oklshoma, August 9, 1949.

llonorable Reford Bond, Chalrman, Oklahoma Corporation Commis-
sion, Cklahoma Clty, Oklahoma, August 15, 1949.

LETTERS

Honorable william H. Murray, former Governor of Uklahoma
Tishimingo, (klahoma, November 14, 1948, and September k, 1943,

Hampton Tucker, Mining Trustee for the Choctaw and Chickasaw
Nations, McAlester, (klghoma, February 22, 1949.

He L. Muldrow, Norman, 6klahoma, August 11, 1949.

Roy Gittinger, liegents Professor of History, University of
Oklahoma, Norman, 6klahema, September 12, 1949.

TRUE EXTRACT COPY

A true extract copy of Pogor's of Rallroads, for the
years 1870 to 1879, inelusive, showlng the officers of the
Atlantic and Pacific Hailroad during those years. This informa=-
tion was furnished and certified to by HMarvin A. Miller, Director
of Libraries, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, Arkansas.

MAP SHOWING RECORDING DISTRICT 26

A map was furnished by John H. Ady, Chief of Publications,
United States Department of Interior, and through the assistance
of Honorable Elmer Thomas, United States Senator from Oklahoma.
The map shows the exact location of Recording Distriet 26 which
was created by the Act of March 7, 1904, There had never been a
map dérawn showing it in conneetion with the other recording
districts of Indian Territory, but simply a written description
of the district as found in 33 U. S. Statutes large 60. The
recording town of thils districet was Marietta. t was formed
from the south half of Recording Distriet 21, which had as its
recording town Ardmore, the second largest town in Indian Terri-
tory.
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