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PREFACE

In this discussion of joint statehood for the Terri-
tories of Arizona and New Mexico, the primary purpose has
been to show the particular attitudes and activities sur-
rounding the jointure campaign in the Territory of New
Mexico. This limitation of scopé 1is partially dictated by

the fact that the national aspect of the campalgn has re-

ceived sufficlent emphasis in other works and partly because

the discoverjy of new materials has prompted an intensive
rather than an extensive survey of Territorial politics.
The goal is to explain the reason for the acceptance, by a
wide majority of votes, of jointure in the New Mexlco Ter-
ritory as compared to the stinging defeat dealt the bill
in the Territory of Arizona.

The largest bulk of information was gleaned from pa-
pers of the late Senator from New Mexico, Holm O. Bursum,
Other perscnal papers were investigated and supplementary

matter was added but, in the main, the Bursum Papers con-

stitute the chief source,

These papers were secured from Mrs. H. 0. Eursum,
Sr., of Socorro, New Mexico. The materials dealing with
Mr. Bursum's early political career in New lexico have

never been winnowed, and it 1s hoped that some insight may

be gained of the internal political affairs of the Territory







during the joint statehood campaign.

Mr., Bursum occupied at the time the powerful position
of Chairman of the Territorial Republican Party. By vir-
tue of his post, he was instrumental in declding and exe-
cuting the policies of the Party. This fact makes the

Bursum Papers a most important source of information in the

study of the jointure campaign.

Although the strict utilization of the sources at hand
necessarily limit most of the study to one political party,
sufficient cognizance was given to the opposition by the
Republican leader to determine the attitude of that group.
It should be further noted that the Democratic Party did
not exercise such power in Territorial politics as they
later came to do in State affairs, In fact, it could be
stated with little fear of contradiction that the Kepubli-
can Party enjoyed political hegemony in New Mexico prior
to, during and after the period under discussion. In the

case of joint statehood, though starting late, the hepubli-

cans championed the plan as a Party measure requiring Party
loyalty, and from this standpoint it may be assumed that
the partisanship evoked by the appeal was a prime factor in
the success of the campaign.







CHAPTER I
1902 - 1906

A unique phase of New Mexico's long fight for state-
hood centered around a proposal to join the Territories of
Arizona and New Mexico, thus creating one state, Historl-
cally this union was not without precedent since, until
1863, Arlzona had been a part of the vast New Mexlico Terri-
tory.l However well founded this proposal may have been
historically, it enjoys a singular position in the history
of enabling acts.

The long and bitter agltation for statehood in the
Territories had prompted political interests to consider
seriously their inclusion in the Federal Union. In 1900 the
Kepublican Party had made an cutright pledge to support
actively their admission. Thus, in the interest of Party
prestige it was necessary to make scme attempt to fulfill
platform promises.

In November of 1902 the Senate Committee on Terrlitor-

ies, headed by Senator Beverldge of Indiana, made an

\
L) k., E. Twltchell, Leading Facts of New Mexican History
(Cedar kapids, Iowa: The Torch Press, 1912), vVol. I, p. 409.

2)

Claude G. bowers, beveridze and the Progressive Era
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Riverside Press, 1932), p. 197.







investigating soiree into the Western hinterlands to deter-
mine the feasibility of allowing Oklahoma, Indian Terri-
tory, Arizona and New Mexico entrance into the Union.3
After considering the information gleaned from the Commit-
tee's investigation, Beveridge delivered the majority re-
port to the Senate in January of 1903. This report advocat-
ed the immediate admission of Indian Territory and Oklahoma
as one state while demanding that Arizona and New Mexico's
bid for statehood be indefinitely postponod.4

The majority report was immediately denounced by
Senator Quay of Pennsylvania when he delivered the minority
report which advocated the admission of all these Territor-
ies as separate states, A group opposing both Quay and
Beveridge was formed which advocated jointure for Arizona
and New Mexlco, thus creating two states out of four Terri-
tories. This plan won the temporary approval of President
Roosevelt, but possibly because of advice from EBeveridge
he immediately withdrew his support.5

The question of jointure for the four Territories was
repeatedly discussed in Congress, but until his death in
1904 Senator Quay, a friend of New Mexico's delegate to

5) Charles F. Coan, A History of New Mexico (New York:
The American Historical Soclety, %no., 1925), Vol. I, p. 412.

4) Bowers, loc. cit., pp. 198-199,
%) 1pia.







Congress, W. H. Andrews, successfully blocked any serious
attempt to pass such measures, After Quay's death Arizona
and New Mexico intensified agitation against jointure.6
New Mexico's stand toward jointure overtures was em-
phatically stated by Territorial Governor Oteroc on July 2,
1904, He felt that Jointure was neither permissible nor
desired. The Governor cited the fact that the leading Ter-
ritorial representatives, acting in accord with the wishes
of their constituents, were definitely opposed to jointuro.7
This view was heartlly seconded by Arizona when the Twenty-
third Territorial legiélature went on record as opposed to
jointure in January of 1905.8
Although the recalcitrant Territories were not with-
out support in Congress, the strength of the jointure move-
ment was increasing. Debates became quite heated in both

Houses of Congress. According to Prichard, the Senate

) Rufus Kay Wyllys, Arizona: The History of a Frontier
ot MUEE), R

State (Phoenix, Arizona: Hobson and He )s Do .

7) Notebook No. 2 in Miguel A. Otero Papers (Coronado
Room, UNM Library), pp. 121-122. Cited hereafter as Qtero

Papers.
8) Wyllys, loc. eit., p. 301.







"became a theatre for many cutting if not unparliamentary
remarks."?
Senator Beveridge was eventually won over toc the join-
ture proposal and in a speech before the Senate on February
S5, 1903 eloquently argued the feasibility of forming two
states from the four Torritoriea.lo EBeveridge's reason for
repudiating his former stand was based, he contended, on
the obvious desire of New Mexicc and Arizona for joint state-
hood.11
This contention found a detractor in Senator Foraker
of Ohlo. Foraker, won to the cause of the Arizona anti-
jointure lobbylsts, knew that Beveridge's statements were

not in agreement with the tone of sentiment in the Terri-

12
tories of Arizona and New Mexico, Playing upon the lack

of real support for union in these two Territories Foraker
insisted, if a conscolidation policy were to be adopted,
that Arizona and New Mexico be given a choice by allowing

them to vote for or against jointure at the next olection.13

9) series of articles published in the Santa Fe New
Mexican in the months of April, May and June of 1906,
These articles are found in an album by William Prichard
entitled "Bullding a Nation or Statehood for New Mexico,"
In the Prichard Folder (State of New Mexico Museum Library,
Santa Fe, New Mexico). Cited hereafter as the Prichard

Papers.
10) goan, loc. cit., p. 412.

11) Bowers, loc. cit., pp. 216-218.
12) wyliys, loc. cit., p. 302.
13) bowers, loc. cit., pp. 216-217,
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From previously cited evidence, it was quite apparent
that Foraker was more correct about Territorial attitudes,
but it appeared that the Republican Party leaders were quite
anxicus to live up to the platform proposals of years past.
The future course of action was made apparent when, in a
letter to Senator Beveridge on November 8, 1906, Roosevelt
stated that a jointure recommendation was to be a part of
his message to Congress even though there was "an active

nlé In this manner Roosevelt launched

intrigue against 1t.
his campaign in support of jointure.
The President's obvious interest and love for the West

has been cited as a reason for his diligent efforts in the

15
support of joint statehood. This viewpoint, however, is

subject to doubt or at least to modification, In a letter
to Benjamin I. Wheeler, the President volced an opinion
concerning statehood that seems to indicate that his join-
ture policy was more pragmatically based.

As for Arizona and New Mexico, you and I
agree entirely. The only reason I want them

14) Etling E. Morison,(ed.), The Letters of Theodore
Roosevelt (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1952), Vol. V., p. 71.

15) Mary J. Masters, "New Mexico's Struggle for State-
hood, 1903-1907" (unpublished Master's thesis, Department
of History, University of New Mexico, 1942), pp. 12-14,







in as one state now is that I fear the alter-

native is having them as two states three or

four years hence, It is an important but by

no means a vital matter,1®

On January 22, 1906, Roosevelt, in a letter to Sir
George Trevelyan, placed "joint statehood for the Terri-
tories, or at least for Oklahoma and Indian Territory,"
as the fifth item of a five-part list of measures he wished
to accomplish while in offioo.l7 This statement coupled
with the previous letter shows that Roosevelt, though de-
giring jointure, did not give it primary consideration,
The President, however, did encourage the adoption of jolne
ture. In a personal letter to Mark A. Rodgers of Arizona,
he earnestly solicited the support of Arizona Kepublicans
in support of the Administration., He stated that "for
them [New Mexico and Arizona| now to refuse to come into
the Union as States would be . . ., mere folly."18
After the defeat of the jointure proposal in the

Territories, Roosevelt wrote to George Curry, the Presi-
dent's new appointee as Territorial Governor, that the de-
feat prompted him to consider allowing separate statehood.

The letter states clearly that the President had preferred

16) yorison (ed.), loc. cit., January 18, 1906, Vol.
V, p. 135,

17) Ibid., p. 136.
18) 1pid., June 27, 1906, Vol, V, p. 321,
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jointure and later recommended single statehood because

it was the "only wise alternative , . . N9

Consequent-
ly, Roosevelt's sympathles with the West were not those
tﬁat would allow him to advocate the proposal the West de-
sired -- separate statehood -- until the possibility of
jointure had been exhausted.

On December 5, 1905, the jointure proposal was in-
cluded in the Presidential message to Congress. Roosevelt
made no attempt to argue the case eloquently, but simply
stated that he had carefully studied the matter and that
"the advisability of making four territories into two
states [had| been clearly established." His only qualifi-
cation regarding the admission of the Territories concerned
the abolition of licensed gambling. He wished that Con-
gress "should by law forbid this practice, the harmful re-
sults of which are obvious at a glance.“eo

The President's official support ilmmediately promoted
the introduction by Representative Hamilton of an enabling
bill (H. R, 3186) which was referred to the Committee on
Territoriea.2l On December 7, 1905 Senator Beveridge in-

troduced a similar bill (S. 1158) which was likewise

19

20) Congressional Record, O59th Cong., 1lst Sess.,
1906, XL, Par » DP. S,

21) 1vid., p. 116,







referred to the Committes on Territoriea.22 In spite of
the introduction of two jointure bills and the obvious de-
sire of the administration for this plan, W. H. Andrews,
Territorial Representative to Congress from New Mexico and
a Republican, introduced a bill (H. R. 7042) to enable New
Mexico to be admitted as a separate amte.z5

Delegate Andrew's proposal, though out of step with
Washington, was certainly in tune with Republican sentiment
in New Mexico., This feeling, however, was not shared by
all Territorial residents. The Albuquerque City Council,
one day prior to the Koosevelt announcement, had official-
ly endorsed the proposed union with Arizcna.24 This action
created some editorial protests against the Albuquergue
"joint statehood boomers" who, it was said, saw jolnture
as an opportunity to ralse the Democrats to power.zs An-
other newspaper editorial blasted the pro-jointure support-
ers as working for the time that Albuquerque, because of
its geographical position, would eventually inherit the

capital of the new stctO.zs

22) 1vid., p. 212.

23) Ibid., December 13, 1905, p. 362.

24) Albuquerque Morning Journal, December 5, 1905,p. 1.

25) Santa Fe New Mexican, December 6, 1905, p. 2.
Quoted from the Farmington Enterprise.

26) Albugquerque Morni Journal, December 5, 1905,
p. 2. Quoted from the s Vegas Optic.







This latter fear seems to have been seriocusly con-
sidered by editorialists as a primary reason for Albuquer-
que's action, The Hamilton bill, in an obvious attempt to
placate Territorial pride, had stipulated that the capital
of the new state of Arizona would be located at Santa Fe.27
Unfortunately, such & compromise had little appeal to either
party. The selection of Santa Fe as the capital of the
new state did not compensate for the loss of the Territor-
ial name, especially when it was feared that Santa Fe would
eventually succumb in favor of the better situated city of
Albuquerque.28

The fear of Democratic hegemony, the loss of the Ter-
ritorial name, and the internal strife and jealousies con-
cerning the location of the capital were only incidental
to the basic problems that consolidation would bring. The
real problem was one of uniting an agricultural, predomin-
ately Spanish-speaking people with a territory dedicated
to mining and industrial pursuits. The prospects of such
a jointure "horrified" Arizona railroad and mining execu-
tives who saw such a union as detrimental to their best

intereets.29 These Arizona citizens protested that "union with

27) House of Representatives Report No. 4906, Vol. I,
59th Cong-’ lat SQ&S., 1905-060

28) Alb;guorgpe Morning Journal, December 5, 1905,

P. 2; San ew Mexican, December 21, 1905, p. 2.;
January 2, 1906, p. 2.

29) wyllys, op. cit., p. 300,







the Territory of New Mexico would make property insecure
and progress impossible in Arizona.'so
Thus Arizcona bore the brunt of criticism for its anti-

consolidation action, The Albuguergue Morning Journal early

launched attacks on Arizona for the selfish attitude of its

special interest groups.31 The Washington Post was more

explicit in its denunciation of corporate interests in
Arizona. The Post charged that these corporations were op-
posed to jointure because they feared that, with statehood,
taxation would be Iincreased. The editorial further con-
tended that both Territories were gullty of selfish motives
in opposing jointure and, in general, were too corrupt for
admission into the Federal Union.sz
While the opposition forces were preparing for the
fight, the Hamlilton Bill was reported back from the Commit-
tee on Territories on January 23, 1906.63 The bill, in
general, contained the recommendations outlined by Presi-
dent Koosevelt. It also called for generous land and cash

grants for the establishment of educational facilities in

the Territories. The new state of QOklahoma was to receive

30) Coan, op. cit., p. 412,

5l)Decomber 20, 1905, p. 8.

32) Quoted in the San ta Fe New Mexican, January 2,
1906, p. 2.

33) Congressional Record, loc, cit., XL., Part 2,
p. 1435.
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two sections in each township and a §5,000,000 cash grant
for the establishment of schools, Arizona, because of the
aridity of the soll, was to receive four such sections plus
the $5,000,000 cash grant.34

Debate, which began on January 24, was quite heated
because the kKepublicans as well as the Democrats protested
strongly against the consclidation plan., The Democrats
contended that the plan was a Republican Party measure,
while Republican detractors protested it on the grounds of
sectional.bias. The debate threatened to devolve 1into a
mere party squabble; but a quick vote was managed, the Eill
passed with a safe mergin and amendment proceedings bogan.35

The foremost amendment was that sponsored by Foraker
and his supporters. This called for the jointure of Okla-
homa and Indian Territory, but stipulated that Arizona and

New Mexico should be allowed to declde thelir proposed union

by vote. The Santa Fe New lexlcan, antli-jointure in sentl-
n o6

ment, aptly described this measure as an "escape clause.

Later, Foraker proposed, if his amendment could not be

passed, to shift his support to the Burrows Amendment, named

after Jullus C., Burrows of lichigan, which advocated

54) House of Representatives, loc. c¢it., Report No.
4906, Vol. I.

3
i Congressional Record, loc. cit., XL, Part 2,
PP 1499-I53§. Final vote 188 yeas to 158 nays.

36) December 21, 1905, p. 2.
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statehood for Oklahoma and Indian Territory alone. Thus,

in either case, Oklahoma would be admitted into the Union

without forcing consolidation upon the reluctant Territories

of Arizona and New Mexico.37
Eefore the passage of the Hamilton Bill, New Mexico

citizens were somewhat puzzled by a letter written by A. A.

Freeman t0 Holm O, Bursum and published by Freeman in the

Albugquerque Morning Journal.38 The letter, written from

Washington, D. C,, stated that an agreement had been reached
by some New Mexico party leaders with the President. The
agreement was that "if he [Boosevelﬁ] would not disturb the
party organization," 1. e., if Roosevelt would reappoint

all the Territorial officials then in office, the New Mexico
"party machine"™ would support joint statehood. According

to Freeman, the President agreed to this measure with the
exception of Governor Otero whose replacement, H. J.
Hagerman, had already been selected. The letter then asked
Bursum to agree to the supposed deal in the interest of the

Party and the Torritory.sg

87) Albuguerque Morning Journal, May 26, 1906, p. 1.

38) Albuquerque Evening Citizen, Januar 2
g y 4, 1906, p. 4;
A. A. Freeman was appoin to the New Mexico Supreme Court
by President Benjamin Harrison and, after retiring from this
office, practiced law in Socorro and Carlsbad. He was an
active Republican ana even after leaving the Territory in
1908 kept up his interest in N. M. affairs., New Mexico
Historical Review, Vol. I, 1926, pp. 492-493.

59) pecember 27, 1906, In Holm Q. Bursum Papers (Coro-
nado Room, UNM Library). Hereafter cited as Bursum Papers.
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Bursum, heading a delegation of Republican leaders,

was en route to Weshington to discuss Territorial matters

with the President.ho Upon hearing of Judge Freeman's

letter he published the following denials
We [the delegation/ of course understood
and understand today that the President is
heartily in favor of joint statehood but
as for any barter or trade having been
made or suggested by either the President
or myself or Mr, Luna as representing the
Republican organization of New Mexico, tn&i
is absolutely without foundation in fact.
If the delegation that Bursum headed was not the
"party leaders™ of whom Freeman speaks, to what group
did Freeman refer? It seems incongruous to send a letter
to Bursum in Santa Fe lknmowing him to be in Washington,
The possibility of other members of Bursum®s group secretly
bargaining was likewise dismissed by the Chaifman, thus,
refuting Freeman®s statements.hz Later evidence seems to
discount any possibility of such a bergain being struck,
The bargain, according to Freeman, rested on the
agreement to retain Territorial officeholders in return

for their support on jointure. This, howevery is not borne

40) hasters loc, cit., pe 107, The delegation con-
sisted of H, O, Lursum Solomon Luna, We J. Mills, J, W,
laynolds and W, He H, Llewellyn.

%1) santa Fe New Mexican, January 3, 1906, pe 1;
Albuguergue Evening Citizen, January %, 1906, pe e

42) 1pid.







out by the facts. In the case of retention of offices,
there 1s ample evidence that the reverse occurred after
Governor Hagerman entered office. On March 3, 1906, the
President telegraphed Governor Hagerman an authorization
to remove certaln officials: the Territorial Secretary,
Attorney General and the Supsrintendent of Prisons.
Roosevelt further stated, "If any of my appointees hamper
you, let me know and I will remove them," 45

Bursum, who flatly denied Freeman's statements, was
himself removed from his position as Superintendent of
Prisons and vigorously prosecuted for supposed mishandling
of Territorial funds. Thils action precipitated a rirft in
the Territorial Republican ranks, and though he was later
exonerated, this affair was an impediment to Bursum's
career.,

As to the other aspect of the supposed agreement -~
support for joint statehood -- recourse must be had to more
indirect sources. The Kepublican Central Committee did not
officlally endorse jointure until October 1, 1906, and

43) Morison (ed.), loc. cit., Vol. V, p. 177.

44) Numerous references to the penitentiary scandals
are to be found in the Bursum Papers. Secondary references
may be found in Coen, loc. gig., Vol. I, p. 425; Twitchell,
loc. cit., Vol. II, pp. 5o3-0b4; History of New lexico
{Tos gng;éea: Pacific States Puolishing Co., 1907), Vol. I,
pp. 2 5" 6.
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from December, 1905 until that date was on record in op-
position to jointure.45 Another factor is the obvious
distaste for consolidation displayed by the leading Re-
publican newspapers. The most outspoken anti-jointure

supporter was the Santa Fe New Mexican.

The editor of the New Mexican, Max Frost, was a staunch

Kepublican and a faithful correspondent with Bursum.
Frost's link with the Kepublican Party is demonstrated by
the award to his New Mexico Printing Company of a contract
as the public printer.46 Frost probably owed his position
as Secretary for the Territorial Bureau of Immigration to
his Republican affiliation. Therefore, it is safe to as-
sume that Frost, through the editorials of the New Mexican,

was not expressing opinions that were opposed by leading

Territorial Republicans.47

Still another factor that dlsplays the New Mexican's

close link with Republican leaders occurred on March 9,
1906, when Max and Maude Frost turned over a total of
18,750 shares of capital stock of the New Mexican Printing
Company to Solomon Luna and Burswa. Both parties pur-

chased 9,375 shares, agreeling to pay, over a five year

45) Santa Fe New Mexican, October 1, 1906, p. 2;
Reference to the Central Committee's official stand of
December, 1905 is found in the Freeman letter, Bursum

Papers.

46) Contract as public printer signed by James G.
McNary, March 1, 1906, Frost Folder, Bursum Papers.

47) Tne letterhead of the Bureau of Immigration lists

Frost as Secretary. This type stationery is abundant in
the Bursum Papers.







period, a total of ten thousand dollars for these stocks.48
The purchase of large shares of stock in newspapers
and printing plants waa‘not a new type of investment for
Bursum and other party leaders. On January 350, 1905, W. H.
Andrews and Bursum made a joint purchase of 128 shares of
capital stock of the Optic Publishing Company. The total

purchase price was §8,000 payable in eighteen months with

49
an interest rate of 8%. The editorial policy of the Las

Vegas Daily Optic, owned and printed by the Optic Publish-

ing Company, was one of opposition to jolnture just as was
the policy of the Santa Fe New Mexican. Thus, by associa-
tion, it seems evident that they expressed, if not the opin-
ijons, at least the general philosophy of New Mexico's party
1eaders.50 It shows indirectly that either no bargain had
been struck, or, if an sgreement was reached, it was not
honored by either party.

Even the supporters of jointure were not convinced of
a deal since they continued in their efforts for jolnture
with renewed activity. The Albugquerque supporters of state-

nood formed a group dedicated to the proposed union and

48) Contract addressed to The Bank of Commerce, Albu-
querque, New Mexico. Frost Folder, Bursum Papers.

49) Contract signed by W. H. Andrews and Holm 0. Bursum,
Newspaper File, bursum Papers.

50) Examples of the editorial policy of the Santa Fe
New Mexlican have been previously cited. For an example of
the editorial policy of the Daily Optic see Albuquergue
Morning Journal.







B. S. Rodey, ex-Territorial Kepresentative to Congress
and an ardent supporter of statehood, was engaged by them
to proceed to Washington as their lobbyist. Unfortunate-
ly, since this League falled to pay Rodey's expenses he
was compelled to return to Albuquerque to raise funds.sl
Meanwhile, in Congress the joint statehood bill was
undergeoing difficulty. Foraker, early in the fight, had
written that the measure would probably not pass, and
that he was concentrating on the measure for the admit-
tance of Oklahoma and Indian Torritory.52 He strongly ad-
vised that New Mexicc "should wait until after the next
Census before making another application for statehood . "°
Frost noted the increased opposition to the Foraker amend-
ment but thought there was still chance for its pasaage.54
As the fight progressed, Frost became increasingly assured
that the administration had decided to support the pro-

posal and its passage was almost assured.55

1) Frost to Bursum May 16, 1906, Eursum Papers. The
letter also discussed Mr. Rodey's appointment as Judge of
the District Court of Puertc Rico.

52) For a detailed account of the Congressional aspect
of the Hamilton Bill see Masters, loc. cit., pp. 20-87.
Miss Masters dedicated most of her thesils to the various
stages of the Congressional floor fight over the Joint-
Statehcod proposal.

53) Foraker to Bursum, karch 13, 1906, Bursum Papers.

54) Frost to Bursum, April 20, 1906, Frost Folder,
Eursum FPapers.

55) Frost to Bursum, May 10, 1906, Frost Folder,
Eursum Papers.
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Although assured that the amendment would pass, the

New Mexlcan continued to opposé it. In a series of folksy

articles by "Uncle Simeon Patience" /Milliam Prichard/ ,
Eeveridge's "Arizona the Great" was attacked mercilessly:
Senator Small /Beveridge's/ intentions
are §ood in propeosing to unite New Mex-

ico," said Mr. Bigot, at the club,
"Yes," returned Uncle Simeon, "The man

who drives a knife into your heart sup-

posing you to be a burglar, without cause,
may have good intentions also. Good in-

tentions %re one thing, good judgement is
another,®

The opposlition's chief hope appeared in the form of
& referendum within the Territories. W. H. Llewellyn
summed up the strategem as follows, "if [E]braker amend-
ment adopted Arizona vote it down, then New Mexico make
demand separate statehood . . ." /Quotes not author'g7.57
In other words, the burden of opposing the Administration's
policy would rest on the heads of Arizona leaders while
New Mexico, loyally supporting statehood, would, after the
defeat of joihture, be admitted on the basis of its devo-
tion to the administration.

Thls plan is further elaborated in Frost's letter to

Eursum of May 23, 1906. Seeing the possibility of the

56) Loc. cit., Prichard Papers.

S7) Telegram from Ira M. bond to the New Mexican,
May 17, 1906, Frost Folder, Bursum Papers.







passage of the statehood bill with the Foraker amendment

attached, he advised Mr. Bursum that the New Mexican should

be expanded.
If statehood comes, we must have it in the
cempaign; if it does not come, we must also
have it in the campaign and thereafter if we
find the enlarged edition does not pay and
we have no more need of it, we can cut it
down to six columns after the state orsger—
ritorial legislative assembly is over.

Frost alsc says "I am as you are. If it comes ready;

otherwise ready also."59

This assuredly meant that Frost
and Bursuﬁ had discussed the issue and were in mutual agree-
ment. However, Frost is not sufficiently clear concerning
his possible backing of statehood without the Foraker amend-
ment. Naturally, if the enabling act were passed without

a referendum qualification, there would have been little

use to protest, but previously cited opposition such as

the Prichard essays and other editorials are sufficient to
judge the prevailing attitude concerning jointure without
the Foraker plan. Therefore Frost and Bursum, armed with
the strategy implied in the quote from Llewellyn, were

prepared to support jointure,

On June 12, 1906, an amendment allowing for a yes or

58) prost Folder, Bursum Papers.

59) 1pia.
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no vote for statenood was passed by the Senate,
ed that on November 6, 1906,

60

It stat-

"[f]here shall be submitted to said qualified
electors of each sald Territories a question
which shall be stated in substance and form

as follows:

Shall Arizogi and New Mexico be united as

one State?"

Yes D No D

Four days after the passage of this amendment Max

Frost wrote to William J. Loeb, Presidential Secretary,

that the New Mexicen was now solidly behind the new law:

The change of front was brought about after
due consultation with leading Republicans and

friends of the paper, principally being:

Solomon Luna, Member of the Kepublican Nation-
al Committee from New Mexico; H. 0. Bursum,
Chairman HRepublican Territorial Central Com-
mittee; Delegate W. H. Andrews of New Mexico;
many other prominent citizens were interviewed

and they concluded that it was best .

to support the Hamilton lawsﬁs passec and,

therefore, joint statehood.

Frost went on to admit that the New Mexican had been

the most implacable foe of jointure in New Mexico, but he

60) Congressional Record loc. cit., Vol. XL, Part 9,

8403. This clause was a slight modification of the Foraker

amendment.

The Senate, via a conference committee, changed

the original proposal slightly by requiring that the selec-
tions of delegates to the constitutional convention should
be placed on the ballot with the jointure proposal,

61) House of Representatives Report, loc. cit., No.
4925, Vol. III.

62) June 16, 1906, Bursum Papers.
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now realized, although a "hard pill to swallow," that it
was definitely for the boat.63 This obvious bid for a re-
turn of the New Mexican into the good graces of the Roose-

velt Administration is indicative of Frost's pragmatic view
of the measure. Perhaps loyalty to Administration measures
would weigh heavily when the opportunity presented itself.
In any case, a sudden reversal of editorial policy, with
full support from its Republican stockholders, was a small
price to pay for possible single statehood.

If Frost's letter did not serve its purpose in ingra-
tiating the New Mexican to the Washington Kepublicans, it

acts as a convineling argument that joint statehood support
was contingent upon the referendum amendment. The Terri-
torial Republican Party had little to lose from endorsing
statehood since, on May 28, 1906, over two weeks before the
passage of the referendum measure and the posting of the
Frost letter, the Democratic and KRepublican Parties of

64
Arizona had, in a joint session, denounced joint statehood.

By this move the possibility of achieving jointure was con-
siderably lessened, if not made impossible.

It is quite possible that the intentions of the Re-
publicans in New Mexico were not so clear cut as has been

outlined. The endorsement of the New Kexican for joint

statehood was certainly not an official endorsement. The

63) 1vid.

64) Bowers, loc. cit., p. 235.







Territorial Republican Convention was not scheduled until
September 29, 1906, and by that time the Party could decide
what it wished to do. In the meantime an endorsement by
leading New Mexico newspapers could not do the Territory
any harm in Washington. In any case, the signing of the

Hamilton Bill into law on June 19, 1906, launched a new

phase of the joint statehood campaign.65

65) Congressional Record, loc, cit., Vol, XI, Part 9,
8743,







CHAPTER II
JUNE TO OCTOBER 1906

The passing of the Hamilton proposal and the unofficial
endorsement given it by leading Republicans did not mean
that all New Mexican Hepublicans were in definite agreement
on jointure. T. BE. Catron had not, according to Frost,
shifted his support to consolidation, and was actively en-
gaged in promoting single statehood.l Party unity was also
disturbed by the action of Governor Hagerman in removing
various Territorial officials and in prosecuting Bursum for
supposed mishandling of public funds. Thus, although unof-
ficially pledged to support consclidation, the Territorial
Party leaders found it necessary to fight a hard campaign
to insure delivery of a jointure plank at the Territorial
Convention in September.

Frost, via the New Mexlcan, directed his talents to

the purpose of arousing pro-union sentiment in the Territory.
With the support of L. C. Hughes of the Tucson Daily Star,
the Santa Fean fabricated a scheme to blanket both Terri-
tories with pro-jointure literature. These articles were

to appear in both Spanish and English to insure adequate

1) Frost to Bursum, July 3, 1906, Bursum Papers.
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coverage for all Territorial citizenn.2 Later Frost elab-
orated and expanded this plan to such a degree that, to be
effective, it was estimated the cost of printing and dis-
tributing would have exceeded $10,000.3

While the newspapers were attempting to popularize
jointure, Bursum began addressing individual appeals to
Party members. In replying to the request of Judge Kodey
to give his intentions regarding consolidation, Bursum sald,
"I shall do all within my power . . . towards securing the
passage and acceptance of this bill." Although "Catron,
Field, Clancy, Oterc, Judge Laughlin and others" were in
opposition to any union with Arizona, Bursum assured Kodey
that New Mexico would deliver a 20,000 majority for state-
hood.4 Convinced by this statement, Kodey gave his support
to the Hamilton plan and offered his services to arouse
popular sentiment for union.5

In writing to the Party faithful, Bursum appealed to
the individual's sense of loyalty to party, economic inter-

6
ests and patriotism to gain support for the proposed consollidation.

2) L. ¢. Hughes to Max Frost, July 11, 1906, Bursum
Papers.

3) Undated memo entitled, "Plan of 1906 Campaign Pre-
pared by Max Frost," Bursum Papers.

4) Bursum to B. S. Rodey, July 27, 1906, Bursum Papers.

8) Rodey to Eursum, August 14, 1906, Eursum Papers.

©) Bursum to Joaquin Gutierrez, July 21, 1906; Bursum
to Lucas E. Gallego, July 28, 1906; Bursum to Joe Erown,
August 25, 1906, Bursum Papers.
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These appeals were nct the only inducements. He stated in
a letter to L. 0. Fullen of Carlsbad, that jointure would
eventually lead to single statehood, that is, with the ald
of the representatives and senators galned by statehood,
Congress could be induced to allow the State of Arizona to
divide into two separate states.

More specifically, the Territories of New Mexicc and
Arizona would be joined as one state, but the new state
would be divided into two local districts. Each dlstrict
would then elect their own "Attorney General, Treasurer,
Auditor, District Attorneys, Judges, and the like." Thus,
while under one governor, complete local autonomy could be
preserved. Then, with the aid of the state's representa-
tives in Congress, a division could take place when opposi-
tion to single statehood waned.7 In a letter to Danilel H.
Mckillan of Denver, Eursum elaborated on thie thesis by ad-
vocating that in drafting the constitution for the new state
an article should be inserted to make such a districting
possible.8

This plan had first been utilized by Bursum in March
of 1906, but until July he had not seen fit to use it as a

]
serious pro-jcinture inducement, In fact, his allusions

7
) July 21, 1906, Bursum Papers.
8)

9)
Eursum to Miguel A. Otero, March 28, 1906, QOtero
Papers. TS T

July 21, 1906, Bursum Papers.






to this "two-in-one" proposal are limited to those letters
previously cited and an additional one to L. C. Hughes of
Tucson. The letter to the Arizona editor was in the nature
of a feeler to determine the sentiment in Arizona on such

10
a proposal.

Altnough this argument was used rather sparingly, it

is worthy of consideration as an indication of the strategy
of the campaign and the seriousness of the statehood question
to the Territories involved. The possibility of the joining
of two Territories with a constitutional provision allowing
for the existence of two almost autonomous dilstricts in-
volves a question of Constituticnal precedent. The United
States Constltution expressly states that,

New States may bDe admitted by the Congress

into this Union; but no new State shall be

formed or erected within the Jurisdiction

of any other State; nor any State be formed

by the Junction of two or more States, or

parts of States, without the Consent of the

legislature of the §fates concerned as well

as of the Congress.

The prlvilege of division, though authorized by the
Constitution, has been seldom granted. In very few in-
stances has Congress seen fit to allow the creation of a
new State within the boundaries of another., One instance
of this occurred when Texas was snnexed to the United

States. The snnexation resolution of March 1, 1845,

10) August 15, 1906, Bursum Papers.

11) Art. 4, :8ec, S







stated that Texas would be authorized to create "New States
of convenlient size, not exceeding four in number, in addi-
tion to said State of Texas." West Virginia, during the
Civil War, was admitted into the Union even though the area
of this State was within the boundaries of the secession

State of Virginia., Congress allowed West Virginia admission

to the Union on the grounds that this part of Virginia "might

maintain a loyal State for the government of the whole State."12

The unusual circumstances surrounding these pre-Civil
War and Civil War acts were such that Congress obviocusly felt
justified in granting consent to divide a State, but would
it see a like justification when viewing the proposal to
divide the proposed State of Arizona? If jointure were ac-
cepted, would the pro-consolidation Congress approve the
Bursum proposed constitutional provisicn that would allow
the creation of two autonomous areas within one State?

It will be remembered that after a long debate, Congress
had authorized Territorlial consolidation. Although the
original proposal had been mcdified toc allow New Mexico and
Arizona to vote on joint statehood, 1t seemed highly doubt-
ful that the Administration would approve of the total de-
struction of its measure by accepting such an unusual clause
in the State's constitution. The remote possibility of

Territorial acceptance of jointure further removed this plan

12) Thomas James Norton, The Constitution of the United

States: Its Sources and Its Application (New York: America's
Future, Inc., 1946), DP. 164-162. >
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from any sericus consideration. Bursum, the fabricator of
the scheme, utilized it so sparingly that one doubts 1f he
seriously considered the.mattor. The extreme complexity of
the plan would limit the possiblility of 1ts fruition at a
time when cooperative action was not often attainable.
Therefore, this argument was a positive -- if weak -- propa-
ganda technique utilized as a sop to induce the support of
jointure by dangling the lure of possible single statehood.

In his letter to McMillan, Bursum had expressed sincere
doubts about Arizona's acceptance of jointure, but argued
that New Mexico's support of consolidation "[yould] increase
her chances in securing some favorable legislation in the
coming session of Congress."la This last argument lacks the
positive appeal contained in the grandiose scheme of "separa=-
tion through jointure," but it seemed to be the most prac-
tical of any of the arguments regarding tpe joint statehood
question.

The newspapers continued to speak for consollidation,
but without any hope of a miraculous transformation in the
sentiment of Territorial citizens. Frost, continuing hls
campaign through the New Mexlcan, had heard rumors to the

effect that the Democratic Party would endorse joint state-
14
hood, but this did not change the situation of general

13) Loc. cit., Bursum Papers.

14) yax Frost to Bursum, July 28, 1906, Bursum Papers.







apathy towards consolidation in most areas of the Territory.
Although Frost continued to circulate pro-jointure litera-
ture throughout the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico,
the gains from this labor were partially off-set by anti-
consolidation propaganda emanating from Arizona and New Mex-

ico sources.

Ex-Governor QOtero, unreconciled to union with Arizona,
engaged in writing letters to the newspapers denouncing the
stand made by some prominent New kexico Republicans in sup-
porting joint stat.ohood.l6 According to Frost, Otero had
stated that the anti-jointure Hepublicans were going to organ-

ize and run Charles Springer of Colfax County for Territor-

17
ial Delegate against Republican Delegate Andrews.

T. B. Catron also was much disturbed over the possibll-
ity of joint statehood. Refusing to recognize the measure
as a Party issue, Catron attacked jointure as a harmful pro-
posal. In a letter to a Mr. Burns of Tierra Amarilla, he
denounced the proposed land grants to schools as overvalued
and, in reality, worthless. His chief complaint, however,
dealt with the fear that if the consolidation took place
the Anglos of Arizona would dominate and eventually disfran-

chise the Spanish-speaking peoples of New Mexico.l8

15) Max Frost to Bursum, August 11, 1906, Bursum Papers.

16) X
Socorro cgieftain August 18, 1906, p. 1. Quoted
from the Santa Fe New hex éan, August’l4, 1906.

17)

Max Frost to Bursum, August 14, 1906, Bursum Papers.

18) 7.8, Catron to T. D. Burns, August 6, 1906, in Marion
Dargan Papers (Corocnado Room, University of New Mexico Library).
Cited hereafter as the Dargan Papers.







With these vociferous recalcitrants to contend with,
Bursum began placing more emphasis upon the Party aspect of
the proposed union by calling it "a Republican measure , . .
urged by President Roosevelt, who is probably the best friend
the West has ever had."19 This appeal to party loyalty was
not duplicated in the Arizona Territory. In fact, on August
4, 1906, the Republican Party Convention "reiterate [ d | its
unalterable opposition to the proposed jointure of New Mexico
and Arizona as a state.’zo Sturgess, Arizona Republican
Party Chairman, in notifying Bursum of this action requested
that New Mexico Conventioners adopt a similar reaolution.21

In reply, the New Mexican congratulated Sturgess on his ap-

pointment to the chairmanship but held firm in his support
of joint atatehood.22

This firmness of purpose was somewhat disputed by a
letter from Charles E. Ross:

"The New Mexican, I see has come out for
Jolnture, but it looks so half-hearted

that reading between [the | lines and know-
ing what I do, I can see outcropings of your
and Mr, Luna's ggcided wish to see jointure
defeated ., . ."

19) Bursum to Joe EBrown, August 25, 1906, Bursum Papers.

2

ol W. 8. Sturgess to Bursum, August 11, 1906, Bursum
Papers.

21) 1bid.

22)

August 21, 1906, Bursum Papers.
23)

Ross to Bursum, August 10, 1906, Eursum Papers.
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What Koss knew or thought he knew was unimportant, but 1t

is important to note that the sincerity of the scheme was
doubted by an ex-employee of Bursum's residing at that time
in Havana,Cuba. Mr. Ross may have been misinformed, but it
is noteworthy that such a distant observer saw an element

of half-heartedness in the campaign.24

This note of lethargy was inevitable in a campalgn that

was generally conceded as foredoomed to failure. The Aigg—

guerque Morning Journal, the sarliest and often loudest sup-

porter of consolidation, admitted freely that Arizona would
block joint statenood but, as did Frost and Bursum 1n thelir
personal letters, urged the support of jointure in New Mexico
on the grounds of enhancing Territorial chances in pleasing
the Roosevelt Administration. This display of loyalty, they
hoped, would prompt the President to aid New Mexico in 1ts
desire of single atatehood.25

The action of the Arizona lepublicans in no way de-
terred New Mexico polliticos from gathering support for
statehood. Instead, it intensified activities within the
Territory. The Northern New Mexico ccunties were particular-
ly urged to cooperate on the issue of statehood, and special

attention was paid to San Miguel County. This County could,

24) 1pid.
25) August 3, p. 6.






according to Bursum, balance the scales in favor of state-

26
hood. The strength of jointure in San Miguel County was

being undermined by an anti-consolidation faction led by
Secundino Komero, of Las Vegas. With prompt actlion, Andrews,
Bursum and Frost whipped the erring Central Committee Member
into line and assured themselves of the loyalty of this im-
portant area before the meeting of the Convention.z7

In spite of this slight gain, little enthuslasm was
displayed in the Northern Counties, nor was there "a great
deal of enthusiasm anywhere in the Territory with reference

to statehocd, either for or against.”28

This did not mean
that there was no heat generated in Party ranks, but it did
mean that there was no excitement in evidence among the mass
of voters.

The 1l1l-will within the Party was partially traceable
to the actions of Governor Hagermsn. The Hagerman Adminis-
tration had, as previously noted, made it a policy to re-
place the officials of the previous administration with
those of the Governor's choosing. This pollcy had generated
111 feeling among Party members to such a degree that

Hagerman was accused of dndermining the solidarity of the

28) Bursum to Eugenio Komero, September 8, 1906,
Bursum Papers.

27) Frost to Bursum, August 14, 1906; Bursum to Frost
August 21, 1906, Frost to Bursum, August 22, 1906; Bursum
to Romero, September 8, 1906. DBursum Papers.

28) Bursum to Frost, August 25, 1906, bursum Papers.







Territorial Kepublican Party and seriously threatening its

. 29
hegemony in New Mexico. Hagerman had also taken a definite

stand in opposition to both W. H. Andrews and Bursum, and
labored assiduously to block the continuance of their Party
leadership in New Mexico.so

Pressure was brought to bear to force bBursum's resigna-
tion as Chairmen of the Territorial Party. Using the scandal
connected with the investigation of the finances of the Ter-
ritorial Pennitentiary as a means to ease Bursum from his
dominant position, requests were forthcoming to prompt a
speedy resignation., Will Robinson, edltor of the Register-
Tribune, in a note to Bursum, via W. E., Martin, contended
that, guilty or not guilty of malfeasance in office, Bursum
should resign leadership in the interest of Party honor.31

In a more public condemnation, the Albuquerque Morning Jour-

nal, whose editor, according to Bursum, had allied himself
temporarily with the Hagerman forces,32 launched a series of
scathing attacks on the ex-Superintendent for his supposed
misconduct in office.33

29) Granville Pendleton to Bursum, August 26, 1906,
Bursum Papers. Governor Hagermen had forced Pendleton to
resign his post as President of the Territorial Bureau of
Immigration.

30)
31)

Frost to Bursum, August 25, 1906, Bursum Papers.

August 25, 1906, Bursum Papers.

52) Bursum to James J. McNary,August 15, 1906, Bursum
Papers.

53) Daniel H. McMillan to Eursum, September 6, 1906,
Bursum Papers. &
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Mr. Robinson's request was viewed by Bursum as having
34
been inspired by Governor Hagermsn, while the general
tone of the newspaper attack was seen by Mchiillan as spon-

85 McMillan further contended that

sored by the same party.
Hagerman had deserted to Catron and that Catron was the tfua
schemer behind the attempt to oust Bursum from his Chalrman-
ship and Andrews from his position as the Territorial Dele-
gate to Congross.36

On September 4, 1906, Governor Hagerman issued a proclam-
ation reapportioning the representation of each County and
District.57 This reapportionment was viewed by bBursum as
harmful to the best interest of Catron since it seriously
encroached upon the representative power of Santa Fe County.
From this action Bursum surmised that Hagerman was more in-
fluenced by Bradford Prince than by Catron.58

Generally, the reapportionment, though viewed as one
of doubtful legality by Bursum,sg was a boon to the Party

faithful. The preponderance of representation given to

54) Bursum to E. A. Cahoon, August 27, 1906; Eursum to
MchMillan, loc. cit., Bursum Papers.

35) MeMillan to Bursum, loc. cit., Bursum Papers.

56) 1pid.

A Proclamation By The Governor of New Mexico, copy
in Bursum Papers.

38) Bursum to McMillan, September 8, 1906, Bursum Papers.

59) 1pia.







San Miguel County, plus the fact that the Kepubllican organ-
ization in that County had been brought back into line, was
viewed as a most fortunate occurrence. bLut the biggest boon
was the fusion of Santa Fe and Sandoval Counties into the
Tenth District.4o Catron, whose party loyalty was often
doubtful, had long controlled Santa Fe County, but Bursum
hoped to undermine this authority by a skillful maneuver,

He planned to have Ale jandro Sandoval nominated for the
Council, The popularity of Sandoval, thought Bursum, would
be so great that he would easlly carry Sandoval County, and

perhaps this landslide would prompt the regulars in Santa Fe

41
to support him, This strategen was much applauded by

Frost who saw 1t, as did Bursum, as a way to gain control
from Catron and keep that district on the "regular side."42

On September 5, 1906, the Kepublican Centrsl Committse
met in Albuquerque to determine whether or not to endorse
Andrews as Territorial Delegate and Bursum as Chairman. The
Committee, according to Bursum, "stood up nobly" and the
delegates froze out Hagerman in no uncertain terms. Hagerman
had attended the meeting, sald Bursum, "solely to see the

a n4d

Chairmen of the Committee ouste In spite of the attacks

40) Proclamation, loc, cit,, Bursum Papers.

41l) Eursum to Solomon Luna, September 8, 1906, EBursum
Papers.

42) Frost to Bursum, September 10, 1906, Bursum Papers.
43)

Bursum to MckMillan, September &,1906,Bursum Papers.
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sustained by bBursum and Andrews from the Albuguergue Jour=-

nal, the Central Committee unanimously endorsed both parties.
In fact, Bursum contended that he was forced to restralin his
friends from passing a censure against the Governor.44

The success of the pro-jointure forces at the Central
Committee meeting and the fortunate provisions of the reap-
portionment were no assurance that the Convention, scheduled
for September 29, 1906, would endorse joint statehood. To
this goal action was immediately addressed, but the campaign
was handlicapped by a lack of both funds and interest. Frost

felt that the New Mexican was doing all 1t could to promote

the 1ssue, but wrote,

I find that north and east of here there
is very little joint statehood sentiment
among the native people. Indeed, it is
quite the reverse . . . . There is not a
day but I talk to two or three people from
different sections and they are united in
the opinion given above. Of course, I doc-
tor the interviews to make them as favor-
able as possible to joint statehood, but
there is more wind than anything else to
them. Still this is the only wa o to bulld
up public sentiment and do good.

The necessity of favorable publicity prompted Repub-
lican leaders to take a serious interest in the purchase
and control of newspapers. The investigation of the peni-
tentiary was receiving much publicity which did not reflect

44) 1p1a,

45) Frost to Bursum, September 7, 1906,Bursum Papers.







favorably on the leadership of the Hepublican Party of New

Mexico. Several newspapers had taken a definite stand against

46
Bursum and therefore the leadership and goals of the Party.

Of all the anti-EBursum papers the Albuguerque Morning

Journal received the most attention., In a letter to Bursum,
Daniel McMillan had earnestly advocated an attempt to control
this paper. He stated philosophically:

You know that the disposition of humanity in

the main is to believe every charge or insinu-

ation that is made, and this 1s not always

corrected even by downright and positive proof

to the contrary, .so that in the general status

of affairs in New Mexico, it seems 1290rat1ve

that you should control the Journal.
The need to control the Journal was eagerly granted by the
Chairman, but Bursum saw that 1t should be controlled by
McMillan, who could guide it in supporting the Party. In
McMillan's hands Bursum saw the Journal as a potent force
in influencing Territorial V0t0r8.48 With this reply,
McMillan launched nhis detailed plan to obtain the Journal.
According to Mckillan, McPherson, the owner of the paper,
was in a cramped financial situstion. MNMcPherson also owned
the local waterworks and had, in April of 1906, attempted

to sell it to the City of Albuquerque., This attempt was

46) Some of these newspapers were the Springer Stockman;
San Juan Democrat; Santa Fe Eagle and the Alpbuguerque Morning
Journal. Frost to Bursum, September 10, 1906, Bursum Papers.

47)

September 6, 1906, Bursum Papers.

48)

Bursum to Mckillan, September 8, 18506, Bursum Papers.







blocked by the Albuquerque Citizen, owned and controlled by

Solomon Luna. McMillan planned with Bursum's ald to induce
Luna to support the sale of this privately owned utility to
the City 1f McPherson would consent to sell out his interest
in the Journal. Of course this plan had many stipulations
which would require some machination, but Mckillan stated:

I think with a reasonably small distribu-

tion of gratuities that sufficlient influence

can be secured to justify the Council and the

people [,] by their vote, in approving the

acquisition of the water works plant by the

City.49

This scheme, though elaborate, was based on SO many

political "ifs" that it is doubtful whether such a plan was
attempted. No letters or documents have Deen found to sup-
pose that such an arrangement was reached, but whether suc-
cessful or a fallure, it illustrates the lengths that the
participants were willing to go to gain an advantage. At

this time, Bursum sericusly consldered the purchase of more

stock in the Las Vegas Optic. Andrews and Bursum already

possessed 128 shares of capital stock that had been purchased

on Jenuary 30, '1908.°%°

McNary, owner and editor, wished to
sell his paper for §15,000 but desired to retain $9,000

Sl
worth of shares. Paul A, Walter, manager of the New Mexico

49) McMillan to Bursum, September 15, 1906, Bursum Papers,

50) Contract, loc. cit., Bursum Papers.

51) James G. McNary to Bursum, August 16, 1906, Bursum
Papers. AT e







Printing Company, investigated the possibilities of the
Optic printing plant and, in a letter to bursum, stated
that McNary's price was too high, Walter, acting as the
Chairman's agent, bhad offered $12,000 for the papor52 which
McNary, in his letter to Bursum, emphatically refuaed.53
Max Frost continued to urge that Bursum seriously
negotiate the purchase of the Optic because he thought "the
purchase [would] prove of benefit, political [1y] and finan-
cial[?i] e + o+ o+" Frost offered to go in on the purchaaes4
and later volunteered to direct the gemneral policy of the
paper if the purchase were made.55 Delegate Andrews was

56

also interested in this purchase as were other prominent

Kepublicans, such as Messrs. Plerce, Sples, Kelly and Judge

Mills.57 However, McNary's reluctance to sell at what he

1)

considered an unjust price seemingly killed the transaction.

52) August 11, 1906, Bursum Papers.
53)

August 135, 1906, Eursum Papers.

54) Frost to Bursum, August 16, 1906, bursum Papers.

59) August 22, 1906, Bursum Papers.

56) McNary to Bursum, August 20, 1906, Eursum Papers.

o7)
58)

McNary to Bursum, September 11, 1906, Bursum Papers.

No further reference is given to the purchase of

the Las Vegas Optic in the Bursum Papers, and no record has
been found of any such purchase having been made. It is
then assumed, given Mr. Bursum's penchant for carefully pre-
serving all records of such transactions, that the deal was
not, at this time, consummated.







The examples of the proposed purchases of prominent
New Mexico newspapers illustrate the power of the press at
this time. The need for more favorable propaganda outlets
and the desire to silence adverse editorial comments indi-
cate that the importance of proper press releases were
neither overlooked nor depreclated. In fact, the possibility
of the formation of an anti-jointure daily, the Las Vegas
News, impelled McNary to urge a decisive countering action.
The Optic editor suggested that political pressure be brought
to bear on the editor of this paper to prevent any damage to
the Party program.59

The scramble to buy newspapers did not mean that the
existing outlets could not cope with the volume and scope
of the pro-jointure arguments. A sampling of newspaper
comment revealed few new developments in the arguments for
consolidation, Although Bursum's comments to the press were
intended to show a definite gain for jointure in Arizons,

60
it became apparent that such was not the case. Both the

Santa Fe New Mexican and the Albuguerque Morning Journal

veiced the sentiment that Arizona would definitely defeat

59) McNary urged that Bursum, Spies, Mills and Eugenio
Komero exercise their prestige to prevent the editor --
Secundino Romero, a member of the Territorial Central Com-
mittee from San Miguel County -- from the pursult of this
harmful policy. McNary to Bursum, September 11, 1906,
Bursum Papers.

60) Socorrc Chieftain, August 11, 1906, p. 1.







the union of the two Territorios.bl The condemnation of
Arizona's stand was intensifled in these editorials, and

the familiar charge of corporate selfishness was levied

with increasing fervor by these pro-consolidation advocatea.62

This villification did not reverse the recognized fact that
Arizona stood opposed to joint statehood.

Perhaps no other person realized the inevitabllity of
this defeat more than the Territorial Republican Chairman.
In a letter to Charles Spiles, Bursum expounded and elaborat-
ed the strategy of gaining favor with the administration:

The President would no doubt appreclate any
active co-operation on your part towards secur-
ing this plank /joint statehcod/ as an act of
friendshlp to his administration. Arizona will,
I believe, turn this proposition . . . down; at
the same time Arizona will not be able in the
future as she has not in the past received any
favors at the hands of the present administra-
tion, I do not think that it will so much ef-
fect our chances for statehood which ever way
the Convention might determine to act, but it
will very vitally /sic/ effect the standing of
our representative at Washlington, and our chances
for recelving appropriations and favors at the
hands of Congress and especially will it, in

my Jjudgment, affect the chances of Las Vegas in
obtaining a substantial appropriation for a
public bullding, Albuquerque has received, or
will receive a hundred thousand dollars; there
is no reason wny Las Vegas should no/t/receive
a8 much or more, You can explain the necessity
of this plank to your people so that it will not
hurt ycu with them in the local campaign.63

61) Santa Fe New Mexican, September 24, 1806, p. 2;
Albuquerque Norning Journal, August 30, 1506, p. 6,

62)

Ibid.

65) The last sentence obviously alludes to the fact
that there was considerable anti-jointure sentiment in the
Las Vegas area, September &, 1906, Bursum Papers.







The pragmatic tone of this letter emphasized the
realities of the situation. Obviously the strength of
such an appeal 1s based on special interests. In fact,
the practicability of such a maneuver discloses a grasp
of fundamentals that is to be more admired than depreci-
ated.

Bursum modified this argument in addressing other
local politicos, In letters to W. F. Buchanan, of Tucum-
carl, and W. A. Hawkins, legal advisor to the El Paso and
Southwestern RKailroad, Bursum stressed the point that sup-
port for jointure would result in Presidential favor, which
in turn would lead to eventual single statehood under the
auspices of the Roosevelt Adninistration.64

The preceding letters, though addressed on the same
day, show a definite shift of influence in regard to the
former letter addressed to Charles Spies. In comparing
the latter correspondence to the former letter a most sur-
prising difference is noted. In the letter to Sples 1t is
apparent that the Chairman feels less sure of attaining
single statehood than he does in his letters to Euchanan
and Hawkins, From this fact it may be surmised that Eursum
adjusted his argument to appeal to the addressee's particu-
lar viewpoint. Certainly, the inducement of single state-

hood would exclite a much wider interest than the possibility

64) Bursum to EBuchanan, September 8, 1906; Bursum to
Hawkins, September 8, 1806, Bursum Papers.







of the beautification of Las Vegas by virtue of a grateful
and benevolent government bestowing largess to the falthful.

By virtue of the fluld policy exemplified in the Chair-
man's letters and the aid from the partisan press, endorse-
ment for jointure became a more tangible hope, Socorro
County, Bursum's home grouﬁa, dutifully nominated pro-jointure
delegates, but other counties were not so easlly s'nyed.es
For example, in Eernalillc County Hubbell was urged, via Luna,
to put up a fight since it appeared that opposition to
Andrews and Bursum was gaining ground there.66 The possibil-
ity of a strong opposition in Eernalillo was partially off-
set by the fact that Torrence, Sandoval, Lincoln and Luna
Counties had conformed to the wishes of the Party dignitaries
and nominated candidates pledged to support a joint state-
hood plank at the Convent;ion.67

This good news did not reconclle the fact that many
areas were still opposed to the plan of union with Arizona.
¥ora and other Northern Counties had not, in spite of much
urging, made a definite pro-consolidation stand., Colfax

County particularly was viewed as being a most doubtful

65) Bursum to Judge M. W. Mills, September &, 1906,
Bursum Papers.

66) Bursum to Luna, September &, 1906, Bursum Papers.

67) bBursum to Frost, August 25, 1906; Bursum to Frost,
September &, 1906; Bursum to George Sena, September 25, 1906;
K. A. Pollard to Bursum, September 25, 1906, Bursum Papers.
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68
factor by the informed members of the pro-union group.

In the realm of personalities, Otero still opposed
the endorsement of a jointure plank while Catron and Hager-
man were feared lest they control the Convention and fore-
69
stall any resolution supporting the Hamilton proposal.
These instances, coupled with the fact that the August meet-
ing of the influential New Mexico Bar Association at Cloud-
croft falled to endorse joint statehood, served to dissuade
Republican lesders from taking too optimistic a view of the
7
coming convention. 9
As the Territorial strategists negotiated for support,

the national administration tendered what help it could
afford. President Hoosevelt, seeking to allay the fears of
jointure partisans regarding discrimination at the polls,
wrote, on September 20, 1906, to Arizona's Governor Kibbey:

I am sorry to say grave charges have been

made to me that under the organization of

which you are the active leader there will

not be a falr count of the votes on the

question of statehood . . . . I have no

doubt there is no truth in them; but some

promindnt people in the United States do

believe them, and they are joined in this

velief by some of the most prominent people
of Arizona and New Mexico. Therefore, to

68) Frost to Bursum, August 23, 1906; W. A. Hawkins
to H. 0. Bursum, September 1, 1506, Bursum Papers.

69) Frost to Bursum, August 27, 1906; Frost to Bursum
September 25, 1906, Eursum Papers.

70) Santa Fe New Mexican, August 27, 1906, p. 2.
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avoid all criticism, I direct that, if you
can in anyway arrange it, you have rep-
resentatives of the statehood people present
at the canvassing of the votes on statehood.
I have sent a copy of this letter to Governor
Hagerman and direct him to make the same ar-
rangement -- that is, have representatives
from both the statehood and antistatehood
[hi@l partais present to witness the count of
otes.

The President's missive, a wrist slap to the anti-
statehood rooters, did not necessarily encourage the sup-
port of jointure, but it did show that Roosevelt still
retained an interest in the statenhocod proposal even if it
were dedicated to the avoidance of a national scandal over
Territorial elections. However, this letter was not of
sufficient propaganda value to utilize in bringing the
Party falthful into line. A definite statement emanating
from the President's office would undoubtedly have made
the passage of a joint statehood resolution a much easier
proposition than it then appeared to be. As it was, Catron
continued to argue that jointure was not a Party question
and did not require the support of loyal Party mombors.72

Newspaper coverage of the Convention was scant, thus
the maneuvering peculiar to such meetings was not reported.
It may be surmised, however, that the Party whip was vigor-

ously wielded by the Chairman and his cohorts. On the first

71) Morison (ed.), loc. eit., Vol, V, p. 417.

72) This statement was 1ssued on the eve of the Conven-
tion., Albuguerque Morning Journal, September 30, 1906, p.4.

73) 1pi4.
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day of the Convention, Delegate Andrews was renominated
to his important post.73 The following day saw the endorse-
ment of the joint statehood plan. The Santa Fe New lexican

stated, "[?]he resolution in this regard is strong and to
the point. In fact, it was the most vislible and most timely
policy to advocate and to adopt . . .”74
The official action of the Kepublican Convention demon-
strated that the efforts of Party officers were not wasted.
The struggle for support had required an expenditure of
time and energy for those interested in joint statehood, but
it would be safe to say that the real fight had yet to be-
gin, The selling of jolnt statehocod to the voters of New
Mexico would not be a particularly easy task, but the Party
was committed to try. If sufficient support could be muster-
ed, New Mexico would deliver 1ts pledged ma jority to the
Hamilton Plan in the hope that such an action would gain

the favor of the Koosevelt Administration.

74) ootober 1, 1906, p. 2.






CHAPTER III
OCTOBER - NOVEKBER: 1906

With the issues of the campaign firmly established,
it remained for the party leaders and workers to garner
votes for Andrews and consolidation, The Central Commit-
tee established headquarters in Albuquerque, where it
served as a clearing-house of 1nformation.and an advisory
group for the conduct of the campalgn in the various
counties, Froﬁ this vantage point Bursum and his staff
directed, cajoled and disciplined the local Kepublican
leaders, The complexity of the campaign is amply demon-
aérated by the various messages directed to and emitting
from headquarters, where the overall strategy of the cam-
paign was planned and effected.

One of the first problems to be presented to the
Chairman came from Frank W. Beach of Alamogordo, who re-
vealed a rumor that the Alamogordo shops of the El1 Paso and
Southwestern Railway Company were to be moved to El Paso.
The local politiclans saw thls as a possible curtailment of
a rich source of votes. The rumor provoked enough concern

to prompt Mr., Beach to state:
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The candidates on our county ticket in

Alamogordo are fearful lest the taking

away of thls element of voters will serious-

ly cripple them in this fight.
Bursum was urged to "act in conjunction with Judge E. A.
Mann of the 5B Judicial District," to urge W. A. Hawkins
to withhold his company's intended move until after elec-
tion.l

On October 19, 1906, Bursum wrote to bBeach assuring
nim that he would receive free transportation to canvass
his district but made no mention of the rumored catastrophe
that Beach and his fellows feared. Perhaps Eeach's worries
wore ill founded or possibly the rumored move would not have
been accomplisned so quickly as to jeopardize the election
2
in Otero County.
As in any campaign the problem of financing was most

vexatious. On October 9, 1906, Bursum communicated with
W. D. Murray, a Silver City banker, urging that Murray con-
tribute $200 to the campaign fund. The Chairman offered an
inducement to contribute by stating,

I think I can say to you ccnfidentially,

that it will be the policy of the Repub-

lican party to place the banks of the

Territory on an equal basis with other tax-

payers. This I believe to be just and right

and as you know will considerably benefit

the banks of the Territory, who are now
obliged to pay sixty per cent valuation, while

1
) October 4, 1906, Bursum Papers.

2)

Bursum Papers.







«dOw

other property holders are making returns
on a much lesg pasis. This 1s of course
confidentlial.
This proposition was offered to several people in
the Territory, such as L. 0, Fullen, Carlsbad attorney? a
{r. Knight, Santa Fe banker, and M. C. Meechem, a Tucum-
cari banker.5 In a letter to E. A. Cahoon, a Koswell
banker, Bursum asked for a $200 contribution from Cahoon's
bank and a like contribution from a Mr. Bird, another
Roswell banker. The Chairman stated, "Albuquerque and
Santa Fe have agreed on $500.00 each, and I have written
Raton and Las Vegas for similar contributions ."°
M. C. Meechem, replying to Bursum's request for a
contribution, wrote that the Tucumcari banks had already
contributed but, if the Committee would dangle the lure of
depositing some Party funds in the First National Bank of
Tucumcari, additional funds might pbe secured from that
source. _
Bursum's quest for funds was not directed solely toward
banks and bankers. W. A. Hawkins, head of the legal depart-

ment of the El Paso and Southwestern Rallway, was asked to

3)
Bursum Papers.
4)Bursum to Fullen, October 12, 1906, Bursum Papers.

5)bursum to Knight, October 12, 1906; Bursum to
Meechem, October 12, 1906, Eursum Papers.

6)Oct.ober 19, 1906, Bursum EBapers.
7)october 15, 1906, Bursum Papers.
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contribute $5,000 to the campaign fund. In this letter
pursum mentions that the Santa Fe Kailroad had been asked
to contribute a like amount and that both Bursum and
Solomon Luna had given, from their personal funds, §$1,000
each to the Party treasury.e
The Santa Fe Kailroad dampened Party hopes somewhat

when, on October 17, 1906, H. L. Miedo wrote:

I laid the matter carefully before President

Ripley and, in view of the very severe

criticism which corporations are undergoing

on account of their participation in public

affairs, he 1s indisposed to take an active

part in any form at all having for its ob-

ject the 1nf1uenci§g of sentiment and especl-

ally of elections.
This slight rebuff only compounded the general difficulty,
always present in a fund drive. In a letter to Secundino
Romero of Las Vegas the Chairmean lamented the fact that
W. H, Andrews was suffering financial difficulties and was
unable to contribute to the campaign fund in his usually
generous manner, In fact, Bursum contended, the Kepublicans
throughout the Territory were contripbuting small if not
insignificant amounts to the treasury. Since this letter
was a refusal by the Central Committee to advance funds to

the Party organization in San Miguel County, perhaps it

8) october 14, 1906, Bursum Papers.

9) This letter was written on Atchison, Topeka and
Santa Fe Rallway System stationery and, according to the
letterhead, emanated from the legal department of that
system, Bursum Papers.







overemphasized the penury of the Central Committee's
larder.lo However, it was noted that Frost complained
bitterly that the inability of the Party to promptly pay
their printing bills was creating a heavy financlal bur-
den on the resources of the New Mexico Printing Company
and the personal funds of 1its o'ner.11 This lament gives
credence to bBursum's contention that contributions were
not flowing freely into the coffers of the Territorial
Party. _

This dearth of ready cash, coupled with the obvious
futility of further propagandizing in the Arizona Terrli-
tory, forced a change in campaign policy. By agreement

with the Central Committee, the editor of the New Mexican

ceased sending pro-jointure literature to Arlzona and be-
gan concentrating on the New lexico area, especially the
Northern Counties. The editor felt that this concentra-
tion was necessary because of the numerous amount of anti-
jointure articles circulating in the Territory. These
pamphlets, according to Frost, were having a telling ef-
fect on the areas not yet committed to jointure. Regard-

ing the source of this pernicious propaganda, Irost stated:

10) October 14, 1906, bBursum Papers.

11) Frost to Bursum, October 15, 1906, Bursum Papers.







Who is doing this, I do not know,

but that the money comes from Arizona
and that much money is being spent
against joint statehood 1s;¥rue as

I feel it wherever I turn,

Although the financial resources of the opposition
seemed far superior to that of the pro-consolidation forces,
the fertile imagination of the Party Chairman produced new
ideas to enhance the chances of a Territorial majority for
statenood., In a letter to Charles A. Spies, Bursum used an
extract from the Inter-State Commerce Act of 1906 to gain
allies for jointure:

From and after May first, nineteen hundred
and eight, It shall be unlawful for any
railrcad company to transport from any
State, Territory, or the District of Colum-
bia, to any other State, Territory, or the
District of Columbia, or to any forelgn
country, any article or commodlity, other
than timber and the manufacture products
thereof, manufactured, mined, or produced
by it, or under its authority, or which it
may own in whole, or in part, or in which
it may have any interest direct or indirect
except such articles or commodities as may
be necessary and intended for its use in
the condxct of its business as a common
carrier, i

In the interpretation of the clause Bursum wrote,

12) 1pbid.

13) Extract attached to a letier from Bursum to
Sples, October 15, 1906, Eursum Papers. The above quo ted
paragraph may be found in U. S., Statutes at Large, XXXIV,
Part 1, 585. 3







I am of the opinion that this law would
prohibit the business now carried on Dy
either the Phelps-Dodge people or Mr, Van
Houten in the traffic of coal, and perhaps
the Santa Fe. If Arizona and New Mexico
were joined in one state this would not be
the case, for the reason that each state
has the right to control its own commerce.
I suggest that you bring this matter, if
you think it advisable, to the attention 14
of such people who you believe interested.

A similar letter, with extract included, was sent

to L. C. Hughes, editor of the Tucson Daily Star. 1In this

letter Mr. Bursum contended that New Mexico would give a
"ten thousand [vot@] majority for Andrews, and fifteen or
twenty thousand];voto{] for statenood ™2 These two letters
demonstrate the uncanny flexibility of Nr. Bursum's argu-
mentation., The assurance given to Hughes that a majority
would be delivered for statehood by New Mexico voters may
not have been amiss, but there was little doubt that
Arizona would defeat the measure. Certainly, the use of
the Inter-State Commerce Act may have created a stir

among some Arizona corporations, but it is doubtful that

the interpretation given to the particular paragraph would

14) Ibid., John Van Houten, a member from Colfax Coun-
ty of the Territorial Republican Central Committee, was a
Vice President and General Manager of the St. Louls, KRocky
Mountain and Pacific Rallway Company. Kis chief duties were
tnose of supervising the extraction of coal from the Company's
New Mexican mines., History of New NMexico, loc. cit., Vol.
II, p. 1027. The Phelps Dodge Company was actively engaged
in the mining of ccal at Dawson, New Mexico. Robert Glass

Cleland, A Histo of Phelps Dodge (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 19527, _p—:. ﬂlt:s:s 3

15) gctober 15, 1906, Bursum Papers.
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have been a sufficient impetus to promote a reversal of
the prevalent anti-jointure feellng in Arizona. Probably,
the extract was a device to add a bit more grist to the
pro-statenocod mill in that Territory.

In the case of Spies it was evident that the Chairman
nhad ostensibly reversed his plan. As previously noted,
Fursum had told Spiles that there existed no hope for the
passage of joint statenood, but the support of the measure
should be scrupulously followed so that an advantage coula
be gained from a properly grateful Administration.16 In
fact, the Chairmen had acted accordingly in allowing the
editor of the New Mexlcan to cease circulatviug pro-comsoll-

dation literature in the Arizona Territory.l7 This reversal

may be explained on the grounds that, though the extract

was intended to evoke support for jointure, 1t did not alter

the situastion in Arizona. That is, the ecconomic appeal

did not alter the fact that jointure would be defeated, but

the possible support from the mining interest would help

New Mexico deliver a majority for the Hamilton measure.

It seemed that by this maneuver the politically adroit Chair-

man hoped to secure a wider majority for statehood rather

than seriously entertain any real desire for consolidatlon.
As the Central Committee issued plans and particulars

and solicited funds from the occasionally reluctant Party

16) Bursum to Spies, September 8, 1906, Bursum Papers.

17) Frost to Bursum, October 15, 1806.







members, & continuous stream of Information from county
politicos poured intoc campaign headquarters. M, C. Meechem
of neighboring Quay County reported that affairs in Guada-
lupe County required some consideration. From events in
that area it was obvious to Meechem that assistance should
be obtained from the railroads in order to carry the elec-
tions, By careful canvassing it had been determined that
over 250 votes could be obtained in the railroad camps of
Eprie and Sunnyside if bursum could induce the authorities
to permit these men to vote on the issue. Meechem then
stated, "Perscnally I can do nothing as I have been compelled
to close the saloon at Epris." Ey this kKeechem meant that
verbal rather than liquid measures would be necessary to
secure the workers' vote.18 As regarded Quay County, Eursum's
informant said:

We are going to have & hard fight here but

I think with the help of the Sociallsts

Vo wil1 1o Aile thinirs Sl dendetyiih

Tne recipient of this news from Quay and Guadalupe

Counties continued his able direction of campalgn propaganda.

In a letter to Frost, Bursum requested that the New Mexlcan

carry more personal interviews from pecple interested in the

election of Andrews. The interviews, Bursum saild, should

18) OCctober 15, 1806, Bursum Papers.

19) 1pi4.







also point out that, in the best interest of the Territory,
1t was necessary that joint statehood receive a large |
majority of votes. He particularly urged that any Lemo-
crats who shared the Republican views toward Andrews and
joint statehood should be extensively interviewed Detause,
"If we can whoop her up with interviews . . . 1t will do a
great deal towards disorganizing and disheartening the
bemocrats."zo

Frost's support of Party interests was not limited to
newspaper comments and advice to the Kepubllcan Chairman.
His interest in developing kepubliscan newspapers in Eddy
County prompted him to wrlte Howard Lelsand, Federal Land
Office official in Koswell, urging him to give some of hils

office printing patronage to the Pecos Valley News. This

Artesia newspaper, owned and operated by D. L. Newkirk,
represented HKepublican sentiment and Frost felt that the
Party organization of Eddy County desperately needed such

a paper to carry the present campalgn and to lnsure a
stronger more lasting Kepublican influence in the Pecos
Valley. The Santa Fean did not, however, request extraordl-
nary measures to insure that the News receive financial sup-
port, but asked only that Mr. Leland extend "legitimate and

proper help for the newspapers of [}he Republican faith in

20) October 15, 1906, Bursum Papers. The editorial
policy of the New kexlican during the last phase of the cam-
paign may be sampled by referring to Santa Fe New Mexican,
October 2, 1906, p. l; October 22, 1906, p. 1.







the vetlil.ey."zl Thus, by various means the Territorial
Party leaders worked to create.a strong, dependent organ-
ization in all areas of New Mexico.

As news from the counties continued to be channeled
to Albuquerque, word was received that all was not well in
Chaves County. It was reported that some local Republicans
in that area were stlill opposed to both Andrews and joint
statehood. From the tone of the message 1t was assumed
that this opposition was limited and did not reflect the
ma jority view, but the dissatisfaction of such prominent
men as Captain Fornoff of the Territorial Police and Gov=-
ernor Hagerman's father showed that complete harmony could
not be expected from that area.2

From Santa Fe County, George W. Armijo reported that
"the Democratic Party [paq] sold out for a consideration
of money to E. A. Mien." Armijo felt that this complicated
the issue, but he still believed that jointure could be
carried if all the Party loyal would support it, Some
usually loyal people were beling persuaded by J. D. Sena
to disdain jointure but, Armljo believed, Sena would proba-
bly support the measure if the Chairman would apply the
proper pressures, With the elimination of this small ob-
stacle, 1t.appeared to the Santa Fean that the County would

21) October 16, 1906, Bursum Papers.

22) w. H. H. Llewellyn to Bursum, October 20, 1906,
Bursum Papers.







overwhelmingly support joint statohood.za

Tne affairs in Guadalupe County were again brought to
light when N. V. Gallego of Tucumcari reported to Bursum
the results of his cﬁnvassing tour of the railroad camps
in that area. Gallego said,

There are fifty negroes at Sunnyside who

are gqualified to vote and will vote our

way for about $560.00. I have a man by the

name of Barngx Greer at Santa Rosa who can

handle them.
Gallego also remarked that approximately three hundred
votes could be gathered from the railroad workers 1if they
were allowed to vote, but the opposition of some of the camp
managers to this canvassing necesslitated some action on the
part of the Chairman to convince the managers that the men
should vote. Perhaps, Gallego said, Bursum could "send
some good men down there to see after it."zs If Mieto's
ietter to Bursum concerning the Santa Fe's policy towards
interference in political matters was literally true, it
is doubtful that the railway officials could have been
persuaded to support Gallego's plan. However, the attitude

of the managers concerning voting was certainly not the

eplitome of scrupulousness, so that it would seem that the

23) october 22, 1906, Bursum Papers. Mr. Armljo was,
at that time, a recent appointee to the Probate Court of
Santa Fe County. Armijo to Bursum, October 4, 1906, Bursum
Papers. S A

24)

October 31, 1906, Eursum Papers.

25) 1pid.







workers were actually being coerced not to indulge in the
personal prerogative of casting a ballot. Whatever the case,
Guadalupe County, along with nineteen other New Mexico coun-
ties, delivered a majority vote for atatehood.26

The emphasis given to affairs in the sph;}e of local
politics seems to place the election of Territorial Delegate
in a lesser light, but this was certainly not the case. The
election of a Republican to Congress was as lmportant as the
passage of joint statehcod to the welfare of the Territorial
Party. In all levels of Party organization, this basic de=-
sire 1s evidenced. Even if some irreconcilables did not see
jointure as a Party issue, discipline was observed to the
degree that Andrews was supported, and no blatant attempt
was made to undermine the chances of Andrews election.27

Andrews needed all the support he could muster to coun-
ter the effects of the Democratic nominee's vigorous cam-
paign, The Democratic contender, O. A. Larrazola, had
early begun to speak for single statehood. Although Larrazola
had little chance in delivering this longed for blessing,
the appeal carried qulte some weight with the voters. By
singing the tune the voters wished to hear Larrazola could
harass the Republicans by showing that their support of

joint-statehood was not commensurate with the desires of

26) Santa Fe New Mexican, November 9, 1906, p. 1.

27) C. V., Safford to Bursum, October 15, 1906, Bursum
Papers. Mr. Safford was the Secretary of the Territorial
Republican Central Committee.
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Territorial citizens. Larrazola possessed another power-
ful virtue in the eyes of many a New Mexican voter -- race,
Unfortunately for the Republicans, Andrews could offer no
such appeal to the citizen of Spanish extraction, so the
Party was forced to use lampoon to counter Larrazola's bid
for popular appeal. In a letter to E. A. Cahoon, Roswell
banker and newspaperman, EBursum strongly urged the wide use
of an anti-racist cartoon as a jibe at the Democratic
nominee's stand.28
Alvert b. Fall, an articulate and adroit politician,
probably volced the sentiment of many a New Mexican voter

regarding the appeal of the opposition candidate., Although
by admission, Fall was disillusioned by the promises of both

Parties, he saw that i1f Larrazola were elected the Republican-

dominated Congress would not te favorable to the wishes of
a Democratic Delegate. Added to this impediment was the
fact that Fall beliesved that the Democratic Party had,
"never kept their pledges with regard to New Mexico, even
as well as the Republicans which [was] saying very 11ttle ,"29
By virtue oft Ekane facts, Fall felt that it would be fool-
ish to vote for Larrazola even though he added that he pre-

ferred Larrazola as a person rather than Mr. Andrews.

<8) October 26, 1906, Bursum Papers.
29)

Fall to Larrazola, Octover 22, 1906, Bursum Papers.

50) 1bid.







In spite of lampoon and tne logical criticism of
Fall, Larrazola managed to come very close to winning the
race. Although neither candidate received an impressive
percentage of the total recorded vote, Andrews won by a
bare 370 vote plurality.31 The corrected and officially
listed vote gave Andrew 4,817 votes as opposed to Larrazola's
4,447 votes .:52

While the position of the Delegate was in doubt, the

question of the statehood vote was one of little anxlety to

Kepublicans on the day of election. The Santa Fe New

Mexican stated that little doubt remained but that Arizona
would defeat the Hamilton proposal. However, the New
Mexican saw that single statehood could be had 1f action
were quickly taken, The editorial stated,

The best plan and the one promising im-
mediate success, is to hold a constitu-
tional convention at Santa Fe, next month,
formulate a constitution, submit 1t to the
legislative assembly for ratification in
Januargs and then present it to Congress

51) A total of 41,930 votes were cast for or against
statehood in the New Mexico Territory while the total vote
for Andrews and Larrazola was a mere 9,264 votes. Official
totals found in Wyllys, loc. cit., p. 302 Santa Fe New
Mexican, November 9, 1906, p. 1.

32)

Las Vegas Daily Optic, November 13, 1906, p. 1.
) November 6, 1906, p. 2.







The New Mexican was correct in stating that Arizona

would vote against jointurs,
Only 3,141 votes were cast in favor of
joint statehood in Arizona, as compared
with 16,265 against 1t. In New Mexico
the vote was quite different, 14,735 vogis
golng against Union, and 26,195 for it,

Taking the total votes from both Territories, it 1is
found that the nays outwelghed the ayes, but the fact re-
mains that Arizona, as predicted, roundly defeated jointure
while New lMexlico gave a 11,460 vote majority for 1t.35

The Republicans had performed their jobs well in New
Mexico. Only Mora, Rio Arriba, Santa Fe, Taos and Union
Counties carried against joint statehood, These Northerm
counties had long been held doubtful by Party leaders;
with the exception of Santa Fe County,36 it probably was
no surprise that anti-jointure sentiment eventually pre-
vailed thero.37 The remeining twenty New Mexico counties
loyally supported the jointure proposal with votes ranging

from approximately an 1,800 majority in Valencia County to

54) wyllys, loc. cit., p. 302.

35) The total vote in both Territories was 31,000
votes agalnst jointure and 29,336 votes for jointure. Ibid.

36) C. V. Safford to Bursum, October 15, 1906; G. W.
Armljo to Bursum, October 22, 1906, Eursum Papers.

37) Numerous letters are extant on this subject, for
example, Max Frost to Bursum, September 7, 1906, Bursum
Papers; W. A. Hughes to Bursum, September 1, 1506, Bursum

Papers.
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a bare 60-vote majority in Luna County.

A statement by Governor Otero serves as a partial
explanation for the support given to jointure:

I think the majority given to joint state-
hood in New Mexico was largely due to the

fact that there was no organized opposition
whatever to the proposition and the people

of New Mexico generally accepted the assurances
of Arizona that that Territory would give it
an overwhelming ma jority against the measure.
The people of New Hexisg scarcely considered
it as an issuve , . , .

Otero, though he states that many falled to vote on
the issue, did not explain why anyone bothered to vote at
all.40 Granted that the voters probably looked upon join-
ture as a lost cause or even a bad cause, but a majority
was delivered and this was not given proper emphasis in the
Otero statement. In evaluating the election, much credit
should be given to the careful guldance and adrolt maneuver-
ing of the Party organlzation in convincing the voters that
a majority for statehood would make a favorable impression
on the hepublican Administration in Washington. Indirect-
ly the Otero statement gives some credit to the political

skill of the Chairman when he noted that statehood passed

38) Santa Fe New Mexlican, November 9, 1906, p. 1. These
twenty countiss were as follows: Bernalillo, Chaves, Colfax,
Dona Ana, Eddy, Guadalupe, Grant, Lincoln, Luna, McKinley,
Quay, Otero, Roosevelt, Sandoval, San Juan, San Miguel,
Sierra, Socorro, Torrance and Valencia,

39) Las Vegas Daily Optic, November 8, 1906, p. 1.

40) 1p14.
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in New Mexico because there exlisted no organized opposi-
tion. There had been some attempt to organize an opposi=-
tion, but it was unsuccessful because the Central Commlttee
managed to secure the loyalties of those people likely to
join such a movement. Catron, Otero and others remained
unreconciled to the jointure measure, but thelr protests
were isolated and remained ineffective in arousing resent-
ment against the Party platform.

Other explanations show that the majority given to
joint statehood was not solely the result of strong organ-
ization and convincing propaganda. In a letter to Bursum,
Ralph E. Ely, of Deming, discusses his activities on elec-
tion eve in Dawson, Luna County:

Mr. Leheigh thought that I could do some
good [there] . . . . I did not attempt to
talk to the ople but in conversation with
the leaders [[I]urged Statehocod and Andrews.
They were all sound on Andrews but were dis-
posed to pe lukewarm on Statehood. I under-
stand they [the leaders| marked up their
tickets in favor of Statehood that night so
that thox were handed out right the next
morning. 1

This penchant for marking the statehood question
vefore passing out the ballots was mentioned in a com-
plaint submitted to Governor Hagerman by C. B. Allaire
of San Antonio, Socorro County. In this instance, the

complaint stated that the vallots pre-marked for statehood

41l) November 17, 1906, Bursum Papers. Luna County
was listed in the Santa e New Mexican, November 9, 1906,
as giving a very small plurality vots for joimture.
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were changed by David Baca, an election official in San
Antonio, during the count, Mr. Baca, according to Allaire,
had moved the polls from the building usually designated
and, in general, violated the election rules. When the
votes were counted, it was discovered that jointure had been
defeated in San Antonio, This proved to Allaire that the
votes had been subject to tampering by Baca since "[?o wa€]
reliably informed that all the Bursum tickets were marked
"yes" in pencil before they were issued." Mr. Allaire
further stated that the ballots of the Peoples Party, an
independent party, "were so marked for I [;llair;] attend-
ed to that." From these facts Allaire contended that Eaca
had changed the pre-marked ballots to rig the election for
the defeat of jointure.42

The San Antonian's outourst of indignation obviously
blinded him to the fact that pre-marking the ballots was
not legally justifiable and, by implicating Eaca in chang-
ing the ballots, he had compromised Bursum and himself for
marking the ballots prior to their presentation to the
voters. Mr. Allaire obviously felt that this original act
of an 1llegal nature was in no wise comparable to the
heinous crime of changing the "yes" to "nay."

Governor Hagermen forwarded a copy of this letter to

W. A. Wolford, District Attorney in Hillsboro, Sierra County,

42) November 7, 1906, Election Folder, Bursum Papers.
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with the intention of encouragiag Mr. ﬁolford to prosecute
the frauds mentioned in the Allairo missive, The Governor
stated:

While it may be difficult to secure con=-

victions, we never can get a better state

of affairs in Socorro County unless vigor-

ous measures are taken immediately after

the election , . . . to prevent the shame-

less methods that have prevailed in z%ec-

tions in Socorro County in the past.
Though the Governor was dubious concerning the outcome of
the prosecution if instituted, he certalnly did not doubt
the contents of the letter that prompted his actions. From
this we may surmise that Hagerman's desire for reform
prompted him to utilize any evidence to institute legal
proceedings against corrupt politics, To rely solely upon
this supposition, however, would neglect the oft mention-
ed fact that the Governor was particulerly anxious to
bring action against the Chairman of the Territorial Party.
This may indicate that the desire for reform was intensi-
fied by a fervid wish to destrcy a dangerous rival, but,
whatever the case, the charges leveled by Allaire were
considered within the realm of possibility.

The two instances mentioned concerning the election

indicate that pre-marking the ballot was quite acceptable.
This leads to the supposition that the practice was more

widespread than is indicated by the evidence. Eut evidence

43) November 10, 1906, Election Folder, Bursum Papers.
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does show that at least to the peoples of Dawson and San
Antonio joint statehood did not excite them sufficiently
to question the pre-marked ballots presented to them on
election day. Although two examples are not an adequate
cross-section to determine the true temper of the vote,
perhaps Otero was correct in stating that the people of
New Mexico did not consider jointure much of an 15300.44

The biggest post-election difficulty resulted from the
narrow margin of victory given to W, H. Andrews. This
stimulated some controversy concerning thb count from the
various counties and from Taos County in particular.45
The action of Taos County in gliving 362 votes to Andrews,
prompted A. A. Jones, Territorial Democratic Party Chalir-
man, to protest the election., Jones felt that Taos County
had acted contrary to pre-election prognostication in vot-
ing Kepublican, thus raising the suspicion in Demceratic
minds that the count was 1naccurate.46

Mr. Jones' bid to céntest the election brought accusa-
tions from Koy, New kexico, that the Demcocrats had improper-

ly influenced electicons in Mora County. By this accusation

44) 148 Vegas Daily Optic, November 8, 1906, p. 1.

45) Mr. Andrew carried EbEernalillo, Colfax, Dona Ana,
Lincoln, McKinley, Sandoval, Santa Fe, Tacs, Socorro, Tor-
rance and Valencia Counties, Mr. Larrazola carried Chaves,
Eddy, Grant, Guadalupe, Luna, Mora, Otero, Quay, Roosevelt,
San Miguel, San Juan, Sierra, Union and Rio Arriba Counties.
Las Vegas Dally Optic, November 13, 1906, p. 1.

46) 1pia.
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the writer, M. A. Bushkevitz, hoped to demonstrate that the
Hepublicans could likewise protest the election with the
justifiable intent of reviewing the count in Mora County.
As to the specific action of exuberant Democrats in Roy,
Fushkevitz stated that the local Party officials had hired
three toughs, Jose Archuleta, Leandro Archuleta and Nazarlo
¥lores, to prevent Hepublican voters access to the polls.
These men, according to the writer, were conspicucusly arm-
ed and, on occasion, discharged firearms in the streets.
Eventually the suthorities arrested the three men and crim-
inal charges were brought against them. In closing, the
writer urged that the letter be used as a news item so that

1t would come to the attention of the legally constituted

authorities of the Territory.47 Frost, seeing the value of gl
this letter, seriocusly urged tursum to allow the use of 1t
to countermand Mr. Jones' attempts to contest the election.
This advice was not followed by Eursum, probably because
Democratic protests faded quickly regarding the election
in Taos County.
Wwith the settlement of the election dispute, the public
duties of the Chairman were complete, The remalning prob-

lems of party business, however, occupled the attention of

47) Mr. bushkevitz, in partnership with H. A. Hanscn,
was the owner of the Mora County Publishing Company, pub-
lishers of El Hispano Americano., Bushkevitz to Frost,
November 7, 1906, Bursum Papers.







Eursum and serve to cast light upon nis view of election
results. In a letter to Judge Waldo, Bursum stated, "The
majority for Delegate was very small although we should be
thankful that results were not worse."48 The election re-
sults concerning the Territorial offices were much more
satisfying to the Chairman, By skillful politics the Re-
publicans received two-thirds of the legislative seats. In
the Council they received 10 seats whlle the opposition
gained only 2, and in the House the Republicans held an 18
to 6 majority.49 In spite of this majority, the Chairman
thought that a bigger percentage could have been ga thered
had not "overconfidence" prompted "the great slump im Klo
Arribs and San Miguel and Colfax Countioa.'so
Although Bursum attributed part of the failure to

overconfidence, some Party members were not convinced that
the failure resulted from any natural cause. The lcKinley
County Committee spokesman wrote:

This committee feels satisfled that there

must have been a great deal of treachery to

the party in several of the counties through-
out the Territory. We feel compelled to call

48) Judge H. L. Waldo was, at that time, residing in
Kansas City, Missouri., November 20, 1906, Bursum Papers.

49) Bursum to George W. Bowen, November 20, 1306,
Bursum Papers. In this letter Bursum stated that the small
majority received by Andrews was "owing to the disturbing
conditions within the party.”

50) Bursum to I. C. Barnes, November 20, 1906, Bursum
Papers. Mr. Earnes was the editor of the Tucumcari News.
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your attention to the fact; as regards
McKinley County. Mr. Stephen Canavan
& member of the Ter [ritorial] Central.
£:16] Com[mittee] , and a men who has

el signally [;16] honored by the Re-
publincan[sic] Party of the County;
bolted the party and worked as hard for
the defeat of the county ticket and that
of Hon. W. H. Andrews, our Candidate for
Congress, as did any Democrat in the
territory, useing [ sic| Larazolla [sic]
stickers, makil false affidavits for
non voters [;ic , buying votes for
Larazolla [sic|, and in every way possible
contributing to the defeat of Mr. Andrews.
We have the most positive evidence of
Mr. Canavan's treachery. Some of this
evidence being in the shape of affidavits
attached t I??ependont tickets with
Larazolla |sic| stickers. We would
respectfully ask you to see to 1t that
Mr. Canavan 1s not recognized by the Re-
publican organization of this Territory
nor else where [ sicl., We take this stand
in justice to the Kepublican party, as we
feel that treachery must be punished or
the distruction aigI of our Party will
be the consequence.

Mr. Bursum's reply was one of agreement with the tone
of the letter and he noted that Canavan's treachery would
"not be rewarded by recognition from the Territorial
Committ;ee."52 This example of treachery was the only one
reported by the various county committees, but the attli-
tude of the McKinley County group shows that treachery

was considered by them to be the chief cause for Andrews'

51) Harry Coddington to Bursum, November 10, 1906,
Bursum Papers. Mr. Coddington was the Secretary of the
McKkinley County Kepublican Committee.

52) Bursum to Coddington, November 20, 1906, Eursum
Papers. <
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poor showlng against Larrazola. Although this opinion did
not seem to be fully shared by the Chairman, it is note-
worthy that he gives some credit to the "disturbing influ-
ences within the party" for the small majority given to the
Republican Delegate.55 Exactly what is meant by this state-
ment 1s doubtful since a multiplicity of disturbing influ-
ences have been noted; however, it is assumed that the Party
leader was referring to the attitude of the Governor and
other New Mexicans in disputing the leadership of the Party.
This factor may have accounted for the narrow margin given
to Andrews, but it 1s more likely that the reason was more
complex than either argument admits.

After giving his views on the results of the campaign
and dispensing Party discipline, Bursum had but one more
task to accomplish before the campalgn passed into the realm
of completed and forgotten tasks. This particular duty was
one of fattenling the Party larder to pay the expenses incur-
red in the heat of the campaign. One fund raising missive
emanating from the Central Committee office divulged that
the request for a contribution from the Phelps-Dodge Company
had ylelded a $3,000 check to the campalgn fund. bDBursum did

not state exactly why this money was forthcoming;54 perhaps

53) Bursum to bowen, November 20, 1806, Bursum Papers.

o4) Bursum to Waldo, November 20, 1906, Bursum Papers.







this large gift was resultant from the argument for jolnture
that the Chairmen stated to Spies on October 15, 1906.55 X
such were the case 1t would serve ss another example of the
skill of the Chairman in adjusting arguments to sult the re-
cipient and doing 1t in such a manner as to convince and not
dupe the receiver.

Thus ended the jolnt statencod campaign of 1906. Okla-
homa and Indian Territory, after drafting a sultable consti-
tution, received statehood, but for Arizona and New Mexico
there remained mors years of hard work before they would be
admitted into the Union,

In New liexico Territory the definite accomplishments
of this campaign were those incidental to the statenood
issue, that is, the successful election of loyal Republicans
to fill the office of Terrlitorisl Delegate to Congress and
the local legislative seats., From this fact it may be sur-
mised that no real benefit was derived from champiohing the
statehood cause, but before such a blanket statement is given
it would be well to determine the goals entertained by those
who were instrumental in securing support for the joint

statehood movement.

595) Bursum Papers.







CONCLUSION

In dealing with the joint statehood campalign 1t early
becomes evident that the plan followed by its advo;;tes was
of a fluctuating nature, The fluldity of the arguments con-
founds any attempt to fix rigidly the theory behind the cam-
paign, but it is possible to assume that a general framework
was followed.

At the outset of negotiations for jointure the citizens
of both New Mexico and Arizona were generally opposed to any
plan of union, The Foraker amendment, sponsored in part by
Arizona lobbyists, attracted some interest in the Territories
and, with the passage of this amendment, came New Mexico's
unofficial acceptance of joint statehood.

This action started the development of the general frame-
work of the statehood movement. From existing evidence 1t is
possipble to surmise that within the framework of support for
jointure two general categories of argumentation developed.
The first was the acceptance of consolidation as the quick-
est and only avallable means to statenood. The second gen-
eral category was more devious than the first but just as
practical, that is, to support jolnture in the hopes that

Arizona would defeat the measure. This support, though in
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the end unsuccessful, would display the Party loyalty of
the Territorial citizens and create a favorable impression
upon the Hoosevelt Administration. This favorable lmpres-
sion incurred by dogged loyalty to the policles of the
President would be an asset when the opportunity for single
statehood came, and in the interim the largess of the
Federal Government might well be proffered to develop the
economic and social 1life of the Territory.

With these tools at hand the Party leaders gradually
established control over their reluctant followers. Party
pressure and skillful propaganda gradually produced & work-
able solidarity within Republican ranks. Although some
politicos were never reconciled to jointure, the power of
organized effort drowned out the discordant voices of the
disorganized protesters. With solidarity accomplished,
joint statehood became an officially endorsed program and
propagandists oegan working to gather enough votes to secure
a majority in the coming election.

As it became more and more evident that Arizona would
defeat jointure greater emphasis was given to the fact that
loyalty to the measure would evoke a grateful response from
the Administration, In fact, the slim chance that Arizona
would accept jointure had, from the first, made this conten-
tion the most favored. It should be noted, however, that

in few instances were there pure examples of either of the

two general categories, so that in the end neither of tne







two were mutually exclusive., In reality, the two categories
are apstractions existing only as a general framework for the
purpose of classifying the various arguments used in the
campaign.

The triumph of joint statehood in New Mexicoc was almost
a personal victory for the Chairman and his immediate associ-
ates, The victory of the Koosevelt supported measure pro-
duced no noticeable accolades Ifrom the President, but such
a hollow victory could hardly be held as deserving too much
praise. It seemed as 1f the effort given to jolnture was
both futile and empty, but in the complexity of partisan
politics it obviously possessed a value tnat need not be de-
preciated and in truth was not deprecliated by those person-

ally involved in the effort.
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